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ABSTRACT

EXPERIENCE AND EXPRESSION OF EMOTIONS IN MARITAL
CONFLICT: AN ATTACHMENT THEORY PERSPECTIVE

Ozen, Ayca
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

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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EVLILIKTE YASANAN CATISMALARDA HISSEDILEN VE iFADE
EDILEN DUYGULAR: BAGLANMA TEORIiSi PERSPEKTIFi

Ozen, Ayca
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez YoOneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Ekim 2012, 293 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, evlilikte yasanan ¢atismada hissedilen ve ifade edilen
duygularin, eslerin baglanma yonelimleri ve evlilik uyumlari arasindaki iligskideKi
araci roliinii arastirmaktir. Gegmis arastirmalar, baglanma boyutlar1 ve/ya stilleri ile
iligki doyumu arasinda giiclii bir iliski oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, gegmis
caligmalar yasanan olumsuz duygularin ve bu duygularin islevsiz sekilde ifade
edilmesinin iliskinin kalitesi bakimindan yikici etkisini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
caligmada, Aktor-Partner Bagimlilik Modeli (APIM, Kashy & Kenny, 2000)
kapsaminda evlilik ¢atismalarinda yasanan duygularin ve bunlarn ifade edilme
bi¢imlerinin kar1 ve kocanin baglanma boyutlari (kaginmaci ve kaygili baglanma)
ve her iki esin ikili uyumu arasindaki iliskide araci degisken rolii incelenmistir.
Boylece iki farkli ¢alisma alan1 gorgiil olarak iliskilendirilmistir. Genel olarak kar1
ve kocanin kaygi ve kaginma boyutlarinin olumsuz duygu deneyimi (kizginlik,
izlintii ve su¢luluk) ve bu duygularin yikici sekilde ifade edilmesi ile olumlu iliski
gostermesi beklenmektedir. Bu etkinin de her iki esin evlilik uyumunu olumsuz bir
sekilde etkilemesi beklenmektedir. Ilk olarak, Tiirk kiiltiiriine 6zgii yasanilan duygu
tiirleri ve bunlarm kiiltiire 6zgii disavurumlarinin olup olmadigini incelemek

amaciyla hem nicel hem de nitel &n ¢alismalar yapilmistir. On galisma sonuglar
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dikkate alinarak kizginlik, lizlintii ve sucluluk duygularimin ifadelerini kapsayan ti¢
ayr1 6l¢egin gilivenirligi ve gecerligi stnanmistir.

Ana calismaya erken donem evlilik yillarinda olan 167 ¢ift katilmistir. Evli
ciftler temel ¢alisma degiskenleri olan baglanma, duygular ve evlilik doyumuna
iliskin ¢ok sayida 6lgegi ayr1 ayr1 doldurmuslardir. Yasanan duygularin ve bunlarin
ifade edilme stillerinin, kar1 ve kocanin baglanma boyutlari ile her iki esin evlilik
uyumu arasindaki iligskide araci1 degisken roliinii arastirmak igin APIM modeli
kullanilarak bir dizi iz (path) analizi yapilmistir. Bulgular hem kar1 hem de
kocalarin kaginmaci baglanma boyutunun eslerin evlilik uyumunu yordamada en
giiclii degisken oldugunu gostermistir. Eslerin hissettigi duygularin araci roli
incelendiginde ise, kadinlarin hayal kirikligi duygusu ve erkeklerin kizginlik
duygusunun temel aract degiskenler olarak 6ne ¢iktigi bulunmustur. Kizginlik
ifadesi agisindan bakildiginda, sonuglar kadinlarin ve erkeklerin yaygin kizginlik
stilinin, baglanma boyutlar1 ve evlilik uyumu arasindaki iliskide araci rolii
oynadigini gostermistir. Uziintii ifadesinin arac1 roliine iliskin analizler, sadece bir
aktor araci roliiniin anlamli oldugunu gdstermistir. Kaginan baglanma yonelimi
yiiksek olan kocalarin tiziintiilerini ifade ederken daha ¢ok yalnizlik/olumsuz
davranis tarzin1 kullandiklari ve bu davranis tarzinin kendi evlilik uyumlarini
diigtirdigii bulunmustur. Ancak, kari ve kocalarin sugluluk ifade stillerinin, eslerin
baglanma stilleri ve evlilik uyumlari arasindaki araci rolii istatistiksel olarak anlamli
degildir. Bu calisma her bir esin baglanma boyutunun hem kisinin kendisinin hem
de esinin hissettigi duyguyu ve bu duyguyu nasil ifade edildigini yordamadaki
gilictinii ve bunun eslerin evlilik uyumunu belirlemedeki roliinti arastirarak gegmis
arastirmalara katki saglamaktadir. Calisma bulgulari, hem kuramsal ve pratik

uygulamalar hem de gelecek arastirmalar bakimindan tartigilmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kaygili ve Kaginmaci Baglanma, duygusal deneyim ve ifade,

evlilikte catisma, 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
1



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; Siimer & 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.



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



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).



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



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, Orifa, & 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,

10



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

11



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

13



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
14



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
15



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, Carrere, &

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,
20074, 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-Mclnnis (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

gquilt.

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.
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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; Siimer, 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.

39



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, Stimer
(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 hushand,
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; Siimer & Kagitcibasi, 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, (Kagit¢ibasi, 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, Siimer, & 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, (Kagitgibasi, 2007; Stimer &
Kagitgibasi, 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 la: 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; Siimer & 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-Mclnnis 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.

Anger Experience
e Wife Anger Experience
e Husband Anger

Wives’ attachment

dimensions: Experience
o Wife anxiety Wives’ Marital
e Wife avoidance Adjustment

Sadness Experience
e Wife Sadness Experience
e Husband Sadness

Experience
Husbands’ attachment
dimensions: Husbands’ Marital
e Husband anxiety Adjustment
e Husband avoidance

Guilt Experience
o Wife Guilt Experience
e Husband Guilt Experience

Figure 1. The Proposed Model for Mediating Effects of Emotional Experience
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CHAPTER I

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, Gorts, 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

57



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 |
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 3.84 (5 months-13  2.97 (5 months- 5 months-13
Marriage (Range) years) 7 years) years
Mean Duration of 4.52 (6 months-8  3.35(6 months-7  4.09 (6 months-
Dating (Range) years) years) 8years)
Occupation
Public Employee (%) 17 (81% of 9 (75% of men) 26 (78.8% of total
women) 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 Il
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 3.58 (4 months-  3.49 (6 months-  3.54 (4 months-
Duration (Range) 10 years) 10 years) 10 years)
Education
Primary School 2 (2.3% of 3 (7% of men) 5 (3.8% of total
women) 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., | calmly share
my feelings with my partner), distributive assertion has 6 items (e.g., | show my
anger through behaviors such as clenching my fist or slamming doors), passive
aggression has 4 items (e.g., | give him/her the silent treatment), and finally
avoidance/denial has 4 items (e.g., | say that I don’t feel angry with him/her even if
| 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., | say “I’m sorry” or something similar),
explanations/justifications with 4 items (e.g., | try to do something to fix the
situation), appeasement with 7 items (e.g., | give my partner more affection and/or
compliments than usual), and denial with 5 items (e.g., | 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., | try to act cheerful so my mood will change) with 8 items, social
support seeking (e.g., | wait for my partner to help me) with 5 items, solitude (e.g., |
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., | 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 | am sick or that | 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 Fisiloglu 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-
Kislak (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. ltem
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.
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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 1.09 150 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 451 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
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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 ....Cok sik sorun yasariz, ¢ok farkl
very different people and perhaps insanlariz belki de ondan

because of this we have conflict on kaynaklaniyor olabilir yani en ufak sey
even the smallest thing...But at the de bile catistigimiz oluyor....Ama ilk

beginning of course it wasn't like that  baslarda boyle degildi tabii ki ve o li¢
and in those three years (before we got  sene (evlenmeden Once) igerisinde,
married), when we were engaged, at nisanlilik donemimizde, evlendigimiz
the beginning of our marriage it wasn't  ilk zamanlarinda hig¢ boyle degildi.
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like that at all. We started to have
problems very often...they used to tell
me but | 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...

Cok sik sorun yagamaya bagladik...
.....sOylerlerdi de inanmazdim, iste
sevgiliyken bambagka bir insan,
nisanlaninca bambaska, evlendikten
sonra bambagska bir insan olur derler
ya, ben derdim ki bir insan ne kadar
degisebilir, mutlaka kendini bir sekilde
gosterecektir ama degilmis. ...

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...

...flort doneminde 6nemsemiyorsunuz
(sorunlarr) glinkii sonugta kendi evine
gidiyorsun. Orada nefes altyorsunuz,
soluklaniyorsunuz, o kendi evinde siz
kendi evinizde.... Ayn1 evde olunca
farkli oluyor.... simdi dyle bir
liiksiiniin olmadigini bilmek koti.
Onceden secim size aitti ama simdi
degil....

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 | started to feel that
were boring one and other every day...

...ilk ti¢ y1l1 zordu yani... Birlikte
yasamaya baslamak ¢ikiyor olmaktan
biraz farkli aslinda... her giin ayn1
evin i¢inde birbirimizi sikmaya
basladigimizi hissetmistim her giin her
giin....

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.

Hortagsu (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 (Hortagsu,

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 (Hortagsu, 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)

...T'used to think that there was a
more solid marriage before the child, |
used to think that | 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 |
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...1 do not feel
my husband close to me anymore.
Probably he doesn't feel me close
either... Before | didn't think of our
relationship as expendable, but now |
feel myself to be more expendable...
he criticizes me more often than he
used to. He has more demands and |
make him feel ever more that | cannot
answer them, | cannot answer his
expectations very much...

... Cocuktan oncesi daha saglam bir
evliligim oldugunu diistiniiyordum,
esimin hayatindaki en yakin kisi
oldugumu diisiiniiyordum....¢ocuktan
sonra degisti ¢linkii her ikimizde de
sabir kalmadi, enerji
kalmadi..birbirimizle iletisimimiz ¢ok
cok azald....diger taraftan ev disindaki
hayatimi siirdiirememenin getirdigi
stres de vardi, o yilizden ben kisisel
olarak baya olumsuz durumdaydim...
kavgalar eskisine gore daha sik olmaya
basladi, daha sik tartisma ¢ikmaya
basladi ve eskiden olmayan kiisliikler
ortaya cikti.... eskisi kadar ben esimi
cok yanimda hissetmiyorum.
Muhtemelen o da beni kendi yaninda
hissetmiyordur.... Eskiden iligkimizi
kolay harcanamaz diye diistiniiyordum
ama simdi daha kolay harcanabilir gibi
hissediyorum kendimi...eskisinden
daha fazla elestiriyor beni. Daha fazla
talepleri var ve yetisemedigimi ona ¢ok
fazla hissediyorum, beklentilerini
karsilayamiyorum cok 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. Hortagsu (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., | 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, (Kagitgibasi, 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, | 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, | 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, | mean
that feeling completely belongs to
you....

....0fke kizginlik geciyor hani bir
dokunusla geciyor ama bu hayal
kiriklig1 ¢ok kolay ge¢cmiyor hani zor
olan o zaten, siz onu hep yaninizda
tastyorsunuz, affedilir bir tarafi yok.
Kaba bir laf soyler, kiifreder atiyorum
onlar unutulur gider. Isin ¢ok ilging
tarafi en kolay onlar unutuluyor. Ama
hayal kirikligi, {iziintii bir duygu ve
uzun siiren bir duygu, biraz daha
bireysel bir duygu, 6tke ve kizginlik
aslinda bir tepki oluyor hani. Bir sey
yapiyorsunuz ve kiziyor esin sana, ama
hayal kirikliginda artik 6zne siz
oluyorsunuz, size doniik oluyor hani
hayal kirikligin1 yaratan, yaratmasina
vesile olan sizsiniz aslinda, o yiizden
uzun siiriiyor....Kaba davrandiginda,
tartistiginda 6znesi o, Oteki tarafta hem
0zne hem nesne sizsiniz hani o duygu
tamamuyla 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... |
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. | mean when | am

... (kizginsam) esime
sOylerim....Bazen ¢ok sakin bir
sekilde, bazen sakin bir sekilde
olmayabiliyor... lizdiigii zamanki
gosterdigim tepkileri size nasil
anlatacagimi, ifade edecegimi
bilmiyorum ama o duygularimla bas
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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 |
am sad | don't accept any of that. Then
| think he would prefer to make me
angry rather than make me sad. When
| am sad, | try to cope with it myself,
when | am angry it is easier but when |
am sad it is a more problematic
process. It takes a longer time than
when | am angry... When | am angry, |
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 | 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 | talk to
my husband more easily....

edemiyor. Yani kizdigim zaman
kiistigim zaman gelip iste
simarabiliyor, gonliimii alacak bir sey
yapabiliyor, bana hediyeler alip bir
sekilde kendini affettirmeye
calisabiliyor ama {iziildiigiim zaman
bunlarin hig¢birisini kabul etmiyorum.
O zaman tizmektense kizdirmayi tercih
eder herhalde. Uziildiigiim zaman
kendi kendime halletmeye c¢alisiyorum,
kizdigim zaman o daha kolay
halloluyor ama iiztildiigim zaman biraz
daha problemli siire¢ olabiliyor.
Kizgmligimin gegmesinden daha uzun
bir siire¢ gerekiyor...Kizdigim zaman
bagiriyorum, ¢agirtyorum, tavir
yaptyorum, kiisiiyorum ve o da bir
sekilde geliyor ve oziir diliyor veya
hakliligini savunuyor, her zaman da
oziir dilemez, hakliligin1 savunuyor, bir
sekilde niye siirecin bu sekilde
isledigini anlatan bir takim soyledikleri
oluyor. Ama {iziildiiglim zaman onun
da eli ayagina dolasiyor, nasil
istesinden gelecegini sasirdigi
zamanlar oluyor. Belli zaman gectigi
zaman esimle daha rahat
konusuyorum...

Interviewee 21. (Female, married for 2 years)

.. (if  am angry) | say it immediately. |
show it and tell him immediately. |
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 | shouted very seriously... There
is a great difference between when |
am angry and when | am sad. When |
am sad | prefer not to talk at all I mean
| usually keep silent. | 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 | mean...

... (kizginsam) Hemen soylerim.
Beklemeden, hemen belli edip
sOyliiyorum. Genelde ¢ok bagirmam,
su sira tabi dyle. Bir yilimizda boyle
degildi, ¢ok ciddi bagirdigim zamanlar
oldu..... Kizginken oldugum halimle
iizgiinken oldugum halim arasinda ¢ok
fark var. Uzgiinken boyle hig
konusmamay1 tercih ediyorum,
genelde hani susarim. Hig bir sey
yokmus gibi davranmaya ¢aligirim. ...
Esim o zamanlarda daha sakin oluyor
aslinda. Esim genelde konugsmaya
calisir bu durumda, ugrasir 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

.... Ona ofkelendigimde 6fkemi direk
gostererek bagiriyorum ¢ogu zaman bu

duyguyla bas edemesem de zaman
zaman kendimi sakinlestirmeyi
basarryorum....Uziintiilii ve depresif
oldugum zamanlarda aglayabiliyorum,
ilk 6nce duygumu gosterip sonra
konusabiliyorum. Oysaki kizginlik
sonrasinda ilk dnce konusup bana
hissettirdigi duygulari sdylerken
izlintlili durumlarda ilk 6nce duygu
sagaltimini yapip sonra
konusabiliyorum...

I cannot cope with this feeling most of
the time, sometimes | manage to calm
myself...When | am sad or depressive
I can cry, I first show my feelings and
then | can talk. Although after being
angry | talk to my husband first and
tell him the emotions that he caused
to, when | am sad first | cure my
emotions than I talk to him.......

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 | never quit without
resolving it...I am tired of consoling
him after every argument, how shall |
put it, | am a little tired of letting him
have the upper hand and of consoling
him when he is angry. Because when
| see things that | don't deserve, one is
discouraged, | am really discouraged
and tired; I just let it be....

...ben ¢oziimlemeden kesinlikle
birakmam... illaki tabii ki ¢6ziilmesi
gerekir ¢iinkii bu ¢oziilmedigi zaman bu
sefer daha ¢ok biiyiiyor, seni bu sefer
onemsemiyormus gibi geliyor. Sana
sOyliiyor sdyliiyor ama bu sefer
unutuyor, yani énemsemiyormus gibi
seni. Belki seni orada kirdi, kesinlikle
bir kag giin sonra yine patlak veriyor
¢linkii seni iiziiyor ve bunun farkinda
ama yine de tistiinde durmuyor, bu seni
daha ¢ok sinirlendiriyor, daha ¢ok
iizliyor. O ylizden kesinlikle ¢ozmeden
birakmiyorum....... Yoruldum, her
tartismanin sonunda gidip ben gonliinii
almaktan, iste ne bileyim o sinirlendigi
zaman onu alttan alip, dedigim gibi
yine gonliinii almaktan yoruldum artik
biraz. Clinkii dedigim gibi hak
etmedigim seyleri goriince insanin
sevki kiriliyor, gercekten sevki kiriliyor
yani yoruldum, akisina biraktim....

Interviewee 10. (Male, married for 5 years)

... When | am angry | first start to talk
and a dialog starts and then it turns
into a monologue, nobody listens to
each other. | 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], |
mean | have seen it does not resolve it,
it does not bring any solution... | mean
it will end up in divorce ... that's how
my wife is.... she doesn't change, |
mean | also don't change. You accept

....Ben sinirlenince konusuyorum 6nce
diyalogla basliyor, sonra monologa
doniiyor, kimse birbirini dinlemiyor.
Hani siirekli saldir1 savunma, saldir1
savunma. Bu donemlerde ¢ok kiis
kaliyoruz, kaliyorduk, ama son bir
yildir pek olmuyor, kendi adima
sOyleyeyim ben yoruldum hani
tasimaktan yoruldum, sey anlamda
hani sona ulastirmadigini gérdiim,
¢Ozlime ulastirmiyor....hani
bosanmaya kadar gidecek.....benim
esim boyle biri...degismiyor hani ben
de degismiyorum. Kabulleniyorsunuz
ama o da bagka tiirlii bir ¢eligki yani

it but that is also another contradiction, niye kabulleniyorsunuz, kabullenmek

why should I accept it, there is no
obligation. When you accept it is very
bad | 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?

zorunda degilsiniz, iste o biraz yorucu
oluyor, niye kabulleneyim ki, dyle bir
mecburiyet yok. Mecbur hissettiginiz
zaman ¢ok kotii bir sey oluyor hani bu
gonil rizastyla olmuyor, kavga,
tartisma biitiin duygular ayn1 ondan
sonra ee boyleymis. Ee boyle oldugunu
biliyordun 10 yil niye kaldin yani......
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Interviewee 9. (Female, married for 5 years)

... Actually what was established in ....Aslinda iliskimizde yillarla oturan
our relationship in all these years was  aslinda buydu. Daha 6nceden bu kadar
this. We could not articulate it so well  iyi ifade edemiyorduk. Simdi iyi ifade

before. Now we can express it well. I~ edebiliyoruz. Yani kars1 tarafi da

mean without offending the other kirmayacak sekilde, onun da

party, in a way that he or she can anlayabilecegi bir sekilde, birbirimize
understand, we can express and ifade edip anlatabiliyoruz; ne

explain to each other; to explain why  hissettigimizi, neden boyle bir tepki
we react like that or what we feel is verdigimizi anlatabilmek aslinda giizel.
actually nice. Recognizing him. While  Onu gérmek. Daha 6nceden, daha

we used to have angry or impulsive sinirli ve fevri ¢ikiglar yapabiliyorken,
reactions, now we can react more su an daha sakin ve daha 1liml

calmly and moderately. As a result of  yaklasabiliyoruz. Ve birbirimizi
getting to know each other... You tanimanin verdigi seyle. Neyi ne kadar
know your limits, both he and I. yapabileceginizi biliyorsunuz, ben de o

Therefore with anticipation maybe you da. O yiizden beklentiyle belki de o
adjust yourself, I don't exactly know.... sekilde ayarliyorsunuz 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 Il

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.

108



Table 3. 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Wives Husbands Total
(N=167) (N=167) (N=334)
Number of Participants 167 (50%) 167 (50 %) 334

Mean Age (Range)

Education
High School

Vocational School
University or More

The Number of Children
No Children (%)

1 child (%)

2 children (%)

3 children (%)
Perceived Economic
Status
Lower SES
Middle SES
Upper SES

Monthly Family Income
1000-1500 TL (%)
1500-2000 TL (%)
2000-2500 TL (%)
2500-3000 TL (%)
3000-4000 TL (%)
<5000 TL (%)

31.59 (23-46)

48 (28.7% of

wives)
20 (12%)
99 (59.3%)

55 (32.9%)

68 (40.7%)

41 (24.6%)
3 (1.8%)

12 (7.2%)
124 (74.3%)
31 (18.6%)

34.78 (25-52)

47 (28.1%
of husbands)
20 (12%)
100 (28.8%)

55 (32.9%)

68 (40.7%)

41 (24.6%)
3 (1.8%)

10 (6%)
132 (79%)
25 (15%)

33.18 (23-52)

95 (28.4% of
total N)
40 (12%)
199 (59.6%)

22 (6.6%)
256 (76.6%)
56 (16.8%)

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

109



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 “fo 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 (“41.1 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 Fisiloglu 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 hushands) 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 (Myives = 2.04 and Mpusbands =
2.35) although they did not differ on attachment anxiety. Wives reported using
more distributive aggression (Muives = 2.83 and Myusbands = 2.54) and passive
aggression (Myives = 4.05 and Myyspands = 3.39) while expressing their anger,
more solitude/negative behavior (Myives = 3.10 and Myspangs = 2.89) while
feeling sad, and more explanations (Myives = 5.65 and Mhyspangs = 5.12) while
feeling guilty as compared to their husbands. Wives also reported feeling more
sadness (Myives = 3.76 and Mpyspands = 3.28) and regret (Myives = 2.62 and
Mhuspands = 2.21) during a conflict as compared to their husbands. On the other
hand, husbands reported using more avoidance/denial aggression (Myjves = 2.82
and Mpyspandgs = 3.07) while expressing anger and feeling more guilt (Myives =
2.53 and Mpuspands = 2.95) during a conflict than their wives. As seen in the Eta’
(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 1Vs 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 Husbands
(N=167) (N = 167)
Mean SD Mean SD Range F  Eta

Attachment Anxiety 289 92 280 .82 1-7 .89 .00
Attachment Avoidance 204 93 235 1.02 1-7 8.47** .03
Distributive aggression 283 108 254 110 1-7 5.93* .02
Passive aggression 405 123 339 120 1-7  2430%* .07
Avoidance/denial 2.82 97 307 86 1-7 6.31* .02
Integrative assertion 482 101 480 1.23 1-7 .03 .00
Solitude/Negative behavior 3.10 99 2.89 1.01 1-7 3.63 01
Social support/Dependent 410 117 387 124 1-7 3.21 01
behavior

Positive activity 373 106 378 115 1-7 17 .00
Apology/Appeasement 491 111 474 112 1-7 1.99 .01
Denial 270 103 275 1.06 1-7 20 .00
Explanations 565 1.05 512 1.24 1-7  17.26** .05
Sadness 376 160 328 1.34 1-7 8.83** 03
Regret 262 149 221 113 1-7 7.72%% .02
Anger 427 153 398 156 1-7 2.81 01
Guilt 253 113 295 121 1-7  10.75** .03
Marital Adjustment 113.83 19.96 113.77 20.44 0-151 .00 .00
Marital Satisfaction 211 50 2.09 45 1-5 10 .00

Note. *p< .05; **p< .01, tp =.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

130



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
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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 Vs
(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 (4% (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 (5 = -.58, p < .05)
and their husbands also reported lower marital adjustment (8 = -.17, p <.05).
Similarly, husbands’ attachment avoidance predicted their own and wives’ marital
adjustment negatively (8 = -.68, p < .05; f = -.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 (8 = -.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 (4* (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
(8 = .30, p <.05), regret (8 = .34, p < .05), and anger (8 = .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 (8 = .20, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of
wives predicted their high levels of regret experiences (f = .23, p < .05) only, and
similarly attachment avoidance of husbands predicted their own regret (8 = .27, p <
.05) and anger (5 = .31, p < .05) experiences during a conflict. Additionally, both
avoidant wives and avoidant husbands were less satisfied with their relationships (5

=-54,p<.05and g =-.62, p < .05, respectively). Wives’ regret also predicted
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their marital adjustment negatively (8 = -.29, p < .05) and also husbands’ anger
predicted their marital adjustment negatively (4 = -.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 (f = .22, p < .05) and
regret (f = .27, p < .05) experiences during a conflict. However, higher attachment
anxiety of husbands predicted wives’ sadness (f = .18, p < .05) and regret (5 = .12,
p < .05) experiences during a conflict. Additionally, wives’ attachment avoidance
predicted husbands’ marital adjustment negatively (# = -.17, p < .05) and
husbands’ attachment avoidance predicted wives’ marital adjustment negatively (5
=-.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

139



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 (f = .16, t = 2.15, p < .05). Furthermore, the beta weight of the
link between husbands’ attachment anxiety and wives’ integrative assertion was
also positive (5 = .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 (4* (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 (f = .25, p <.05) and their usage of high levels of distributive
aggression (8 = .32, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of wives predicted their high
levels of avoidant aggression (8 = .35, p < .05) and their low levels of marital
adjustment (8 = -.61, p < .05). For husbands, attachment avoidance of husbands
predicted their high levels of distributive aggression (5 = .55, p < .05), high levels
of passive aggression (8 = .43, p <.05), high levels of avoidant/denial aggression
(8 = .29, p < .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (8 = -.59, p < .05).
Wives’ distributive aggression also predicted their marital adjustment negatively (5
=-.19, p < .05) and also husbands’ distributive aggression predicted their marital
adjustment negatively (8 = -.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 (8 = .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 (8 = .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 (8 = -.17,
p < .05) and husbands’ attachment avoidance predicted wives’ marital adjustment
negatively (8 = -.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 (5 = .34, t =
4.36, p < .05) and anxious wives reported high levels of social support/dependent
behavior (5 = .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 (XZ (18, N =
167) = 7.88, p = ns. GFI =.99, AGFI =.97, NNFI =1.04, CFIl = 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 (f = .32, p < .05), their usage of high levels of
positive activity (5 = .19, p < .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (8 = -
.13, p < .05). Similarly higher attachment anxiety of husbands predicted their usage
of high levels of solitude/negative behavior (8 = .18, p < .05) and their usage of
high levels of positive activity (f = .27, p < .05). Attachment avoidance of wives
predicted their usage of high levels of solitude/negative behavior (5 = .17, p < .05)
and their low levels of marital adjustment (8 = -.57, p < .05). Similarly, higher
attachment avoidance of husbands predicted only their usage of high levels of
solitude/negative behavior (8 = .41, p <.05) and their low levels of marital
adjustment (5 = -.61, p<.05). Husbands’ solitude/negative behavior also predicted
their marital adjustment negatively (8 = -.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 (5 = .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 (f = .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
(8 =-.16, p <.05) and husbands’ attachment avoidance predicted wives’ marital
adjustment negatively (8 = -.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 (f = .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 (4* (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 (8 = .20, p < .05) and their low levels of marital adjustment (5 = -.12, p <
.05). Higher attachment avoidance of wives predicted their usage of low levels of
apology/appeasement (5 = -.42, p < .05) and their usage of high levels of denial (5
= .41, p <.05) and their low levels of marital adjustment (f = -.58, p < .05). For
husbands, their higher attachment avoidance predicted their usage of low levels of
apology/appeasement (5 = -.51, p < .05), usage of high levels of denial (5 = .56, p

< .05), and their low levels of marital adjustment (8 = -.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 (6 = -.17, p < .05) and husbands’ attachment
avoidance predicted wives’ marital adjustment negatively (8 = -.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 (f = .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 (8 = .17, p <.05) and husbands’
avoidance (f = .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 (5 = .32, p < .01) and husbands (f
= .21, p <.05) predicted passive aggression of wives, F (8, 166) = 4.68, p < .001,
only husbands’ avoidance (f = .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 (8 = .24, p <.05and g = .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 (f
=-19,p<.05and g =-.21, p <.05). Unique effects also showed that only
husbands’ avoidance had significant main effect on husbands’ avoidant aggression
(B =.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 (f =-.49, p < .01 and g = -.19, p < .05, respectively, F (8, 166) = 6.79,
p <.001), only avoidance level of husbands predicted husbands’ integrative
aggression (f =-.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 (5 = .31, p < .01, f=.25,p<.05, = .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 (5 = .16, p <.05and g =
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 (5 = .20, p < .05 and g = .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 (8 = -.22, p <.05) and
wives’ attachment avoidance (f = -.50, p < .01) in predicting wives’ social
support/dependent behavior. However, husbands’ avoidance (f = -.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 (f = .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 (8 = .13, p=ns. and § = .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 (5 = -.52, p <.01 and g = -.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) =
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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 (f =-.22,p < .05, =.17,p <
.05and g = .37, p < .01, respectively). However, husbands’ education level
negatively and their avoidance level positively predicted husbands’ denial (f = -.16,
p <.05and B = .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 (f = -

52, p<.0landp =-.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 (8 =.29, p < .01
and f = .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 (f = .24, p <. 01). Moreover, the
interaction between wives’ anxiety and husbands’ avoidance significantly predicted
husbands’ sadness experience in the third step (f = -.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 (f = .29, p <.01l and g = .20, p < .05, respectively), wives’
anxiety and husbands’ avoidance predicted husbands’ regret experience during a
conflict (8 = .18, p < .05 and g8 = .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 (f3
= .24, p <.05), husbands’ avoidance predicted husbands’ anger experience during

marital conflict (§ = .31, p <.01).

168



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
(8 = -.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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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 (§ = -.15, p < .05, f =-.58, p < .01,
and S = -.26, p < .05, respectively), avoidance level of wives and husbands
negatively predicted husbands’ marital adjustment (f = -.16, p < .05, and f = -.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 (5 = -.67, p <.01), avoidance
level of wives and husbands had significant main effect on wives’ marital
satisfaction (5 = -.58, p < .01, and S = -.26, p < .05, respectively). In addition, the
interaction between avoidance level of wives and husbands significantly predicted
marital satisfaction of wives (f =-.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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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.

176



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 (Kagigibasi, 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 ljzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008, Schmitt et al., 2004, Stimer
& Kagigibasi, 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-Mclnnis, 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 (Kizilaslan & Diktas,
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., Ozen, Siimer, & 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; Siimer & Kagitgibasi, 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.

Stimer and Kagitgibasi (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 (Kagit¢ibasi, 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-Mclnnis, 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-MclInnis, 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-Mclnnis, 2001; Joel, MacDonald, & Plaks, 2012; Magali, 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
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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-Mclnnis, 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-Mclnnis, 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.

193



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., Stimer & Kagitcibasi, 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
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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, hushands 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 (Stimer &
Kagit¢ibasi, 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-Mclnnis, 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; Ozen 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) Evliliginizi genel olarak nasil tanimlarsiniz?

2) Evliliginizde ne kadar siklikla sorun yasarsiniz?

3) Bu sorunlar genelde hangi konularda oluyor? Yani daha ¢ok hangi
konularda esinizle tartisirsiniz ya da esinize kiisersiniz?

4) Peki, bu tartigmalariniz sirasinda veya sonrasinda genellikle nasil
hissedersiniz? Ne tiir duygular hissediyorsunuz?

5) Bu tartismalarinizdan sonra genellikle esinize nasil davranirsiniz?
Tartismadan sonraki giinleriniz nasil gecer? Diger iligkileriniz bu
durumdan etkilenir mi?

6) Her evlilikte insanlarin birbirine kizgin ve/veya 6fkeli olduklari
durumlar vardir. Peki, siz ne tiir tartismalardan sonra esinize kars1 kizgin
ve Ofkeli hissedersiniz? Diger bir deyisle, hangi sorun ya da sorunlardan
dolay1 tartisirken esinize daha ¢ok kiziyorsunuz? Bir 6rnek verebilir
misiniz?

7) Tartisma sonrasinda esinize kizgin ve 6fkeli hissettiginizde, bu
duygunuzu esinize nasil yansitiyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasil bag
edersiniz? Esinize nasil davranirsiniz, tepkinizi nasil gosterirsiniz?

8) Esiniz bu duygunuza (kizginlik) ve bu tepkilerinize nasil karsilar? Size
nasil davranir?

9) Yaptiginiz bu tiir tartismalar, sorunlar genellikle nasil ¢oziimleniyor?

10) Esinizle kavgalariniz sirasinda kendinizi suglu hissettiginiz durumlar var
mi1? Bir 6rnek verebilir misiniz?

11) Tartisma sonrasinda sugluluk hissettiginizde, bu duygunuzu esinize nasil
yansittyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasil bas edersiniz? Esinize nasil
davranirsiniz, tepkinizi nasil gosterirsiniz?

12) Esiniz bu duygunuza (sugluluk) ve bu tepkilerinize nasil karsilik verir?
Size nasil davranir?

13) Yaptiginiz bu tiir tartismalar genellikle nasil ¢oziimleniyor?

14) Hangi tiir tartigmalariizdan sonra kendinizi daha ¢ok tizgiin ve depresif
hissediyorsunuz?

15) Tartigsma sonrasinda iizgiin, depresif hissettiginizde, bu duygunuzu
esinize nasil yansitiyorsunuz? Bu duyguyla nasil bas edersiniz? Esinize
nasil davranirsiniz, tepkinizi nasil gdsterirsiniz?

16) Esiniz bu duygunuza (iizlintii) ve bu tepkilerinize nasil karsilik verir?
Size nasil davranir?

17) Esinizle yaptiginiz bu tiir tartismalariniz genellikle nasil ¢éziimleniyor?
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Main Categories and Thematic Units of Conflict Areas (a total of 33

APPENDIX B. Conflict Areas

participants, 21 women and 12 men)

Main Categories and Thematic Units Number of Frequency
participants
1. Different personalities and expectations 19/33 (10 of
them female)
e Hayattan farkli isteklerimizin 12 2
beklentilerimizin ve bakis agilarimizin
olmasi
e Kisiliklerimizin farkli olmasi 8 15
e Beklentileri kargilayamama, yetersizlik 3 7
e Karakterim bu deyip istemedigim 1 1
seyleri 1srarla yapmasi
e Fikirlerimizin uyusmamasi 1 1
e Dini inanglarimiz farkli 1 1
2. Sharing chores/acting responsibly 18/33 (13 of
them female)
e Evdeki gorev/is boliimii/dagilimi ile 10 17
ilgili
e Sorumluluklarin yerine getirilmesi 8 10
e Evlilige, ayn1 evde yasamaya uyum S 9
sorunlari
e Paranin nasil kullanilacagi, maddi 3 S)
sorumsuzluklar
e Habersiz eve birilerini ¢agirmak 3 3
e Habersiz plan yapilmasi 1 2
e Eve gec gelmesi 1 2
e Dagmiklig 1 1
3. Communication problems 12/33 (9 of them
female)
e Bagkalarinin yanindaki davranislarimiz 5 12
(birbirimizi rencide etmemiz gibi)
e Sinirli ve agresif ¢ikiglar 2 4
e {letisim problemi 2 2
e Konudan bagimsiz davranis 2 2
tarzlarimizin farklilig
e Benim dedigim senin dedigin olsun 2 2
(inat¢1 davraniglar)
e Birbirimizi dinleyip anlamama 2 2
e Yanlis anlasilmalar yiiziinden 1 1
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e Onun bencil davranislari 1 1
4. Intimacy/support 11/33 (8 of them
female)
o Ilgi gdstermeme (umursamaz, 4 5
anlayissiz davraniglar)
e Beni siirekli elestirmesi, takdir 3 4
etmemesi
e Benim yaptigim fedakarliklarin 2 4
farkinda olmamast
e Birbirimizi fazla 6nemsemedigimizi 1 3
diistinmek
e Cinsel konular 1 1
e Kiskanclik 1 1
5. Extended family 9/33 (6 of them
female)
e Aileler yiiziinden 9 20
6. Children/childrearing issues 7/33 (3 of them
female)
e Cocugun bakimi, egitimi, gorev 7 17
dagilimi1 sorumluluklartyla ilgili
7. Spending time together 6/33 (2 of them
female)
e Evde birlikte ge¢irilen/birbirimize 3 6
ayirdigimiz vakidi nasil
gecirecegimizle ilgili
e Birimiz sosyallesmeyi, digerimiz bas 3 3
basa kalmaktan keyif alir
e Farkli ilgi alanlarimizin olmasi, farkli 2 3
seylerden keyif alma
8. Privacy/boundaries 6/33 (2 of them
female)
e Hayatlarimiza ¢ok fazla miidahale 3 3
etmemiz, miidahaleci davranislar
e Siirekli hesap sormamiz (neredeydin 2 4
gibi)
e Ozel yasam alanlarma saygi duymama 1 2
e  Smrlarla ilgili 1 1
9. Addictions 4/33 (2 of them
female)
e Alkol 2 3
e 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 Frequency
participants
1. Communication problems 21/32 (15 of
them women)

e Bagkalariin yanindaki bana kars1 4 7
davraniglar (rencide etmek, elestirmek)

e Konudan bagimsiz davranis 4 6
tarzlarimizin farkliligi, diisiincesizce
yapilan hareketler

e Kendi fikirlerini empoze etmeye/dikte 4 4
ettirmeye ¢aligmasi, beni dinlememesi

e Tartisma sirasinda hakaret ve saldir1 3 5
boyutundaki davranislari

e Bencilce sabit fikirli davraniglari 2 4

e Gereksiz agresif ¢ikiglari, islubundan 2 3
dolay1

e Cifte standart davraniglar1 (kendisi 2 2
istedigini yaparken benim yapmamami
beklemesi)

e Yapilmasimi istemedigim, 2 2
onaylamadigim seylerin tekrar tekrar
yapilmasi

e Ukalalik yapilmasi, iistiinliik taslamasi 2 2

e Benim adima karar vermesi, fikrimi 1 2
almamasi

e Hosgoriisliz davraniglar 1 1

e Inatcilig 1 1

e Her seyi benimle paylasmamasi, kendi 1 1
1¢Ine atmasi

e Siirekli savunmaya gegmesi 1 1

e Siirekli soylenmesi (dirdircilik) 1 1

e Verilen sozlerin tutulmamasi 1 1

2. Intimacy/support 16/32 (12 of
them women)

e Beni begenmemesi ve siirekli elestirip S) 7
kusur bulmasi

e Yeterince ilgi gostermemesi, ) 6
Onemsemesi

e Yaptigim fedakarliklar1 gormezden 3 6
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gelmesi, takdir etmemesi

e Bana yeterince vakit ayirmamasi 3 )
e Ailesine ve bagkalarina benden daha 2 7
fazla oncelik vermesi (birinci sirada
olmalar)
e Duygularimi ve beni anlamadig1 zaman 2 3
o Cinsellikle ilgili 2 2
e Kiskangliklan 1 1
3. Sharing chores/acting responsibly 10/32 (6 of them
women)
e Evdeki gorev/is bolimii/dagilimi ile 4 7
ilgili (yardim etmemesi)
e Maddi sikintilar, sorumsuzluklar 4 4
e Bana danigmadan plan program 4 4
yapilmasi, emri vaki yapilmasi
e Daginiklig 2 3
e Sorumluluklarin yerine getirilmemesi 2 2
e Habersiz eve ge¢ gelmesi 1 1
4. Extended family 7/32 (5 of them
women)
e Aileler yiiziinden 7 10
5. Different personalities and expectations 3/32 (2 of them
women)
e Hayata bakis agilarimizin farkliligi 2 2
e Politik bakis ag¢ilarindaki farklilik 2 2
6. Children/childrearing issues 2/32 (1 of them
women)
e Cocukla hep benim ilgilenmem 2 3
7. Addictions 2/32 (2 of them
women)
o Alkol 2 3
8. Privacy/boundaries 1/32 (woman)
e Hayatlarimiza ve diger iligkilerimize 1 1
¢ok fazla miidahale etmemiz
9. Spending time together 1/32 (woman)
e Ben sosyallesmeyi seviyorum, o siirekli 1 1

bas basa kalmak istiyor
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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 | Frequency
participants
1. Communication problems 14/25 (9 of
them women)
e Beni anlamadigi, haksizlik ettigi zaman 4 5
e Sorunlarimizi ¢6zemedigimizde, 3 4
¢Oziimsiiz tartismalarda
e Bagkalarinin yaninda ya da birlikteyken 3 4
gururumu rencide edecek davraniglarda
bulundugunda
e Saygisizca ve diigiincesizce 2 6
davraniglarina
e iliskimizin kavgalarla yipranmasi 2 3
durumu
e Tartisma sirasinda agir sézler sdyleyerek 2 2
beni kirdig1 zaman
e Kisiligime yonelik laflar sdylediginde 1 2
e Gerektigi zaman beni alttan almadiginda 1 1
e Bana emri vaki yaptig1 zaman 1 1
e Yalan soylediginde 1 1
e Tartismalarimizdan sonra uzun siire 1 1
iletisimi kopardigimizda
2. Intimacy/Support 11/25 (6 of
them women)
e Duygularim, fikirlerimi ve beni 6 12
onemsemediginde/yok saydiginda
e Beni begenmedigini diisiindiigiimde 3 3
e Bana genel olarak destek olmadiginda 2 3
e Beni az sevdigini ya da sevmedigini 2 2
hissetmek
e Bana vakit ayirmadigy, ilgilenmedigi 2 2
Zaman
e Beni siirekli elestirdiginde 1 1
e Ailesine ve bagkalarina benden daha 1 1
fazla oncelik vermesi (birinci sirada
olmalari)
o Cinsellikle ilgili sorunlarda 1 1
e Onu mutlu edemedigimi diisiindiiglimde 1 1
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3. Extended family 6/25 (5 of
them women)
e Ailevi konularda 6 15
4. Different personalities and expectations 1/25 (woman)
e Esimin ¢ocuk istemesi 1 1
5. Privacy/boundaries 1/25 (man)
e  Ozgiirliikk alanim kisitlandiginda, 1 3
bireysel sinirlari agtiginda
6. Addictions 1/25 (man)
o Ickiigcmem 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 | Frequency
participants
1. Communication problems 21/24 (13 of
them women)
e Tartisirken haddini asan, saldirgan, 11 18
hakaret i¢eren sozler sOyledigimde
e Gereksiz agresif ani ¢ikiglarda 4 6
bulundugumda, sinirli davrandigimda
e Onun ve zaaflarinin Ustiine gittigimde 3 3
e Tartisma sirasinda onu dinlemedigim, 2 3
kendimi iletisime kapattigim zaman
e Becerisizliklerine, sakarliklarina karsi 2 2
Ofke gosterdigimde
e Suglayici ve kigkirtict tavirlarda 1 3
bulundugumda
e itham edip, genellemelerde bulundugum 1 2
Zaman
e Ona hakliyken hak vermedigim zaman 1 2
e Patavatsizliklarim 1 1
e Onu degistirmeye ¢alistigim zaman 1 1
e Eksik veya yanlis yaptigim seyler 1 1
yiiziinden
2. Extended family 4124 (all of
them women)
e Ailevi konularda 4 S
3. Intimacy/Support 2124 (all of
them women)
e Duygularina ve ihtiyaglarina fazla ilgi 2 4
gostermedigimde, onu ihmal ettigim
Zaman
4. Children/childrearing issues 1/24 (woman)
e Cocukla iliskisine miidahale ettigim 1 1
Zaman
5. Addictions 1/24 (men)
e lckiigtigim 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 | Frequency
participants
1. Distributive aggression 28/33 (19 of
them
women)

e Esime kars1 sesimi yiikseltirim, bagirip 18 o1
cagiririm.

e Ofkemi kontrol edemem, tartismay1 7 12
tansiyonu yiiksek bir sekilde stirdliriiriim.

e Kontroliimii kaybederim, fevri ve sinirli 7 10
c¢ikislarda bulunurum.

e Esime hakli oldugumu ikna etmeye 6 5
calisirim.

e Tartismay erteleyip sakinligimi 5 16
koruyamam, ¢ok listiine giderim, mevzuyu
cok uzatirim.

e  Uslubumu sertlestiririm, yipratic1 boyutta 5 11
tartigirim.

e Hakaret ederim. 5 10

e Onu sinir etmek i¢in onun zaaflarinin 5 5
iizerine giderim, tahrik/provoke edici
davranirim.

e Agir, hos olmayan sozlerle, kirici 3 6
kelimelerle saldiririm.

e Dominant/baskin davranip, sert bir sekilde 3 S
iiste ¢ikmaya ¢aligirim.

e Esimi suglarim. 3 3

e Ciddi olarak diisiinmedigim seyleri sirf 2 7
onu lizmek, canini acitmak i¢in
sOyleyebilirim.

e Dilim hi¢ durmaz, stirekli laf sokarim, 2 4
sOylenirim.

e Benim igin olay savas haline doner, 2 2
gemileri yakarim.

e Kapilar1 yumruklarim, esyalar1 duvara 1 4
firlatirim.

e Onu kiigiimserim. 1 2

e Sinirlendigimde cezasini vermek isterim. 1 1

o Ozellikle onu kiracak seyler yaparim. 1 1
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e Direk savunmaya gecerim. 1 1
e Kendime de ona da eziyet ederim. 1 1
e Onu dinlermis gibi yapip kendim odakli 1 1
hareket ederim.
2. Passive aggression 27/33 (18 of
them
women)
e Esime kiiserim, bir siire sessiz kalirim. 24 65
e Kizginligimi tavirlarimla, hareketlerimle, 8 13
yiiziimle belli ederim, trip atarim.
e Somurturum, surat asarim. S 9
e Onu kisa ve sert cevaplarla gecistiririm, 5 8
terslerim.
e {letisim kurmam, muhatap olmam, higbir 4 11
seyiyle ilgilenmem.
e Onu gormezden gelirim, g6z temasi bile 4 6
kurmam (yemegi bile ayr1 yerim).
e Esime ¢ok soguk, ciddi ve ilgisiz 4 6
davranirim.
e Aglarim. 3 3
e icimden sicak davranmak gelmez, i¢imin 2 3
sogumasini beklerim.
e Daha mesafeli davranirim. 1 3
e Onun istedigi bir seyi yapmam. 1 1
3. Integrative Assertion 26/33 (19 of
them
women)
e Esimle mutlaka konusup sorunu 10 30
halletmeye galigirim, onunla uzlasmaya
caligirim.
e Esimin ¢ok istiine gitmem, alttan alirim, 10 24
olay biiylimesin diye konuyu ¢ok
uzatmam.
e Kizginlik duygumu ve davraniglarimi 8 12
kontrol eder, sakin ve iliml1 olmaya
calisirim (gerekirse tartismay1
erteleyebilirim).
e Sinirim ge¢ip sakinlestikten sonra esimle 7 15
mutlaka konusurum, kendimi ifade etmeye
caligirim.
e Duygularimi onunla sakince (bagirip 5 14
cagirmadan) paylasirim, kendimi ifade
etmeye ¢aligirim.
e Kavga seklinde degil olumlu ve sakin bir 5 13
sekilde konusur, olay1 tartigirim, onu
anlamaya ¢aligirim.
e Olaya iki tarafli, onun goziinden de 4 9
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bakmaya anlamaya calisirim, kendimde de
su¢ ararim.

e Sonradan oturup mantikli diisiindiigiimde 2 3
kendimi kizmakta hakli miyim diye de
sorgularim, hatali davrandiysam esime
bunu da ifade ederim.

e Sorunun Ustiinii 6rtmem, gegistirmem 2 2

4. Avoidance 18/33 (13 of
them
women)

e Ofkemi kacarak kontrol ederim (evden 7 10
¢ikarim ya da balkona ¢ikarim).

e Kendi icime atarim/kapanirim, kendi 5 9
icimde halletmeye ¢aligirim.

e Kizgmlhigimi esimden saklarim, higbir sey 5 8
olmamig gibi davranirim.

e Esimle pek kavga etmem, geri ¢ekilirim, 4 S
catismadan kaginirim.

e Esimi ve sorunu ¢ok fazla 3 7
umursamam/aldirig etmem, yok sayarim.

e Bagka bir odaya gegip, yalniz kalmak 3 5
isterim.

e Sorun hakkinda konusmay siirekli 3 3
ertelerim ya da konuyu kapatmaya
caligirim.

e Sinirli oldugumu esime belli etmem, 3 3
rahatsiz oldugum seyi esime sOylemem.

e Hig tepki vermem, kendimi savunmam. 2 3

e Sorunun ¢oziilecegine inanmadigim igin 1 2
bu konuda konusmaya gerek duymam.

o 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 | Frequency
participants
1. Silence/suppression 17/30 (10 of
them
women)
e Esimle bunu konugsmamayi tercih ederim, 14 32
benim i¢in bunu konugmanin bir anlami
yok (susarim, konusmam).
e Kendi kendime tamir etmek, halletmek 8 14
isterim.
e Kendi i¢ime donerim/kapanirim, kendimle 8 12
daha fazla bas basa kaliyorum.
e Ondan uzaklasirim, olaylar1 zamana 3 7
birakirim (kaginirim).
e Hicbir sey yokmus gibi davranirim, 2 4
duygularimi bastirip kayitsiz davranirim.
e Zamana ihtiyacim olur, 6nce kendi i¢imde 2 4
sindirmem gereKir.
e Kolay kolay agilamam, direk sdyleyemem. 1 4
e Bu duygumu, {izlintiimii ona belli etmem. 1 2
e Herhangi bir tepki vermem, bunun bir 1 2
¢Ozlimii yoktur.
2. Constructive response 15/30 (13 of
them
women)
e Ne hissediyorsam ona agikga soylerim, 12 27
konusmaya, ifade etmeye ¢alisirim, bunu
kendime saklamam.
e Ustiinden biraz zaman gegtikten sonra ona 4 7
beni {izen seyi anlatirim, konusurum.
e Uziintiimii diger duygularima nazaran 1 1
daha rahat aktaririm.
e Once duygumu gosterip sonra konusurum. 1 2
e Onunla iletisim kurmaya ¢alisirim. 1 1
3. Depressive mood 12/30 (9 of
them
women)
e Aglarim, goziimiin yas1 durmaz. 6 14
e Depresif olurum, kendimi degersiz 2 3
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hissederim.

e Hicbir sey yapmak, paylasmak 1 3
istemiyorum.
e Hasta oluyor gibi oluyorum, bagim 1 1
agriyor, belim tutuluyor.
e Icimden bir sey gelmiyor, yorgun 1 1
oluyorum.
e Uyuyamam. 1 1
4. Negative behavior 6/30 (all of
them
women)
e Onu suglayict davranirim. 1 2
e Ne yaparsa yapsin kabul etmem, olay1 1 2
uzatirim.
e Onu ve/veya durumu umursamam. 1 1
e Birkag giin onu gérmezden gelirim. 1 1
e Ona kdtii davranirim (sirretlik yaparim). 1 1
e Ona soguk davranirim. 1 1
5. Social support seeking 6/30 (5 of
them
women)
e Nazl olurum, naz yaparim. 2 3
e Ses tonumla belli ederim, sitemkar 2 2
konusurum.
e Sessiz ve diisiinceli olurum, onun benimle 1 2
ilgilenmesini beklerim.
e Onun dikkatini ¢ekecek seyler yaparim, 1 1
dikkatini ¢gekmeye ¢aligirim.
e Ona sdylemem ama onun anlamasina 1 1
beklerim.
e Onun istelemesi, benimle ilgilenmesi 1 1
gerekir, bunu beklerim.
6. Engaging distracting activities 4/30 (2 of
them
women)
e Baska seylerle ilgilenirim, bagka ugraslarla 3 3
mesgul olurum.
e Daha ¢ok isimle ilgilenirim, kendimi 1 2
tamamen isime veririm.
e Kitap okurum. 1 2
e Uyurumyada TV izlerim. 1 1
e Kendimi digar1 atarim. 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 | Frequency
participants
1. Apology/Explanation 30/33 (19 of
them
women)
e Oziir dilerim. 26 36
e Haksiz, hatali oldugumu ve pismanligimi 8 13
ifade ederim.
e Yaptigim/yapmadigim sey igin bir 6 6
aciklama getiririm (neden ni¢in yaptigimi
aciklarim).
e Hatali oldugumu kabul eder, geri adim 3 4
atarim.
e Bir sekilde konusur, onun gonliinii alirim. 3 3
e Yaptigim hatay1 fark edince olayi 2 2
toparlamak icin elimden geleni yaparim.
e Ozelestiri yaparim ve yaptiklarimin 1 1
sorumlulugunu tstlenirim.
2. Appeasement 19/33 (13 of
them
women)
e Telafi etmek i¢in onun hosuna gidecek, 9 14
sevecegi bir seyler yaparim (yalakalik
yapmak, stmartmak, jest yapmak gibi).
e Alttan alirnm/almaya ¢aligirim. 6 /
e Daha yumusak, sevecen ve ilgili 3 3
davranirim.
e Fiziksel yakinlik kurarim, sirnasirim. 3 4
e Sarilip, 6perim. 3 3
e Gonliinii alacak seyler yapmaya ¢alisirim. 3 3
e Onunla normalde ilgilendigimden daha 2 2
fazla ilgilenirim.
e  Ozriimii sézlerimle degil davranislarimla 2 2
dile getiririm, kendimi affettirmeye
caligirim.
3. Denial 10/33 (8 of
them
women)
e (Cok nadir haksiz oldugumu kabul ederim, 5 6
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Ozur dilemem.

Hatami kabul etmem, su¢gsuzmus gibi {iste
¢cikmaya c¢aligirim, su¢ bastiririm.

Higbir sey yapmam, tepki vermem, unutur
giderim.

Konunun {istiinii 6rtmeye c¢alisir, konuyu
hatirlatacak seyler yapmamaya caligirim.

Baktim ki isler yolunda gidiyor, o zaman
hicbir sey olmamig gibi davranirim.

Cok ofkeli davranir iistiime gelirse,
susarim.
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APPENDIX I. The Inform Consent

Goniillii Katilim Formu
Sayin Katilimer;

Bu arastirma ODTU Sosyal Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Aras. Gor.
Ayca Ozen’in (Damsmani, Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer) doktora tezi kapsaminda
yiiriitiilmektedir. Aragtirmanin amaci, evlilik iligkilerinde yasanan ¢esitli duygularin
nasil ifade edildigi ve bu duygularin evlilik doyumu iizerine etkilerini arastirmaktir.
Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliige dayanmaktadir ve sizden, kimlik belirleyici
higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece
arastirmacilar tarafindan toplu olarak degerlendirilecektir ve bulgular sadece bilimsel
yayimlarda kullanilacaktir. Her boliimdeki dlgegin nasil cevaplanacagi konusunda, ilgili
boliimiin basinda bilgi verilmistir. Anketin cevaplanmasi yaklagik 30 dakika stirmekte
olup herhangi bir siire kisitlamasi bulunmamaktadir.

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz katilimciliktan ayrilma hakkina sahipsiniz. Béyle bir durumda anketi
uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamak istemediginizi sOylemeniz yeterli olacaktir.
Anket sonunda, bu ¢aligsmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu ¢caligmaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Caligma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in
Psikoloji Boliimii arastirma gorevlisi Ayca Ozen (Oda: B35; Tel: 210 3138; E-posta:

ayozen@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Katiliminiz igin simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

Sorulariniz i¢in;

Aras. Gor. Ayca Ozen Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer
ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii
E-posta: ayozen@metu.edu.tr E-posta: nsumer@metu.edu.tr

Bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida
kesip cikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda
kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri
veriniz).

Isim Soyadi (Isim belirtmek zorunda degilsiniz) Tarih

Imza S Y —
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Degerli Katilimet,

Oncelikle ¢alismaya katilmay: kabul ettiginiz icin ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Liitfen her
soru grubunun basindaki agiklamalar1 dikkatlice okuyunuz ve degerlendirmelerinizi
buna gore yapimiz. Sorulari cevaplarken acele etmeyin. Rahatsiz edilmeyeceginiz ve tek
baginiza olabileceginiz bir zaman se¢iniz. Higbir sorunun dogru ya da yanlis cevabi
yoktur. Bu nedenle lLitfen degerlendirmelerinizi gergek duygu ve diisiincelerinizi
yansitacak sekilde yapiniz. Sorular1 ger¢cek durumunuzu ve duygularinizi yansitacak

sekilde icten cevaplamaniz bulgularinin dogrulugu ve gercek durumu yansitmasi

bakimindan biiyiik 6nem tasimaktadir. Liitfen soru atlamayimz; arastirmanin

analizi i¢in sorularin tamaminin cevaplanmis olmasi gerekmektedir. Cevaplariniz
kesinlikle gizli tutulacak ve bu anketten elde edilen bilgiler yalnizca arastirma amacina
yonelik olarak kullanilacaktir. Anketi tek basiniza ve esinizle paylasmadan
doldurunuz.

Dolduracagimz dlcekler genellikle 7 veya 9 araliklidir. Ornegin, asagidaki 7 aralikli
soruda esinizle tartigtiginiz zaman hissettiginiz duygu sorulmaktadir.

“Son alt1 ay icinde esimle ne zaman tartissak kendimi.......... hissederim”

ctimlesindeki noktal1 yere asagidaki duyguyu getirerek okuyunuz. “7” sayisi bu
duyguyu (6fke) ¢cok fazla hissettiginizi gosterecektir. “1” sayisi ise bu duyguyu (6fke)
cok az veya hi¢ hissetmediginizi gosterecektir. Say1 yiikseldikee (2,3,4,5,6,7) bu
duyguyu ¢ok yogun yasadiginiz anlasilacaktir. Eger 4’ isaretlerseniz esinizle
tartistiginizda ara sira 6fkelendiginiz anlasilacaktir. 5’1 isaretlerseniz, biraz daha fazla
ofkelendiginiz anlagilacaktir. Buna gore size en uygun sayiy1 belirleyip bu sayiy1
yuvarlak i¢ine almaniz veya ¢arp1(X) koymaniz yeterli olacaktir.

SON ALTI AY iCINDE, ESIMLE NE ZAMAN TARTISSAK KENDIMIi

.......... HISSEDERIM.

1- 2--—-- 3 4 5 6 7
Cok az veya hig Ara sira Cok fazla
1. Ofkeli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Sorularin tamamini cevapladiktan sonra, anketi zarfa koyup, zarfin agzini

yapistirarak arastirmaciya geri donmesini saglayimiz.

Degerli katkiniz ve zaman ayirdiginiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz...

Aras. Gor. Ayca Ozen
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APPENDIX J. Demographic Questions

1) Cinsiyetiniz: ( ) Kadin () Erkek 2) Yasiz:

3) Yasadiginiz Yer: 4) Mesleginiz:

5) Evlenmeden once esinizle ne kadar siiredir tanisiyordunuz?
6) Kac yildir evlisiniz? Y1l ve ay olarak
Evet

7) Bu sizin ilk evliliginiz mi? Hay1r; Hayir ise kaginci evliliginiz?

8) Evlenme sekliniz ile ilgili olarak asagidaki seceneklerden sizi en iyi tammlayan secenegi
isaretleyiniz veya yazimz.
[ Goriicii usulii evlendik
[/Kendi bagina tanisarak
Eger kendi basina/tanigarak evlendiyseniz asagidaki segeneklerden hangisi sizin evlenme
sekliniz en iyi tanimlar. Liitfen bir segenegi isaretleyiniz. Eger hicbir segenek uygun degilse
durumunuzu diger secenegine yazarak belirtiniz.
(Cramstiktan sonra duygusal olarak ask yasadigimzdan
(Oramstiktan sonra birbirimizi evlenmek i¢in uygun gérdiigiimiizden
(MArkadashigimiz zaman igersinde sevgiye doniistiigiinden
(Diger (Liitfen K1Saca yaziniz)..........c...cccovvucvererrereesessenennns
9) Cocugunuz var mi? Evet Hayir; Evet ise kag¢ ¢ocugunuz var?
10) Egitim durumunuz:
[] Okuma-yazma bilmiyor [ Okuma yazma biliyor [Jilkokul [Ortaokul
[l Lise [1 2 yillik yiiksek okul [ Universite [ Yiiksek lisans veya Doktora

11) Esinizin egitim durumu:
[1 Okuma-yazma bilmiyor [ Okuma yazma biliyor [/ilkokul [/Ortaokul
[1Lise []2 yillik yiiksek okul [ Universite [ Yiiksek lisans veya Doktora

12) Eve giren aylik gelir miktarim isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1000TL 1000 — 1500 — 2000 | 2000 — 2500 | 2500 — 3000 | 3000 — 4000 | 5000 TL
ve alt1 1500 TL TL TL TL TL ve lizeri

13) Ekonomik ac¢idan kendinizi asagidaki olcek iizerinde nereye yerlestireceginizi
isaretleyiniz. .
Alt gelir grubu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ust gelir grubu
14) Esinizle ne kadar sik sorun (catisma) yasarsiniz?
Hig sorun yasamayiz 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok sorun yasariz
15) Esinizle yasadigimiz ¢catisma ya da sorun genellikle ne kadar siirer?

Cok kisa siirer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Cok uzun siirer

16) Catismay1 genellikle kimin daha c¢ok baslattigini diisiiniiyorsunuz?
a) Esimbaslatir b) Ben baglatinm ¢) Hemen hemen esit oranda ikimiz de baslatiriz
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APPENDIX K. Emotional Experience Scale

Bu o6l¢ek farkli duygular1 tanimlayan bir takim sdzciikler igermektedir. Liitfen son alti
ay icinde esinizle tartistiginiz veya kavga ettiginiz zamanlan diisiiniin. Liitfen her bir
maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, duygu ve diislincelerinizi yansitan en uygun
rakam daire i¢ine aliniz.

Her bir maddeyi, asagida yazan “Son alt1 ay icinde esimle ne zaman tartigsak

kendimi hissederim” climlesindeki noktal1 yere gelecek sekilde okuyunuz.

SON ALTI AY iCINDE, ESIMLE NE ZAMAN
TARTISSAK KENDIMi .......... HIiSSEDERIM.

1------ 2-------- 3 4 e 6-------- 7
Cok az Ara sira Cok fazla

. Ofkeli

. Utanmis

. Kabahatli

. Gergin

. Suglanmay1 hak eden

. Zavalli

. Tedirgin

. Kederli

O 00| N| &N | | W| N| —

. Engellenmis

—
S

. Suglu

—
—

. Asagilanmis

[ERY
N

. Umutsuz

—
W

. Kaygili

_.
N

. Hiiziinli

—_
9]

. Kizgin

—_
AN

. Endiseli

=
~

. Hiddetli

—
o0

. Yaptigina pisman

—
Ne)

. Diis kirikligia ugramis

PR PR R R R R PR P e e e ] e | 2| ) 2| Cok az veya hic
N N N N N NN NN NN NN NN NN N NN

W W W W w w w w w w w w w w w w w w w w
Al B | Arasira

ol o1 o1 o o1 o1 o1 o1 o o1 o1 o1 o O o1 o1 o1 o1 o1 O
O O O O O O] O O] OO O OO O] O O O] OO| OO| OO OO O

[\
(=)

. Uzgiin

IR I BN 1 BN BT RN RENT RN RENTEENT RENTEENTRENTEENTRENT RENTRENTRENT I 6011 1§ #:V4 B

246



APPENDIX L. Anger Expression Scale

Herkesin esine kizdig1 ve/veya 6tkelendigi zamanlar vardir. Liitfen son
alt1 ay icinde esinize kars1 kizgin veya 6fkeli hissettiginiz anlar diisiiniiniiz.
Asagida eslerin bu duygularla bas etmek i¢in kullandiklar1 gesitli yollar
listelenmistir. Liitfen her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, sizin duygu

ve diislincelerinizi yansitan en uygun rakami daire igine aliniz. Burada belirtilen
bas etme yollarinin hepsi sizin evliliginiz i¢in gecerli olmayabilir. Yinede
iligkinizi diisiinerek en yakin olabilecek duruma gore goriisiiniizli belirtiniz. Her
bir maddeyi, basina asagida yazan “Son alti ay icinde ne zaman esime kizgin
veya ofkeli olsam;....” climlesini ekleyerek okuyunuz.

SON ALTI AY iCINDE NE ZAMAN _

ESIME KIZGIN VEYA OFKELI OLSAM; | § =

.......... g 2
1--meee- 2---=mmm- 3--mmmnee 4--enene- Smmmmmeee 6----1 = - E

Hicbir zaman Bazen Her zan f* ﬁ & §

Siirekli o] T o L N

1. Olaya bir de esimin gdziinden bakmaya 11213lalslel 7

calisirim.

2. Esime kars1 sesimi yiikseltirim. 112|134 |5]6]| 7

3. Hig yiiz vermeyerek sessiz ve soguk 11213lalslel 7

davranirim.

4. Kizginligimi ve 6tkemi esimden saklarim. 112 |3|4|5|6| 7

5. Esimi elestiririm. 1123 |4|5|6| 7

6. Sorunlarimizi esimle tartigirim. 1123 |4|5|6| 7

7. Tepkimi her firsatta imali olarak gosteririm. | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 |5 |6 | 7

8. Klzgjn oldtlgum' halde, esime kizgin 11213lalslel 7

olmadigimi séylerim.

9. Ofke ve kizgmhigimi kendime saklarim. 11234 |5|6] 7

10. Esime hakli oldugumu kanitlamaya 11213lalslel 7

caligirim.

11. Adil olmaya ¢aligirim. 1 (2|3 |4 |5]6]| 7

12. Esime yiiz vermem. 11234 |5|6] 7

13. Agir sozlerle saldiririm. 112 |3|4|5|6| 7

14. Duygularimi sakince esimle paylagirim. 11234 |5]6]| 7

15. Kizgin bir sekilde ortamdan veya 11213lalslel 7

durumdan uzaklasirim.
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16. Esime kendini kotii hissettirmeye
calisirim.

17. Anlasmaya/uzlagmaya ¢aligirim.

18. Yumrugumu sikarak veya kapilari
carparak kizgmligimi gosteririm.

19. Kizgin hissettigimi inkar ederim.

20. Problemi ¢6zmeye/durumu diizeltmeye
calisirim.

21. Evdeki esyalar1 vurup kirarim.

*22. Daha ¢ok aglayarak kizginligimi
gosteririm.

E e N N N S I = B -

23. Esimin ¢ok iistiine gitmem, biliylitmemek
icin alttan alirim.

#24. Ofkemi kontrol edemem, tartismay1
stirdlrtirim.

25. Esime kiiserim, bir siire sessiz kalirim.

26. Ofkemi kagarak kontrol ederim (evden
cikarim ya da balkona ¢ikarim)

27. Kendi i¢ime atarim/kapanirim, kendi
icimde halletmeye ¢aligirim.

*28. Kendimi kontrol eder, sakin ve 1limli
olmaya ¢aligirim.

29. Sinirim geg¢ip sakinlestikten sonra, esimle
mutlaka konusurum.

*30. Kizgiligimi esimden saklarim, hi¢bir
sey olmamis gibi davranirim.

31. Kizginligimi tavirlarimla, hareketlerimle,
yiizimle belli ederim.

32. Somurturum, surat asarim.

33. Esimle pek kavga etmem, geri ¢ekilirim,
catismadan kaginirim.

34. Kontroliimii kaybederim, fevri ve sinirli
¢ikislarda bulunurum.

35. Tartigmay1 uzatirim.

36. Hakaret ederim.

37. Cok fazla umursamam/aldiris etmem, yok
sayarim.

38. Olaya iki tarafli, onun goziinden de
bakmaya anlamaya calisirim, kendimde de sug
ararim.

39. Onu sinir etmek icin zaaflarinin iizerine
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giderim, tahrik edici davranirim.

40. Onu gegistiririm, terslerim. 1123 |4|5|6

41. Sinirli oldugumu ya da rahatsiz oldugum
seyi esime belli etmem.

42. Uste ¢ikmaya calisirim. 1123 |4|5|6
43. Sonradan diigiindiiglimde kendimi
kizmakta hakli miyim diye sorgularim ve 1123 |4|5|6

gerekirse esime bunu da ifade ederim.

44. Baska bir odaya gecer, yalniz kalmak
isterim.

45. Tletisim kurmam, muhatap olmam, hicbir
seyiyle ilgilenmem.

46. Esimi suglarim. 1123 |4|5|6
47. Ciddi olarak diisiinmedigim seyleri sirf

onu lizmek, canini acitmak igin 112134 |5]|6
sOyleyebilirim.

48. Onu gormezden gelirim, géz temasi bile
kurmam.

49. Sorun hakkinda konusmay: ertelerim ya da
konuyu kapatmaya ¢aligirim.

*50. Sorunun ¢oziilecegine inanmadigim igin
konusmaya gerek duymam.

51. Dilim hi¢ durmaz, siirekli laf sokarim,
sOylenirim.

*52. Kapilart yumruklarim, esyalart duvara
firlatirim.

*53. Esime ¢ok soguk, ciddi ve ilgisiz
davranirim.

54. Hig tepki vermem, kendimi savunmam. 1112|3456

55. Igimden sicak davranmak gelmez, icimin
sogumasini beklerim.

56. Sinirlendigimde cezasini vermek isterim. 1123 |4|5|6
57. Daha mesafeli davranirim. 4 6
58. Ozellikle onu kiracak seyler yaparim. 4

59. Onu dinlermis gibi yaparak aslinda 112131456

kendime yogunlasgirim.

* 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 ¢ok iliskilerde hissedilen {iziintii ve bunalim
iizerinedir. Liitfen son alt1 ay icinde esinizle tartistiktan sonra kendinizi lizgiin

veya bunalimda hissettiginiz anlar1 diislinlinliz. Bu {iziintiinlizii veya
bunaliminizi esinize nasil yansittiginizi dikkate alarak asagidaki sorulara cevap

veriniz. Liitfen cevaplarinizi miimkiin oldugu kadar esinizle olan iliskinizde
yasadiginiz iizlinti ve bunalimli anlar1 g6z 6niine alarak cevaplandiriniz. Her bir
maddeyi, basina asagida yazan “Son_alti ay icinde esimle tartistiktan sonra
kendimi ne zaman iizgiin veya bunalimda hissetsems;....” ciimlesini ekleyerek
okuyunuz.

SON ALTI AY iCINDE ESIMLE

TARTISTIKTAN SONRA KENDIMI NE =
ZAMAN UZGUN VE BUNALIMDA _E
HISSETSEM;..... g @
R N N W S S - 5
N £
Hicbir zaman Bazen Her za _‘5‘ c R
Siirekli | 2 N s
olarak = @ =9
1. Yapmayi sevdigim seylerle mesgul olurum. | 1 31415 7
2. Esimden teselli ararim. 1 4 15
3. Tek basima vakit geciririm. 1 4 |5
4. Ruh halimi degistirmek i¢in neselenmeye 11213 alslel 7

caligirim.

5. Isimi (veya okulumu) veya ev islerini
asmaya baglarim.

6. Insanlardan uzaklasirim.

7. Kendi bagima kalmak isterim.

8. Keyifli bir seyler yapmay1 planlarim.

e e
NN NN
I NN
o o o o
I EENTEENI RN

9. Esimle daha fazla zaman geciririm.

10. Yataktan ¢ikmak istemem ya da evde bir
sey yapmadan vakit gegiririm.

11. Esimden destek isterim. 1123 |4

12.Esimin bana yardim etmesini beklerim. 1123|415

13. Durumu atlatmak i¢in esime adeta
yapisgirim.

14. Eglenceli ya da ilgi ¢ekici bir faaliyete 112 |3 |4|5|6| 7
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girisirim.

15. Evin iginde pek bir sey yapmadan
oyalanirim.

16. Esimle iyi zaman gegiririm.

17. Sorunlarim1 unutmaya ¢alisir, mutluymus
gibi davranirim.

18. Sorunlarimdan uzaklasmak i¢in baska
seyler yapmaya ¢aligirim.

19. Diger insanlardan uzak dururum.

20. Giinliik yasamima devam etmekte
zorlanirim.

21. Yardim i¢in esimin destegini ararim.

22. Sikintili zamanlarimizda esimin beni
anlayacagina giivenirim.

23. Eglenceli bir seyler yaparim.

24. Bana yardim etmesi i¢in esimin dikkatini
cekmeye calisirim.

25. Sorunlarimi esimle paylagirim.

26. Kafami dagitmak icin bir seyler yaparim.

R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

27. Hasta oldugumu, basimin agridigini vs.
sOyleyerek benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim.

o

28. Daha ¢ok isimle ya da evimle ilgilenirim,
kendimi tamamen bunlara veririm.

*29. Ne hissediyorsam ona agik¢a sdylerim,
kendime saklamam.

30. Nazli olurum, naz yaparim.

31. Onu suglayict davranirim.

*32. Benim i¢in bunu konusmanin bir anlami1
yok. Susarim, konugsmam.

*33. Aglarim, goziimiin yas1 durmaz.

34. Ses tonumla belli ederim, sitemkar
konusurum.

e S e I

35. Ustiinden biraz zaman gectikten sonra ona
beni lizen seyi anlatirim.

36. Ne yaparsa yapsin kabul etmem, olay1
uzatirim.

37. Uyurum ya da TV izlerim.

38. Kendi kendime tamir etmek, halletmek
isterim.

39. Kendi i¢ime donerim/kapanirim.
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*40. Bunalima girerim, kendimi degersiz

hissederim.
41. Kendimi disar1 atarim. 11 2|3]4]5
42. Onu ve/veya durumu umursamam. 112 |3 |4

*43. Uziintiimii diger duygularima nazaran
daha rahat aktaririm.

*44. Sessiz ve diislinceli olurum, onun
benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim.

45. Ondan uzaklagirim, olaylari zamana
birakirim (kaginirim).

46. Higbir sey yokmus gibi davranirim,
duygularimi bastirp kayitsiz davranirim.

47. Higbir sey yapmak, paylasmak istemem. 1123|415

48. Birkag giin onu gérmezden gelirim. 1123 (4]5

49. Zamana ihtiyacim olur, dnce kendi i¢imde
sindirmem gerekir.

50. Hasta oluyor gibi olurum. Ornegin, basim
agrir, belim tutulur.

*51. Igimden bir sey gelmez, yorgun olurum. 1123 |4]5|6

52. Kolay kolay agilamam, dogrudan

sOyleyemem.

53. Ona kasten kotii davranirim. 112|134 |5|6
* ~ .. .

54. Once duygumu gosterip sonra 112131al5|6
konusurum.

55. Bu duygumu, iiziintiimii ona belli etmem. 112|134 |5|6

56. Onun dikkatini ¢ekecek seyler yaparim,
dikkatini ¢cekmeye caligirim.

57. Ona soguk davranirim. 112|134 |5|6

58. Herhangi bir tepki vermem, bunun bir
¢Ozliimii yoktur.

59. Ona sdylemem ama onun anlamasina

beklerim.
60. Onunla iletisim kurmaya c¢aligirim. 11213 ([4]5
61. Benimle ilgilenmesini beklerim. 1123|415

* 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 eslerin birbirlerine soyledikleri sézler veya yaptigi, yapamadigi seyler
yiiziinden suclu hissettikleri anlar vardir. Ornegin, bir kisi esinin 6zel bir giiniinii unuttugunda
ya da kaba, gereksiz, yersiz bir soz sdylediginde veya esinin kiskanmasina yol acacak bir hareket
yaptiginda kendini suglu hissedebilir. Liitfen son alt1 ay icinde yukaridaki sekilde esinizle
iliskinizde sdylemis bulundugunuz, yaptiginiz veya yapamadiginiz herhangi bir sey i¢in suglu

hissettiginiz olaylar1 akliniza getiriniz. Daha sonra suclu hissettiginiz bu durumlarda agagidaki
davraniglar1 ne Sl¢lide yaptiginizi, 1=Higbir zaman ve 7=Her zaman/Siirekli olarak araliini
kullanarak isaretleyiniz. Her bir maddeyi, basina asagida yazan “Son_alt1 ay icinde ne zaman
kendimi esime sdyledigim, yaptiZim veya yapamadigim (yapmadigim) seyler icin suclu
hissetsem;....” climlesini ekleyerek okuyunuz.

Siirekli olarak

-

SON ALTI AY iCINDE, NE ZAMAN KENDIiMi §
ESIME SOYLEDIGIiM, YAPTIGIM VEYA et
YAPAMADIGIM (YAPMADIGIM) SEYLER %
iCiN SUCLU HiSSETSEM;...... g
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
Hicbir zaman Bazen Her zaman/ g
5

=
7

1. Oziir dilerim.

| | Hicbir zaman
& | Bazen

2. Yaptiklarim igin bir agiklama getiririm.

3. Durumu diizeltmek i¢in bir seyler yapmaya
calisirim,

N
()
w
N
(3]
o
-

4. Uzgiin oldugumu belirten seyler sdylerim. 1123|456 7

5. Esime normalde oldugumdan daha iyi
davranirim.

6. ilgili konu/durum hakkinda esimle
konugmaktan kaginirim.

7. Esime yaptigimdan (ya da yapmadigim seyden) 112131456 v
pismanlik duydugumu sdylerim.

8. Esime normalden daha fazla sevgi ve ilgi
gosteririm.

9. Esim i¢in fazladan bir seyler yaparim. 112 |3 ]4]5|6 7

10. Yaptiklarimin sorumlulugunu kabul
ederim/iistlenirim.

11. Yiiziime vurur ya da iistiime gelirse 6nemli bir
sey yaptigimi inkar ederim.

12. Esime yaptigim seyin nedenlerini/gerekgelerini 112131456 7
anlatirim.

13. Tleride daha iyi bir es olacagima dair soz
veririm.
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14. Oyle davranmam gerektiren kosullari
anlatirim.

15. Yaptiklarimu telafi etmeye ¢aligirim. 1123 ]4|5|6

16. Durumun ciddiyetini azaltmaya/6nemsiz
gostermeye ¢aligirim.

17. Esime olaym neden boyle oldugunu agiklarorm. | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5| 6

18. Olay hakkinda konusmaktan kaginirim. 112 3|4 |5|6

19. Esimin yaninda davranislarima daha 6zen
gosteririm, dikkat ederim.

20. Sessiz kalir ve konu hakkinda pek bir sey
sOylemem.

21. Onun da 6nceden yaptig1 hatalar hatirlatarak
iiste ¢cikmaya caligirim.

*22. Haksiz, hatali oldugumu ve pismanligimi
ifade ederim.

23. Telafi etmek i¢in onun hosuna gidecek,
sevecegi bir seyler yaparim (simartmak, jest 1123 ]4|5|6
yapmak gibi).

24. Haksiz oldugumu pek kabul etmem, kolay
kolay 6ziir dilemem.

25. Neyi neden yaptigim agiklarim. 1123 ]| 4

26. Alttan alirim/almaya calisirim. 1123 ] 4

27. Hatami kabul etmem, sugsuzmus gibi iiste

¢ikmaya caligirim.

28. Fiziksel yakinlik kurarim, ona sokulurum. 1123 ]| 4

29. Hatal1 oldugumu kabul eder, geri adm atarom. | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4

*30. Bir sekilde konusur, onun gonliinii alirim. 1 12|34
3i1del;1iir$]]i)ir sey yapmam, tepki vermem, unutur 11213|4ls5!|6
32. Sarilip, dperim. 1123 ]4|5|6

33. Konunun {istiinii drtmeye ¢alisir, konuyu
hatirlatacak seyler yapmamaya c¢alisirim.

*34. Yaptigim hatay1 fark edince olay1 toparlamak
i¢in elimden geleni yaparim.

35. Higbir sey olmamig gibi davranirim. 1

36. Cok ofkeli davranir iistiime gelirse, susarim.

37. Gonllinii alacak seyler yapmaya caligirim. 112 |3|4|5|6

38. Ozelestiri yaparim ve yaptiklarimin
sorumlulugunu tstlenirim.

*39. Ozriimii sézlerimle degil davranislarimla dile
getiririm, kendimi affettirmeye caligirim.

* 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

Asagidaki maddeler esinizle iliskinizde hissettiginiz duygularla ilgilidir. Bu
arastirmada sizin yalnizca su anda degil, genel olarak esinizle neler yasadiginizla

ilgilenmekteyiz. Her bir maddenin evliliginizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda
yansittigini asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek tizerinde ilgili rakami yuvarlak i¢ine alarak
belirtiniz

1--- 2 3---- e 5-mmmmm - 6--------------- 7
Hic¢ Kararsizim/ Tamamen
katilmiyorum fikrim yok katiliyorum
1. Esimin sevgisini kaybetmekten korkarim. 1 12 (3 |4 |5 (6 |7
2. Gergekte ne hissettigimi esime gdstermemeyi 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7

tercih ederim.
3. Siklikla, esimin artik benimle olmak istemedigi 112 (3 14 |5 |6 |7
korkusuna kapilirim.
4. Ozel duygu ve diisiincelerimi esimle paylasmak 1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6 [7
konusunda kendimi rahat hissederim.
5. Siklikla, esimin beni gercekten sevmedigi 1 12 (3 14 |5 (6 |7
kaygisina kapilirim.

6. Esime giivenip inanmak konusunda kendimi 1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
rahat birakmakta zorlanirim.

7. Esimin beni, benim onu énemsedigim kadar 112 (3 |4 |5 (6 |7
onemsemediginden endigse duyarim.

8. Esime yakin olma konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir. 1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7

9. Siklikla, esimin bana duydugu hislerin benimona (1 |2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
duydugum hisler kadar giiglii olmasini isterim.

10.Esime agilma konusunda kendimi rahat 11|12 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
hissetmem.

11.1liskilerimi kafama ¢ok takarim. 1 12 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7

12.Esime fazla yakin olmamayi tercih ederim. 11|12 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7

13.Benden uzakta oldugunda, esimin bagka birine 112 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
ilgi duyabilecegi korkusuna kapilirim.
14.Esim benimle ¢ok yakin olmak istediginde 112 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
rahatsizlik duyarim.
15.Esime duygularimi gosterdigimde, onun benim 112 |3 (4 |5 |6 |7
i¢in ayni seyleri hissetmeyeceginden korkarim.
16.Esimle kolayca yakinlasabilirim. 1 12 (3 |4 |5 (6 |7
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— y S— c— R

Hicg Kararsizim/
katilmiyorum fikrim yok

Tamamen
katiliyorum

17.Esimin beni terk edeceginden pek endise
duymam.

18.Esimle yakinlagmak bana zor gelmez.

19.Esim kendimden siiphe etmeme neden olur.

20.Genellikle, esimle sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi
tartigirim.

21.Terk edilmekten pek korkmam.

22.7Zor zamanlarimda, esimden yardim istemek bana
iyi gelir.

23.Esimin, bana benim istedigim kadar yakinlagmak
istemedigini diigiiniiriim.

24.Esime hemen hemen her seyi anlatirim.

25.Esimin bazen bana olan duygularini sebepsiz
yere degistirdigini hissederim.

26.Basimdan gegenleri esimle konugurum.

27.Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlar korkutup
uzaklastirir.

28.Esim benimle ¢ok yakinlastiginda gergin
hissederim.

29.Esim beni yakindan tanirsa, “gergek ben”i
sevmeyeceginden korkarim.

30.Esime giivenip inanma konusunda rahatimdir.

31.Esimden ihtiya¢ duydugum sefkat ve destegi
gorememek beni 6fkelendirir.

32.Esime giivenip dayanmak benim i¢in kolaydir.

33.Bagka insanlara denk olamamaktan endise
duyarim.

34.Esime sefkat gostermek benim igin kolaydir.

35.Esim beni sadece kizgin oldugumda dnemser.

36.Esim beni ve ihtiyaglarimi gergekten anlar.

256



APPENDIX P. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

Cift Uyum Olgegi’nden 6rnek maddeler asagida verilmistir. Olgege Prof. Dr.
Hiirol Fisiloglu’na bagvurarak ulasilabilir.*

“10. Onemli olduguna inanilan amaglar, hedefler ve konular”

Her Hemen Nadiren Sikga Hemen hemen Her zaman
zaman hemen her anlagamayiz  anlasamayiz ~ her zaman anlasamay1z
anlagiriz zaman anlasamay1z

anlasiriz

“Esinizi 6per misiniz?”

Her glin Hemen hemen her zaman Arasira Nadiren Higbir zaman

| | | | |

*Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu
Orta Dogu Teknik tiniversitesi

Psikoloji Boliimii
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APPENDIX R. Marital Satisfaction Scale

Asagida esinizle olan iliskiniz hakkinda
climleler verilmistir. Esinizle olan iliskinizi goz
oniinde bulundurarak bu cilimlelere ne Olgiide
katildigimizi  belirtiniz. Her  bir  ifadenin
evliliginizdeki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi ne oranda

=< =

g | 5 =

yansittigini karsilarindaki 5 aralikli cetvel iizerinde § g £ g >

— —

ilgili rakam yuvarlak igine alarak belirtiniz. s |z | 2|5 |5

=z | E | & | 2| ¢

Elz 8|35

- N ]

Looemooemnooes 2rmrmmmnmennes 3'_"f """"" 4 """""" S| e8| 7| ¥ |8

Hic Biraz Kararsizm/ fikrim yok Biraz  Tamamen M N ;‘ N <

katilmiyorum  katilmiyorum katiliyorum katillyorum =y .g ;‘ g §

==N - IR N R

1. Esimle iyi bir iligkim var. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Esimle iliskim cok istikrarli. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Esimle iliskim ¢ok giiclii. 1 2 3 4 5

1. Esimle iliskim beni mutlu ediyor. 1 2 3|4 |5
5. Esimle kendimi gercekten bir biitliniin parcasi

L . 1 2 3 4 5)

gibi hissediyorum.
6. Genel olarak evliligimdeki her seyden ¢ok 1 5 31 a5

memnunum.

258




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 W.

Tezin Tiirkce Ozeti

Evlilikte eslerin tartigma ya da ¢atisma sirasinda hissettikleri duygular, bu
duygular1 biligsel olarak nasil diizenledikleri ve sonugta catisma boyunca ne tiir
davranig Oriintiileri sergiledikleri evlilikten algilanan doyum ve evliligin siirekliligi
acisindan belirleyicidir (6rn. Cordova, Gee ve Warren, 2005; Lafontaine ve Lussier,
2005). Duygular, kisinin igsel psikolojik diinyasi ile birlikte sosyal ve fiziksel
cevrenin etkilesimi sonucunda ortaya ¢ikar. Yakin iliskilerde kisilerin iliski
icerisinde hissettikleri duygular davranisi belirleyen temel 6gelerden biridir. Esin
sergilenen duygulara verdigi tepkiler ise kiside yeni duygularin olusmasina yol agar.
Boylece, eslerin gosterdigi duygu ve davranis arasindaki iliski iki yonli olarak iligki
dinamigini etkiler (Gross ve Thompson, 2007). Yakin iliskilerde reddedilme
korkusu, kiskanclik, kizginlik, sucluluk ve mutluluk gibi pek ¢ok duygu hissedilir
ve bu duygular ¢atisma sirasinda bireyin esine karsi nasil davranacagini ve ne tiir
tepkiler gdsterecegini belirler. Ozetle, yakin iliskilerde bir tarafin hissettigi duygular
esinin sergileyecegi davranisi da belirler ve etkilesimin ortaya ¢ikardigi oriintii

iliskilerin siirekliligini ve kalitesini etkiler (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2005).

Baglanma kurami yakin iligkilerde yasanilan duygular ve duygu
diizenlemesindeki bireysel farkliliklara yonelik kapsamli bir agiklama getirmektedir
(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Baglanma stillerindeki bireysel farkliliklar iliskiden
giivensiz baglanmanin iliski tizerindeki yikici etkisi gegmis arastirmalarda kapsamli
olarak gosterilmistir (6rn. Mikulincer, Florian, Cowan ve Cowan, 2002). Bu
calismanin amaci farkli glivensiz baglanma yonelimlerinin iliski tizerindeki
olumsuz etkisinin hangi siirecler araciligi ile gergeklestigini incelemektir. Spesifik
olarak, bu ¢aligma catigma sirasinda hangi duygularin yasandiginin ve bunlarin nasil

ifade edildiginin, kar1 ve kocanin baglanma boyutlar (kaygi ve kaginma) ve her iki
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esin evlilik uyumu arasindaki iliskideki aracilik roliinii aragtirmaktir. Gegmis
caligmalarda her ne kadar baglanma stillerinin ve/ya boyutlarinin iligkide hissedilen
duygular ve davranislar iizerindeki rolii yaygin olarak calisilmis olsa da bu
caligmalar genellikle tek bir esin perspektifi dikkate alinarak yiriitiilmistiir (6rn,
Meyers ve Landsberger, 2002; Shi, 2003). Ancak, iliskilerde taraflarin sergiledikleri
davranislar karsilikli etkilesim sonucunda birbiriyle baglantili olarak ortaya
degerlendirilemez (Agnew ve Etcheverry, 2006; Rusbult, Arriaga ve Agnew, 2001).
Bu tez calismasinda her iki esin duygu ve davranislari bir arada ele alinarak
yazindaki eksiklik giderilmeye ¢alisilmistir. Ayrica, baglanma boyutlari ve
hissedilen duygular arasindaki iligki ge¢mis calismalarda yaygin olarak
incelenmesine karsin, hissedilen duygularin nasil ifade edildigi ve ifade tarzi
iizerinde baglanma yonelimlerinin olasi etkisi yeterince ¢alisilmamistir. Gegmis
caligmalardaki s6z konusu eksiklikler dikkate alinarak bu ¢alismada eslerin
baglanmada kaygi ve kacinma yonelimlerinin hem kendi hem de esin yasadigi
duygular ve ifade etme tarzlari tizerindeki etkisi ve devaminda bu etkilerin her iki

esin evlilik uyumunu yordama giicii incelenmistir.

Bu tez iki temel béliimden olusmaktadir. Ilk béliimde, Tiirk kiiltiiriinde
evlilikte yasanan ¢atigmalar sirasinda yasanilan basat duygular ve bu duygularin
kiiltiire 6zgii disavurum bi¢imlerini saptamak amaciyla nicel ve nitel yontemlerle 6n
calismalar yapilmstir. Ikinci boliimde ise 6n calismalarda elde edilen veriler
kullanilarak onerilen araci degiskenli modeller test edilmistir. Arastirmada ele
alinan temel konularin kuramsal ¢ercevesi, kisa yazin 6zeti ve gorgiil calismalardan
elde edilen bulgular asagidaki boliimlerde dzetlenmektedir. Daha sonra ise

calismanin temel amaci ve arastirma sorular1 sunulmustur.
Baglanma Kurami ve Yetiskinlikte Baglanma

Baglanma kuramina (Bowlby, 1973; 1982) gore her ¢ocuk ona temel bakimi
veren baglanma kisisi (genellikle anne) ile duygusal bir bag kurar. Baglanma kisisi
ile kurulan iligkinin kalitesine bagli olarak (6rn, ¢ocugun ihtiya¢ duydugu

zamanlarda ulasilabilir olmasi ve ihtiyaglarina duyarlilik gostermesi) cocuklar
269



olumlu ya da olumsuz igsel benlik ve bagkalar1t modelleri gelistirirler. Ainsworth ve
arkadaslarinin (1978) “yabanci ortam” yontemi kullanarak elde ettikleri bulgularina
gore giivenli baglanan ¢ocuklar, baglanma kisileri (cogunlukla ebeveynler)
yanlarinda iken ortami arastirmak igin istek duyar ve stres durumunda ise
ebeveynlerinin ulasilabilir ve ihtiyaglarina duyarl olduklarimi disiiniirler. Boylece
cocuk hem kendi degerlik duygusunu gelistirirken hem de ebeveynlerini de stres
durumunda si8inabilecekleri giivenli bir iis olarak goriirler. Giivensiz, 6zellikle
kaygili-direncli baglanan ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin ise ¢ocuklarin ihtiyaglarina
kars1 tutarsiz tepkiler verdikleri bilinmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, cocugun
ihtiyaglarina bazen olumlu tepki gdsteren bazen de ulasilabilir olmayan ebeveynler,
cocugun giiven ve degerlik duygusunun olusumunu olumsuz etkilerler. Cocugun
ihtiyaglarina tamamen duyarsiz kalmak veya reddedici davranislar ise ¢cocukta
kacinmaci baglanmaya yol agar. Bu tiir baglanma kisileri tarafindan biiyiitiilen bir
cocuk stres durumunda ebeveyni giivenli bir iis olarak algilamaz ve ebeveynle
giivenli bir iliski kurmakta zorluk geker. Ozetle, baglanma kuramina gore, tutarl bir
sekilde olumlu ve duyarli ebeveyn davranislar1 gocuklukta olumlu benlik ve
baskalar1 modelleri ve giivenli baglanma ile iligkili iken, tutarsiz, ilgisiz ve
reddedici ebeveyn davranislar: olumsuz baglanma modelleri ve gilivensiz

baglanmayla iligkilidir.

Gecmis arastirmalar erken baglanma oriintiilerinin, yetiskinlikte kurulan
iliskilerinin kalitesini yordamadaki roliinii arastirmislardir. Ebeveynle kurulan genel
baglanma Oriintiilerinin her ne kadar daha sonraki iligkileri etkiledigi gosterilse de
yetiskinlikte kurulan iliskilerde iligki dinamigine bagl olarak farkli baglanma
ortlintiilerinin de gelisebilecegi ve degisebilecegi gosterilmistir (Miller ve
Hoicowitz, 2004; Sibley ve Overall, 2008). Ozetle, genel baglanma Oriintiileri daha
cok kiginin genel psikolojik uyumu ile yakindan iligkili bulunurken, spesifik
iliskilerin uyumunda (arkadaslik veya romantik iligki gibi) iliski partnerine

baglanma stilinin 6nemi vurgulanmaktadir (Cozzarelli ve ark., 2000).

Baglanma {izerine yapilan son donemdeki arastirmalar yetiskinlikteki
baglanma davranislarinin, baglanmaya iligkin kaygi ve baglanmaya iliskin kacinma
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olmak {iizere iki farkli boyut iizerinden tanimlanabilecegini gostermistir. Bu iki
boyut 6zellikte iliskide yasanan stresli durumlarda gosterilen farkli

davranissal/duygusal stratejilerle iliskilidir.

Kaygili baglanan bireyler, ¢atisma durumunda yliksek diizeyde baglanmay:
etkinlestirme (hyperactivation) stratejileri kullanarak eslerini daha fazla ilgi ve
destek vermeleri i¢in siirekli zorlarlar. Yakin iligkiler agisindan kaygili baglanan
kisiler kendi degerlikleri hakkinda siirekli siiphe duyduklarindan yiiksek tehdit
algisi yasarlar. Ayrilik ve terk edilme korkular1 yiiksek oldugu i¢in eslerine siirekli
baski uygulayarak yakin olmaya calisirlar ve onlardan siirekli ilgi ve sefkat
beklerler. Diger taraftan kaginmaci baglanan kisiler etkinlestirmeyi engelleme
(deactivation) stratejileri kullanarak bagkalarinin yardimina ihtiya¢ duymaksizin
stresle bas etmede kendi kendine yetmeye odaklanirlar. Bu kisilerin genel olarak
eslerine ve iliskiye karsi olumsuz algilart ve beklentileri vardir. Bu ylizden de
eslerine daha mesafeli ve uzak dururlar. Diger taraftan da kendi 6z yeterliklerine ve

bagimsizliklarina asir1 vurgu yaparlar (Main, 1990; Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003;

2007).
Evlilik fliskilerinde Baglanma ve Hissedilen Duygular

Eslerin ¢catigma sirasindaki davraniglar ve ¢atismayla bas etme stratejileri
iligkilerde mutlulugu ve iliskilerin siirekliligini etkiler. Eslerin olumlu ve yapici
iletisim becerileri uzun donemde iliskinin siirekliligi ve evlilikten algilanan
doyumla iligkili iken, olumsuz ve yikici1 davranig oriintiileri mutsuzluk ile iliskili

oldugu bulunmustur (Gottman ve Krokoft, 1989).

Yakin zamanda yapilan ¢aligmalar ¢atismanin iligki {izerindeki etkisini daha
iyi anlayabilmek i¢in dzellikle eslerin hissettikleri ve ifade ettikleri duygulara
yogunlagmiglardir. Arastirmalar olumsuz ve ndtr duygularin evli giftlerde
bosanmay1 yordadigini (Gottman ve Levenson, 2002) ve hatta olumsuz duygularin
islevsiz ve yikici olarak ifade edilmesinin yeni evli ¢iftlerde siddet egilimi ile

yakindan iligkili oldugunu gostermistir (McNulty ve Hellmuth, 2008). Sonug
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kritik bir rol oynamaktadir. Yazindaki bulgular kisilerin hissettikleri olumsuz duygu
ve bu duygular1 diizenleme bi¢imlerinin baglanma boyutlari ile iligkili oldugunu ya
da sonug degiskenlerine aracilik ettigini gostermistir (Collins, 1996; Mikulincer ve

Shaver, 2008).

Gecmis ¢alismalar, baglanma kurami ve duygular arasindaki iligkiyi
incelerken genellikle biitiin olumsuz duygular tek bir ¢at1 altinda kiimelendirerek,
duygusal stres ya da olumsuz duygu durumu degiskeni olarak ele alarak baglanma
stillerinin duygular1 belirlemedeki roliinii arastirmislardir (6rn., Collins, 1996;
Collins ve ark., 2006; Gross ve John, 2003). ). Ancak, yakin déonemdeki pek ¢ok
aragtirma farkli duygularin iliskilerde hem duyguyu ifade eden kisinin hem de
esinin davraniglar iizerinde farkli etkilere neden olabilecegini gdstermektedir.
Ornegin, kizginlik ve iiziintii gibi duygular genel olarak olumsuz duygu durumu
olarak gruplandirilsa da bu iki olumsuz duygu durumunun iliskilerde farkl
sonuglara yol actig1 bulunmustur. Uziintii ve hayal kiriklig1 gibi duygular evlilikte
mutluluk, olumlu iletisim ve diislik diizeyde ¢atigsma ile iliskili bulunurken,
kizginlik, 6tke ve hiddet gibi duygularin evlilikte catisma, olumsuz iletisim ve
mutsuzluk gibi sonug degiskenleriyle iligkili oldugu bulunmustur (6rn., Bell ve
Song, 2005; Rivers, Brackett, Katulak ve Salovey, 2007). Uziintii ve hayal kiriklig
gibi duygular ¢atisma sirasinda esten yardim istegini ¢agristirabilir ve hatta esler
arasinda yakinligin artmasina neden olabilir. Kisacasi ge¢mis ¢aligmalarda yakin
iliskilerde duygularin etkisi incelenirken duygular kiimelenerek incelenmistir. Oysa,
farkli duygularin neden olabilecegi farkli etkilere odaklanmanin iligki dinamigine

iligkin daha kapsamli bilgi verecegi 6ne siiriilmektedir (Sanford ve Rowatt, 2004).

Baglanma kuramina gére olumsuz duygu deneyimi baglanma sistemini
harekete gegirir ve i¢sel ¢alisan modelleri kisilerin baglanma boyutlarina gore
duygularini farkl sekillerde diizenlemelerine ve ifade etmelerine neden olur.
Mikulincer ve Shaver (2005) esle iliskili sorunlar kaygili baglanan kisiler i¢in utang
ve umutsuzluk duygularina yol acarken, kaginmaci baglanan kisiler i¢in kizginlik ve
diismanlik duygularini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Esle iligkili olmayan sorunlar ise
kaygili baglanan kisiler igin daha ¢ok kisisel huzursuzluk ve umutsuzluk
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duygularina yol agarken, kacinmaci baglanan eslerde daha ¢ok acima, diismanlik ve
asagilama gibi duygulari ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Benzer sekilde Feeney (1998)
romantik iligkilerden fiziksel ayrilma stirecinde kaygili baglanan eslerin umutsuzluk
ve kizginlik hissederken, bu duygular1 hakkinda daha az konusma egilimleri
oldugunu bulmustur. ilgili yazinda ayrica kaygili baglanan eslerin giivenli ve
kaginmaci baglanan eslere gore daha ¢ok kizginlik, sucluluk, korku ve gerginlik
gibi olumsuz duygu deneyimi yasarken (Kerr ve ark., 2003), kaginmaci baglanan

eslerin daha az utanma ve korku hissettikleri bulunmustur (Consedine ve Fiori,

2009).

Buna karsilik giivenli baglanmanin ise daha ¢ok mutluluk, merak, tiziintii,
korku, kizginlik gibi duygularla iligkisi bulunmustur. Consedine ve Magai (2003)
glivenli baglanan kisilerin yakin iligskilerde hem olumlu hem de olumsuz duygular
hissederken, olumsuz duygularini giivensiz baglanan kisilere gore daha yapici
sekilde diizenlediklerini ve ac¢ik ve olumlu iletisim becerilerinin oldugunu
gostermislerdir. Bununla tutarli olarak, Davila, Bradbury ve Fincham (1998) evlilik
iligkilerinde yasanan ¢atigmada, kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanan kar1 ve kocalarin
daha ¢ok olumsuz duygu durumu hissettiklerini ve bu duygularin hem kadinin hem
de erkegin evlilik doyumunu olumsuz etkiledigini bulmuslardir. Ancak bu
aragtirmacilar olumsuz duygu durumunu biitiin olumsuz duygular: tek bir ¢ati
altinda toplayarak 6lgmiisler ve farkli olumsuz duygularin neden olabilecegi farkli
etkileri g6z ard1 etmislerdir. Sonug olarak, giivensiz baglanmanin evlilik
iliskilerinde yol agtig1 etkileri anlayabilmek i¢in bu etkilerin hangi duygular
aracilifiyla olustugunu ortaya ¢ikarmak 6nem kazanmaktadir. Mikulincer ve
Shaver’in (2005) kizgimlik, tiziintii ve sug¢luluk duygularinin baglanma sistemi ile
dogrudan iligkili oldugu goriisiinden hareketle bu ¢alismada 6zellikle bu ti¢ temel

duygu tlizerine odaklanilmistir.
Evlilik iliskilerinde Baglanma ve ifade Edilen Duygular

Gecmis ¢alismalar olumsuz duygularin iliskide her zaman i¢in yikict bir rol
oynamadigini gdstermektedir. Onemli olan bu duygularin nasil ifade edildigidir.

Diger bir deyisle, kizginlik ve iiziintii gibi olumsuz duygular yapici bir sekilde ifade
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edildiginde, aslinda iligkide yakinlik duygusunu pekistirerek evlilikte doyumu
arttirict bir rol oynayabildigi gézlenmistir (Guerrero, La Valley ve Farinelli, 2008).
Sonug olarak evlilik iliskilerinin siirekliligi i¢in, catismalarda yasanilan olumsuz
duygulardan o6te kisilerin bu duygular1 nasil ifade ettikleri 6nem kazanmaktadir.
Kisilerin duygularini nasil ifade ettikleri ise baglanma boyutlar1 ile yakindan iligkili

bulunmustur (6rn., Guerrero ve ark., 2009).

Kaygil1 baglanan kisiler iliskilerinde yiiksek etkinlestirme stratejileri
kullanarak yogun bir sekilde olumsuz duygu deneyimi yasarken, bunlar1 yikici ve
olumsuz bir sekilde ifade etme egilimindedirler (Mikulincer ve Nachshon, 1991).
Bu kisiler eslerinin ulasilabilirligi ve giivenirligi ile ilgili siirekli kaygi yasadiklar
ve reddedilme duyarliliklar1 ¢cok yiiksek oldugu i¢in ¢atigsma sirasinda eslerinin
tizerinde siirekli baski kurarak onlara hiikmetme egilimindedirler (Corcoran ve
Mallinckrodt, 2000). Yiiksek diizeyde baglanmay1 etkinlestirme stratejileri
catismay1 daha da yogun hale getirmelerine ve daha saldirgan tavirlar
gostermelerine ve duygu odakli bas etme stratejileri kullanmalarina neden
olmaktadir (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Kaygili baglanan kisiler bir taraftan
eslerinin ilgi, destek ve sevgisini kazanmak i¢in zorlayici, hatta yikict ve duygu
odakl1 ¢atigsma stratejileri kullanirlarken diger taraftan da eslerinin terk etme ya da
reddetme egilimlerini hissederlerse onlarla biitiinlesmek igin ¢aba sarf ederler. Bu
celiski baglanma yazininda yaklasma-kacinma c¢eliskisi olarak adlandirilmaktadir
(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007). Aragtirmacilar, kaygili baglanan kisilerin hem
yaklasma hem de kaginma stratejilerini destekleyen bulgular elde etmislerdir. Bir
taraftan, bazi arastirmacilar bu kisilerin eslerine kizginliklarini ifade ederken daha
cok yaygin (distributive) kizginlik stilini kullandiklarini bulurken (Guerrero ve ark.,
2009), baz1 arastirmacilar ise bu kisilerin yogun bir sekilde kizginlik hissetmelerine
karsin reddedilme korkusu yiiziinden iliskide bunu ifade etmekten kagindiklarini

bulmuglardir (Feeney, 1995; 1998).

Yakin iligkilerde kaygili baglanan kisiler catisma durumunda genellikle
yiiksek diizeyde baglanma etkinlestirme stratejileri ile uyumlu davranis oriintiileri
gosterirken, kaginmaci baglanan kisiler etkinlestirmeyi engelleme stratejileri ile
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uyumlu davranislar géstermektedirler. Spesifik olarak, bu kisiler genellikle ¢atisma
ve stres durumunda bunu yaratan ortamdan kaginma egilimi gostermektedirler
(Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Kac¢inmaci, 6zellikle kayitsiz kaginmaci, baglanan
kisiler olumlu benlik modellerine sahip olduklarindan kendilerini genellikle diger
insanlardan bagimsiz ve kendi baslarina yeterli hissederler. Kendi kendilerine
yetmeye fazla odaklandiklari i¢in de kaygili baglanan kisiler gibi duygusal olarak
stirekli inis ¢ikis yasamazlar (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2007). Giivenli ve kaygil
baglanmaya gore, kaginmaci baglanma genellikle diistik diizeyde duygu deneyimi
ve duygu ifadesi ile iligkili bulunmustur (Kerr ve ark., 2003). Etkinlestirmeyi
engelleme stratejileri, kaginmaci baglanan kisilerin genellikle olumsuz duygularini
g0z ard1 etmelerine veya bastirmalarina ve yakinlik duygusuna iligkin ihtiyaclarini
inkar etmelerine neden olmaktadir (Mikulincer ve Shaver, 2003). Bu bastirma
egilimleri, 6zellikle onlar1 giligsiiz kilarak olumlu benlik modellerini zedeleme
ihtimali bulunan kizginlik, {iziinti, utang, sucluluk ve korku duygulari igin
gecerlidir. Ayrica, bu kisiler iliskide yakinlig1 arttirabilecek ve iliskide daha fazla
yatirima neden olabilecek mutluluk ve eglence gibi duygulari da fazla gostermek
istemezler (Cassidy, 1994). Kaginmaci baglanan kisilerin temel egilimi kaginmact
stratejiler olsa da, bu duygularini1 bastiramadiklar1 durumlarda baskici ve yikici
sekilde davranabilirler. Hatta ilgili yazinda kaginmaci baglanma siddet egilimine
neden olan aktif ve yikic1 kizgimlik stili ile dogrudan iligkili bulunmustur. Ozellikle
erkeklerin kaginmaci baglanma yoneliminin evlilik ve yakin iliskilerde psikolojik

siddet egilimlerini dogrudan yordadig1 gozlenmistir (Lafontaine ve Lussier, 2005).
Evlilikteki Baglanma liskilerinde Cinsiyet ve Kiiltiiriin Rolii

Gecmis arastirmalar evlilik iliskilerinde her iki esin de giivenli baglandigi
ciftlerin daha yaygin olmasina karsin her iki esin de kacinmaci ya da kaygili
baglandigs ¢iftlerin daha nadir oldugunu gostermistir. Iki esin de farkli giivensiz
baglandig1 kosullarda ise bu eslesmenin daha gok kaginan erkek ve kaygili baglanan

kadin ¢ift bilesimi oldugu bulunmustur (6rn., Kirkpatrick ve Davis, 1994).

Her iki esin de gilivenli baglandig: ciftler iliski istikrar1 ve uyumu agisinda

en avantajli konuma sahiptir. Bu ¢iftler, giivensiz baglanan ¢iftlere oranla
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iligkilerinde daha fazla mutluluk ve baglilik hissettiklerini, eslerine daha yakin
olduklarini, ¢atisma durumunda ¢atismanin yarattig1 olumsuz duygular1 daha yapici
sekilde ifade edebildiklerini ve ebeveynlik rollerinde kendilerini daha yetenekli ve
yetkin hissettiklerini belirtmislerdir (Senchak ve Leonard, 1992; Volling ve ark.,
1998).

Buna karsilik gegmis ¢alismalar, eslerden birinin kaginan, digerinin
kaginmaci oldugu ciftlerin daha yipratici davranis oriintiileri sergileyerek
iliskilerinde daha ¢ok sorun yasadiklarin1 gostermektedir. Bu giftlerden biri yakinlik
ve ilgi ihtiyact ile diger ese yaklasmaya calisirken, bu davranislari eslerinin
kaginmaci davraniglarini pekistirmektedir. Eslerinin geri ¢ekilme davranislari ise bu
kisinin zorlayici ve baskici davranis oriintiilerini daha da arttirmaktadir. Bati
kiiltiirlinde son donemde yapilan ¢alismalar, kadinin kaygili, erkegin kaginmaci
baglandig ciftlerin iliski agisindan daha ¢ok sorun yarattigini gostermektedir.
Kadinlar, esleri kaginmaci baglandiginda iliskilerinden daha mutsuz olduklarini ve
daha fazla catisma yasadiklarini ifade ederken, erkekler ise esleri kaygili
baglandiklarinda iliskilerinden daha mutsuz olduklarini ve iliskilerinde daha fazla
catisma yasadiklarini ifade etmektedirler (Banse, 2004; Brassard ve ark., 2009;
Kane ve ark., 2007). Bu oriintiiniin tersine, toplulukg¢u kiiltiirlerde yapilan
caligmalarda ise kadinin kaginmaci, erkegin kaygili baglandig iliskilerin iliski
dinamigi acisindan daha sorunlu oldugu belirtilmistir. Ornegin, Harma ve
arkadaslar1 (2012) Tiirk kiiltiiriinde, kadinlarda kaginmaci baglanmanin erkeklerde
kaginmaci baglanmaya gore iliski doyumunu daha olumsuz etkiledigini
gostermislerdir. Ayrica, toplulukcu kiiltiirlerdeki evlilik iligkilerinde kaygili
baglanmadan ziyade kaginmaci baglanmanin daha yikici etkilere yol agabilecegi
ileri siiriilmiistiir (Stimer ve Kagicibasi, 2010). Tiirk kiiltlirlinde duygusal baglilik
ve iligki uyumu daha fazla degerli goriildiigii ve vurgulandigi i¢in (Kagitcibasi,
2007), dzellikle kadinlarin kiiltiirel beklentilere ve cinsiyet rollerine karsit bir
sekilde, evliliklerinde bagimsiz ve kendi kendine yeterliligine ¢ok fazla vurgu
yapan, kaginmaci davranis oriintiileri iliskilerde daha olumsuz sonuglar ortaya

cikarabilir.
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Calismanin Amaci ve Arastirma Sorulari

Bu ¢alismanin amaci Tiirk kiltiirtinde evlilik iliskilerinde her iki esin
ozelliklerini de dikkate alarak baglanma boyutlar1 ve ¢atismada hissedilen ve ifade
edilen farkli duygularin eslerin evlilik uyumlari tizerindeki etkisini incelemektir.
Arastirma iki ana boliimden olusmaktadir. Ik bdliimde hem niteliksel hem de
niceliksel 6n ¢alismalar yoluyla evlilikte olasi ¢atismalarda goézlenen Tiirk

kiiltiirtine 6zgii duygu ifade tarzlar incelenmistir.

Niteliksel yonteme dayali 6n ¢alismada, Tiirk kiiltiirtinde evli kisilerin
catigma sirasinda en ¢ok hangi duygulari yasadigi, hangi konularda daha fazla sorun
yasadiklar1 ve eslerine kars1 kizginlik, iiziintii ve sucluluk duygularini nasil ifade
ettiklerini arastirmak igin yari yapilandirilmis miilakatlar yapilmistir. Niceliksel
yontemle yapilan 6n galismada ise Guerrero’nun (1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008;
2009) yakin iligkilerde kizginlik, tizlintii ve sugluluk duygularinin ifade tarzlarini

6lemek amaciyla gelistirdigi 6l¢eklerinin Tiirkceye uyarlanmasi yapilmistir.

Baglanma yazininda giivenli baglanma ile iliski doyumu arasindaki giiclii
bir iligkinin bulunmasi, bu iligskiye araci olabilecek farkli degiskenlerin
arastirilmasina yol agmustir. Ilgili yazinda, olumsuz duygularin ve bunlarm islevsel
olmayan bi¢imde ifade edilmesinin iligkinin sonlanmasi ya da boganma ile yakindan
iligkili olmast da, bu tiir duygularin baglanma boyutlart ve evlilik uyumu arasindaki
iliskiye aracilik edebilecegine isaret etmektedir. Gegmis arastirmalarda ele alinan
iligkiler genellikle tek bir esten elde edilmistir. Ayrica, duygular arasindaki
niteliksel veya islevsel farkliliklar yeterince dikkate alimmamugtir. Ozellikle
sugluluk duygusunun nasil ifade edildigi ve bunun baglanma boyutlariyla olan
iligkisi daha 6nce galisilmamistir. Bu ¢alismada evlilik iligkilerinin dinamik yapisi
ve eslerin karsilikli etkisi g6z oniine alinarak ilgili yazindaki bu eksikler

giderilmeye calisilmistir.

Ozetle ana galismada 6n galismalardan elde edilen bulgulara dayanarak

hissedilen ve ifade edilen duygularin eslerin baglanma boyutlar1 ve evlilik uyumu
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arasindaki iliskideki araci rolii incelenmistir. Ana ¢alisma kapsaminda yanitlanmasi

Ongoriilen hipotezler sunlardir:

H1: Evli ¢iftlerin baglanma boyutlart hem kendilerinin (aktor etkisi) hem de

eslerinin (partner etkisi) evlilik uyumlarin1 yordayacaktir.

H2: Eslerin baglanma boyutlar1 ve evlilik uyumlar1 arasindaki iliskide eslerin
catisma sirasinda hissettikleri kizginlik, sugluluk ve tiziintli duygulari arac1 degisken

rolii oynayacaktir.

H3: Eslerin baglanma boyutlari evlilik uyumlarini hem dogrudan hem de kizginlik

ifade stilleri araciligiyla yordayacaktir.

H4: Eslerin baglanma boyutlar1 evlilik uyumlarint hem dogrudan hem de iiziintii

ifade stilleri araciligiyla yordayacaktir.

H5: Eslerin baglanma boyutlari evlilik uyumlarint hem dogrudan hem de sugluluk

ifade stilleri araciligiyla yordayacaktir.

H6: Erkeklerin baglanma boyutlar1 kadinlarin baglanma boyutlar1 ve sonug

degiskenleri arasindaki iliskide anlamli bir rol oynayacaktir.
Yontem
On Calismalar

Ana caligma Oncesi yiiriitiilen 6n ¢alismalarda hem Tiirk kiiltiiriine 6zgi
kizginlik, sucluluk ve iziintii ifade stilleri ortaya ¢ikarilmis hem de Guerrero’nun
(1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008; 2009) duygu ifade stilleri dlgeklerinin uyarlama

calismas1 yapilmastir.

[lk niteliksel 6n ¢alismada 33 evli kisi ile yar1 yapilandirilmis miilakatlar
yapilmis ve bu kisilere evlilik iliskileri ile ilgili genelden 6zele dogru 17 soru
sorulmustur. Oncelikle genel olarak evliliklerini nasil tanimladiklari, ne siklikta ve
hangi konularda sorun yasadiklar1 sorulmus ve daha sonra 6zellikle eslerine kars1
kizgin, lizgiin/depresif ve suclu hissettikleri tartisma durumlarina yogunlagsmalari
istenmistir. Bu tiir duygularini nasil ifade ettikleri ve eslerinin buna nasil tepki

verdigi ve genel olarak sorunlarini nasil ¢oziimledikleri ya da ¢éziimleyemedikleri
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de sorulmustur. Yapilan icerik analizi sonuglarina gore evli kisiler genel olarak
dokuz gatisma alanindan bahsetmislerdir. Bunlar farkl: kisilikler ve beklentiler, is
boliistimii/sorumluluklar, iletisim problemleri, yakinlik/destek, genis aile,
cocuk/cocuk bakimi, birlikte gecirilecek zaman miktari, 6zel yasam/sinirlar ve
sigara/alkol bagimliliklar1 alanlarindan olusmaktadir. iletisim problemleri
katilimcilarin en ¢ok sorun yasadiklari alan olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir (33 kisiden 19
kisi).

Yapilan igerik analizi sonuglari, kizginlik ifadesi agisindan dort ana kategori
ortaya ¢ikarmistir, bunlar yaygin, pasif, kaginmaci ve olumlu/biitlinleyici kizginlik
ifade bigimleridir. Uziintii ifade stilleri agisindan sessiz kalma/ bastirma, yapici ve
olumlu ifade, depresif duygu durumu, yikici ve olumsuz davranis, sosyal destek
arama/ese bagimli davranis ve dikkat dagitici faaliyetlere girme olmak {izere alt1
ana kategori belirlenmistir. Sugluluk ifadesi ise ti¢ ana kategori altinda toplanmistir;
bunlar 6ziir dileme/agiklama getirme, 6diin verme/affettirme ve inkar davranis

tarzlardir.

Niceliksel ikinci 6n ¢aligsmaya ise erken evlilik doneminde olan 130 evli kisi
katilmistir. Guerrero’nun (1994; Guerrero ve ark. 2008; 2009) kizginlik, tiziintii ve
sucluluk ifade stilleri 6lgekleri standart ¢eviri, tekrar ¢eviri yontemleri kullanilarak,
alaninda uzman ii¢ sosyal psikolog tarafindan Tiirk¢eye ¢evrilmistir. Ceviriler
arasindaki farkliliklar tartisilmis ve 6lgek son haline getirilerek tekrar ana dili olan
Ingilizceye geri gevrilmistir ve bu iki 6lgegin tutarliligi karsilastirilmigtir. Bulgular
Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan dlgeklerin faktor yapilari ile orijinal faktdr yapilarinin oldukca
tutarli oldugunu gostermektedir. Sadece liziintii ve sugluluk ifade stilleri
olgeklerindeki bazi alt 6lgekler tek bir alt boyut altinda toplanmistir. Ana galismada
icerik analizinden elde edilen kizginlik, {izlintli ve sugluluk duygularinin ifade
stilleri ile ilgili kiiltiire 6zgii tematik {initeler ve Tiirkgeye uyarlanan Guerrero’nun

orijinal duygu ifade 6lcekleri tek bir ¢at1 altinda toplanarak kullanilmistir.

279



Ana Calisma
Katilimcilar

Ana caligmaya Ankara’da oturan erken evlilik doneminde olan 170 evli ¢ift
katilmistir. Baslangic analizlerinde ti¢ kadin katilimcinin cevaplarinda ¢ok
degiskenli asir1 degerler bulundugundan, bu katilimcilar ve esleri geri kalan
analizlere dahil edilmemistir. Boylece analizler 167 evli ¢iftin (334 katilime1) verisi
tizerinden yiiriitiilmiistiir. Katilimcilarin evlilik stireleri 1 ila 15 yil arasinda ve yas
araliklar1 23 ila 52 arasinda degismektedir. Elli bes (% 32.9) ciftin hi¢ ¢ocugu
yoktur, 68 (% 40.7) ¢iftin bir cocugu, 41 (% 24.6) ciftin iki cocugu ve 3 (% 1.8)
¢iftin ti¢ gocugu oldugu rapor edilmistir.

Kullanilan Ol¢iim Araclar

Catismada hissedilen duygular1 6l¢gmek icin Temel Duygu Olgegi (Power ve
Dalgleish, 2008) ve Duygu Durum Sifatlari Listesinden dort madde (Nowlis, 1965)
kullanilmistir. Katilimcilara 6n ¢alismada Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmais orijinal kizginlik,
tizlintii ve su¢luluk ol¢eklerine (Guerrero, 1994) ilaveten igerik analizi sonucunda
ortaya ¢ikan kiiltiire 6zgii maddeler de eklenerek yeni Likert-tipi kizginlik, tiztintii
ve sugluluk ifade stilleri 6l¢ekleri uygulanmistir. Ayrica, baglanma kaygi ve
kaginma boyutlar1 Yakin Iliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-11 (Fraley, Waller ve
Brennan, 2000) kullanilarak ve sonug degiskenleri ise Cift Uyum (Spanier, 1976) ve
lliskilerde Mutluluk Olgekleri (Fletcher, Fitness ve Blampied, 1990) kullanilarak
dl¢iilmiistiir. Cift Uyum Olgegi 2 ila 7°1i Likert-tipi maddelerden olusmaktadir.
Mliskilerde Mutluluk Olgegi ise 5°1i Likert-tipi bir dl¢iimdiir. Geri kalan biitiin

Olgekler ise 7-basamakl1 Likert 6l¢egi tizerinden yanitlanmigtir.
Kullanmilan Analiz Teknikleri

Onerilen araci1 degisken modelleri Aktér-Partner Bagimlilik Modeli (APIM,
Kenny, 1996) kullanilarak bir dizi iz (path) modelleri ile LISREL 8.51 (Joreskog ve
Sorbom, 1993) kullanilarak test edilmistir. Eslerin davranis ve duygulari birbirine
bagimli oldugu i¢in APIM perspektifi kullanilmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenler

arasindaki korelasyonlar ve araci ve bagimli degiskenler arasindaki hatalar kendi
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iclerinde birbirleri ile iliskilendirilmistir. Bunun yani sira, SPSS programi
kullanilarak yapilan hiyerarsik/moderator regresyon analizleri ile erkeklerin
baglanma boyutlarinin eslerinin baglanma boyutlar1 ve sonug¢ degiskenleri

arasidaki iliskide belirleyici rolii incelenmistir.
Bulgular
Betimleyici Istatistikler

Calisma degiskenleri arasindaki korelasyonlarin yonleri beklenilen
dogrultudadir. Kar1 ve kocalarin kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanma boyutlar1 her iki
esin evlilik uyumu ve evlilik doyumu ile olumsuz iligki gostermektedir. Genel
olarak, kadinlarin ve erkeklerin baglanma boyutlar1 yikici duygu ifadeleri ile olumlu
iligki gdsterirken, yapici duygu ifadeleri ile olumsuz iligki gdstermektedir.
Kizginlik, tiziintii ve sugluluk duygularinin yapici ifade edilme stilleri kendi
aralarinda olumlu iligki gosterirken, bu duygularin yikict ve olumsuz ifade edilme
stilleri ile olumsuz iliski gostermektedir. Ayrica bagimsiz degiskenler ile (kadin ve
kocanin kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanma boyutlar1) bagimli degiskenler (eslerin
evlilik uyumu) arasindaki korelasyonlar, aract degiskenlerle (hissedilen ve ifade
edilen duygu stilleri) bagimli degiskenler arasindaki iliskiden ¢ok daha giiclii

bulunmustur.

Baglanma boyutlarinin yani sira baglanma stillerinin (giivenli, korkulu,
kayitsiz ve saplantili baglanma) sonug degiskenleri iizerine etkisini anlayabilmek
icin kaygili ve kaginan boyutlar1 kullanilarak kiimeleme (cluster) analizi ile
katilimcilar dort ayr1 baglanma kategorilerine atanmislardir. Orneklemden152
(45.5%, 79 kadin ve 73 erkek) katilimcinin eslerine giivenli baglandigi, 106 (31.7%,
61 kadin ve 45 erkek) katilimcinin saplantili, 34 (10.2%, 8 kadin ve 26 erkek)
kisinin kayitsiz ve son olarak 42 (12.6%, 19 kadin ve 23erkek) kisinin eslerine
korkulu baglandig1 bulunmustur. Daha sonra her bir degisken iizerinde 4 (baglanma

gruplar1) X 2(cinsiyet) ANOVA yapilmistir.

Sonuglar genel olarak, giivenli baglanan kisilerin, diger {i¢ giivensiz

baglanma kategorilerindeki kisilere gore, evlilik uyumlarinin ve doyumlarinin daha
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yiiksek oldugu, daha yapici duygu ifade etme stilleri kullandiklar1 ve ¢atigma
sirasinda daha az olumsuz duygu hissettikleri bulunmustur. Buna karsilik saplantili
baglanan kisilerin ise eslerine kayitsiz baglanan kisilere gore evlilik uyumu ve
doyumu daha yiiksektir. Ayrica bu kisilerin eslerine daha fazla yaygin kizginlik
ifadesi, sosyal destek arama/ese bagimli davranis ve sucluluk ifadesinde ise daha
fazla 6ziir dileme/affettirme ve agiklama getirme davranis oriintiileri gosterdikleri
bulunmustur. Biitiin bagimli degiskenler lizerinde baglanma stillerinin temel etkisi
olsa da, ¢atisma sirasinda hissedilen sugluluk duygusu iizerinde baglanma stillerinin
temel etkisi anlamli bulunmamistir. Kadin ve erkekler arasinda sonug degiskenler
bakimindan farkliliklar bulunmustur. Séyle ki, kadinlar kocalarina gore daha fazla
pasif kizginlik ifade tarzi, su¢luluk aninda daha fazla agiklama getirme davranig
ortintiileri gosterdiklerini ve ¢atisma sirasinda daha fazla iiziintii ve hayal kiriklig
hissettiklerini bildirmislerdir. Erkekler ise eslerine gore daha fazla evlilik doyumu

ve catisma sirasinda daha fazla sugluluk hissettiklerini belirtmislerdir.
Araci Modellere iliskin Bulgular

Yasanan duygularin ve bunlarin ifade etme tarzlarinin kar1 ve kocanin
baglanma boyutlari ve her iki esin evlilik uyumu arasindaki iliskideki araci
degisken roliinii aragtirmak i¢in APIM modeli kullanilarak bir dizi iz (path) analizi
yapilmustir. Kizginlik, iztintii ve sugluluk duygularinin ifadeleri i¢in ti¢ ayri iz
analizi ylritilmistiir. Bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlar ve araci ve
bagimli degiskenler arasindaki hatalar birbirleri ile iligskilendirilmistir. Kenny ve
arkadaslarinin (2006) onerdigi gibi oncelikle bagimsiz degiskenlerden araci
degiskenlere ve bagimli degiskenlere olan iligkiler, ayrica araci degiskenlerden
bagimli degiskenlere olan iliskiler tanimlanmustir (fully saturated models). Daha
sonra ilgili modelde istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz olan biitiin baglantilar (beta
degerleri) tek tek ¢ikarilarak model siirekli olarak yeniden test edilmistir. Bu siire¢
igerisinde, eger modifikasyon endeksinde her hangi bir iliskinin yeniden anlamli
olabilecegi isaret edilirse, bu iligki tekrar model icerisinde tanimlanmistir. En son
model, biitlin anlamsiz iligkilerin ¢ikarildig1, sadece anlamli olan iliskilerden

olusmaktadir.
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Hissedilen ve ifade edilen duygularin araci roliinii test eden dort ayri iz
modeli ve eslerin baglanma boyutlar1 ve evlilik uyumu arasindaki direk iliskiyi test
eden modelin sonuglari istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Her bir modelin ki-
kare degerleri anlamsiz ve model uyum endeksleri olmasi gereken araliklarda
bulunmustur. Biitiin modellerde hem kadinin hem de kocanin kaginmaci
baglanmasinin hem kendi hem de eslerinin evlilik uyumu {izerinde olumsuz etkisi

oldugu bulunmustur.

Catismada hissedilen duygularin araci rolii test edildiginde, kaygili baglanan
kadinlarin ¢atisma sirasinda daha ¢ok tiziintii (f = .30), hayal kiriklig1 (5 = .34) ve
kizginlik (f = .24) hissederken, kaygili baglanan kocalarin daha ¢ok iiziintii (f =
.20) ve bu kocalarin eslerinin ise daha ¢ok {iziintii (# = .18) ve hayal kiriklig1 (8 =
.12) hissettikleri tespit edilmistir. Kaginmaci baglanan erkekler daha ¢ok hayal
kirikligr (8 = .27) ve kizginlik hissederken (5 = .31), kaginmaci baglanan kadinlarin
ise daha ¢ok hayal kiriklig1 (f = .23) ve bu kadinlarin eslerinin ise liziinti (f = .22)
ve hayal kiriklig1 (8 = .27) hissettikleri bulunmustur. Istatistiksel olarak anlamli dort
araci etki bulunmustur. Kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanan kadinlarin evlilikte yaganan
catismada daha c¢ok hayal kiriklig1 hissettigi ve bu duygunun kadinlarin evlilik
uyumlarini azalttig1 gozlenmistir. Kocalarin kizginlik duygusu, kaygili baglanmalari
ve evlilik uyumlar: arasindaki iliskide ve kadinlarin hayal kiriklig1 duygusu
erkeklerin kaygili baglanmasi ve kadinlarin evlilik uyumu arasindaki iliskide araci

rolii oynamaktadir.

Kizginlik ifade tarzlarinin araci rolii test edildiginde, kadinlarin kaygili
baglanmasi kendi yaygin (f = .32) ve pasif (§ = .25) kizginlik stillerini, erkeklerin
kaygili baglanmasi ise sadece eslerinin yaygin kizginlik stilini (4 = .21)
kullanmasin1 yordamaktadir. Kadinlarin kaginmaci baglanmalar1 daha ¢ok
kacinmaci kizginlik stilini (f = .35) kullanmalarin1 yordarken, erkeklerin kaginmaci
baglanmalar1 kendilerinin daha ¢ok yaygin (8 = .55), pasif (5 = .43), kaginmaci (f =
.29) kizgilik stillerini kullanmalarini ve eslerinin daha ¢ok yaygin kizginlik stilini
(6 = .21) kullanmalarin1 yordamaktadir. Ayrica araci etkiler agisindan, kadinlarin

yaygin kizginlik stilinin, kadinlarin kaygil baglanmalarinin kendi evlilik uyumu
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tizerinde; kocalarin yaygin kizginlik stilinin, erkeklerin kaginmaci baglanmalarinin
kendi evlilik uyumu iizerinde ve kadinlarin yaygin kizginlik stilinin, erkeklerin
kag¢inmaci baglanmalarinin kadmnlarin evlilik uyumu tizerinde araci rolii oynadigini

gostermistir.

Uziintii ifade tarzlarmin araci roliine iligkin analizler, kaygili baglanan kadin
ve erkeklerin daha ¢ok yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis (f = .32 ve = .18) ve olumlu
faaliyet (6 = .19 ve = .27) davranis tarzlarim gosterirken, kaygili baglanan
erkeklerin eslerinin de yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis (f = .21) tarzin1 gosterdigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Kaginmaci baglanan kadin ve erkekler ise eslerine karsi daha
cok yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis (f = .17 ve § = .41) tarzin1 gostermektedirler.
Ayrica araci etki analizleri kaginan baglanma yonelimi yiiksek olan kocalarin
tizlintlilerini ifade ederken daha ¢ok yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis tarzini
kullandiklarini ve bu davranis tarzinin kendi evlilik uyumlarini diistirdiigiinii

gostermistir.

Son olarak, sugluluk ifade tarzlarinin araci rolii test edildiginde, kadin ve
erkeklerde kaginmaci baglanmanin kisilerin hem 6ziir dileme/affettirme (8 = -.42 ve
S =-.51) hem de inkar davranis stillerini (8 = .41 ve S = .56) yordarken, sadece
kadinlarin kaygili baglanmalar1 inkar davranig stilini (5 = .20) yordamistir. Ancak,
kar1 ve kocalarin sugluluk ifade stillerinin, eslerin baglanma stilleri ve evlilik

uyumlar arasindaki araci rolii istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir.
Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizi (Moderated Regression) Bulgulari

Eslerin baglanma boyutlarinin sonug degiskenleri tizerindeki karsilikli etkisi
bir dizi hiyerarsik moderator regresyon analizi yoluyla test edilmistir. Bu
analizlerde sonug degiskenlerini yordarken, kadinlarin baglanma boyutlar1 bagimsiz
degisken, erkeklerin baglanma boyutlari ise belirleyici degisken olarak
kullanilmistir. Moderasyon etkisini test edebilmek i¢in kadin ve erkegin baglanma
boyutlarinin ¢arpimi alinarak ortak etki (interaction) degiskenleri olusturulmustur.
Regresyon analizlerinin ilk asamasinda, demografik degiskenlerin etkisini kontrol

etmek i¢in, evlilik stiresi, cocuk sayist ve kadin ve erkegin egitim seviyeleri
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regresyona dahil edilmistir. ikinci asamada ise kadin ve kocalar igin kayg1 ve
kaginma boyutlarinin temel etkileri (dort ana etki) regresyona katilmistir. En son
asama ise, kadin ve erkegin baglanma boyutlarinin ¢arpimi alinarak olusturulan
ortak etki degiskenleri (alt1 degisken) regresyona katilmistir. Aiken ve West’in
(1991) o6nerisi dogrultusunda biitlin bagimsiz degiskenler kendi ortalamalarindan
cikarilarak merkezilestirilmis ve ortak etki degiskenleri bu degerler kullanilarak

hesaplanmustir.

Bagimli degiskenler iizerinde yapilan 32 regresyon analizinde, iz modelleri
ile tutarli olarak genellikle baglanma boyutlar1 sonu¢ degiskenlerini anlamli olarak
yordamaktadir. Moderasyon etkisine bakildiginda ortak etkilerin sadece bazi sonug
degiskenlerini anlamli diizeyde yordadigi gézlenmistir. Anlamli olan ortak etki
degiskenlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamliligini test etmek i¢in “simple slope”
analizleri yapilmistir. Sonuglar, kocalarin kaginmaci baglanmalar: diisiik ve
eslerinin kaginmaci baglanmalari yiiksek oldugunda, erkeklerin iiziintiilerini ifade
ederken daha ¢ok olumlu faaliyet davranis stilini tercih ettiklerini gostermektedir.
Catigsma sirasinda hissedilen duygular acisindan bulgular, kocalarin kaginmaci
baglanmalar1 diisiik ve eslerinin kaygili baglanmalari yiiksek oldugunda, kadinlarin
catisma sirasinda daha ¢ok iiziintii hissettigini; kocalarin kaygili baglanmalar diistik
ve eslerinin kaygili baglanmalar yiiksek oldugunda, erkeklerin ¢atisma sirasinda
daha ¢ok sugluluk hissettigini gostermektedir. Son olarak, eger her iki es de
birbirine kaginmaci baglanmissa 6zellikle kadinlarin daha diisiik evlilik doyumu

bildirdikleri bulunmustur.
Tartisma

Bu calismanin amaci kuramsal yaklagimlar dogrultusunda evlilik
iligkilerinde catisma sirasinda eslerin ne tiir duygular hissettiklerini ve 6zellikle
kizginlik, tizlintli ve sugluluk gibi duygular birbirlerine nasil ifade ettiklerini ve
bunun dolayisiyla evlilik uyumlarina olan etkisini aragtirmaktir. Ayrica her bir esin
baglanma boyutunun yasanilan ve ifade edilen duygular1 yordamada nasil bir rol
oynadigini ortaya ¢ikarmaktir. Evlilik iligkilerinde hem kadinin hem de kocanin

farkl1 perspektifleri oldugu varsayilarak bu arastirmada her iki esin kisisel
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ozellikleri, davranig Oriintiileri ve iligkiye dair algilar1 incelenmistir. Ayrica
iliskilerde yasanan ¢atismada eslerin birbirlerine nasil davranacaklarini ve
duygularini nasil ifade edeceklerini belirlemede kiiltiiriin de etkisi oldugu
diisiintilerek, kiiltiire 6zgii duygu ifade etme stillerini belirlemek i¢in hem niteliksel

hem de niceliksel 6n ¢alismalar yapilmistir.

Ongoriilen dnermeler dogrultusunda APIM perspektifi kullanilarak bir dizi
iz model analizleri uygulanmis ve sonuglarin genellikle one siiriilen hipotezleri
destekler sekilde oldugu gézlenmistir. Yasanilan ve ifade edilen duygularin araci
etkisini 6lgmek i¢in yapilan analizler genel olarak eslerin baglanma boyutlarinin
hem dogrudan hem de duygular araciligiyla eslerin evlilik uyumu tizerine etkisini
ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Ancak eslerin sugluluk duygusunu ifade etme stillerinin bu

iligkiler ilizerinde araci etkisi olmadig1 tespit edilmistir.

Arastirma bulgular1 6nceki aragtirmalarla tutarli olarak islevine gore
duygularin farkl sekillerde ifade edildigini gostermektedir. Eger bir es ¢atigma
sirasinda partnerine yikict ve olumsuz bir sekilde davranirsa, bu diger esten de ayni
davranis Oriintiisiinii ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Yani evlilik iligkilerinde esler arasindaki
olumsuz davranis tarzlari karsilikli olarak sergilenmekte ve bu olumsuz dongii her
iki esin evlilik uyumunu ciddi derecede azaltmaktadir. Diger ¢alismalarla tutarl
olarak, iligkilerde yasanan olumsuz duygular ve bu duygularin islevsel olmayan bir
sekilde ifade edilmesi iliskide sorunu ya da ¢atismayi derinlestirerek eslerin evlilik

doyumunu diisiirmektedir.

Kadin ve kocalarin baglanma boyutlarinin evlilik uyumuna dogrudan
etkisini test eden modelin bulgularina gore kaygili baglanmadan daha ¢ok kadin ve
kocanin kaginmaci baglanmalar1 hem kendilerinin hem de eslerinin evlilik uyumunu
ciddi derecede azaltmaktadir. Bununla tutarli olarak, baglanma stilleri ile yapilan
analizlerde de giivenli baglanan esler, saplantili (kaygi boyutu) ve kayitsiz baglanan
(kacinma boyutu) eslere gore evliliklerinde daha mutlu ve uyumlu olduklarini ifade
etseler de bu iki giivensiz baglanan kisiler karsilagtirildiklarinda, saplantili baglanan
kisiler kayitsiz baglanan kisilere gore daha yiiksek diizeyde evlilik uyumu ve

doyumu rapor etmislerdir. Bu veriler Tiirk kiiltiiriinde evlilik iliskilerinde kaginmaci
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baglanma boyutunun kaygili baglanmaya gére daha ciddi bir risk faktorii
olusturduguna isaret etmektedir. Siimer ve Kagit¢ibasi (2010) toplulukgu
kiiltiirlerde kaygili baglanma stilinin ¢ok daha yaygin oldugunu 6ne siirmiislerdir.
Toplulukeu kiiltiirlerde iliskisellige ve iliskilerin devamlilig1 ve tutarligina fazlaca
vurgu yapilmasi, bunun tam tersi mekanizmalarla isleyen kaginmaci baglanma
tirtini yakin iligkiler bakimindan kritik bir risk faktorii haline getirmektedir. Benzer
sekilde Tiirk evli giftlerinin kullanildig1 genis ¢capl baska bir ¢calismada da kaginma
boyutunun evlilikte kadin ve kocalarin mutlulugunu azaltan en kritik faktér oldugu

bulunmustur (Harma ve ark., 2012).

Onceki arastirmalarla tutarli olarak, catismalarda yasanan duygular
bakimindan kadin ve erkegin kaginmaci ve kaygili baglanma boyutlarinin hem
kendilerinin hem de eslerinin olumsuz duygu yasamalariyla iligkili oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu ¢alisma her iki esin etkisini de igererek diger ¢alismalardaki
bulgulari daha da genigletmistir. Ayrica kadinlarin hayal kiriklig1 duygusu ve
erkeklerin kizginlik duygusu en temel araci degiskenler olarak one ¢ikmistir. Bu iKi
farkli duygu durumunun evlilik iligkilerinin uyumu bakimindan hem kadin hem de
erkek icin kritik 6nem tasidigr gozlenmistir. Bu bulgulara ek olarak, kaginmaci
baglanan kadin ve kaygili baglanan erkeklerin eslerinin daha ¢ok hayal kiriklig1 ve
tizlintii hissettikleri bulunmustur. Daha 6nce ifade edildigi gibi, Tiirkiye gibi daha
topluluk¢u yapida olan iilkelerde kaygili baglanma daha yaygin gézlemlendigi igin,
kaginmaci baglanma iliskilerde daha yikici etkilere yol agabilir. Ozellikle cinsiyet
rolleri geregi evlilikte kadindan beklentiler daha geleneksel oldugundan, kadinin
kaginmaci baglanmasi iliski devamliligi ve uyumu agisindan daha biiyiik bir risk
olusturabilir. Buna karsilik gene erkeklere atfedilen rollere bakildiginda erkegin
iliskide daha bagimsiz ve dominant olmasi beklenebilmektedir. Bu yiizden de
onlarin kaygili baglanmalari cinsiyet rolleriyle uyusmadig i¢in iligkilerinde daha
olumsuz duygulara yol agabilir. Sonug olarak, bu ¢alisma Tiirk kiiltliriinde 6zellikle
cinsiyet rolleriyle uyumsuz baglanma kombinasyonlarinin (yani kaginmaci kadin-
kaygili erkek) evlilikte hayal kiriklig1 ve tiziintii gibi duygular1 ortaya ¢ikardigini

gostermektedir.
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Arastirma bulgulari, dnceki aragtirmalarla tutarl olarak, kaygil
baglanmanin hem aktif yogun hem de pasif kizginlik stilleri ile iligkili oldugunu
gostermistir. Ayrica diger ¢alismalardan farkli olarak kisinin kaygili baglanmasi
diger esin pasif kizginlik stilini gdstermesini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Yiiksek
etkinlestirme stratejileri kaygili baglanan eslerin olumsuz duygulart ¢ok yogun
yasayarak bu duygularini yikici sekilde ifade etmelerine neden olmaktadir. Diger
arastirmalar da kaygili baglanmanin yikici kizginlik ifadesi ile iligkisini ortaya
koymustur (Guerrero ve ark., 2009). Kaginmaci baglanma ise hem aktif ve pasif
kizginlik hem de diisiik etkinlestirme stratejileri ile tutarli olarak kagimmaci
kizginlik stili ile iliskili bulunmustur. Uziintii ifadeleri agisindan, kaygili baglanma
yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis tarzi ve olumlu faaliyet gibi olumsuz davranis tarzlar
ile iligkili bulunurken, kacinmaci baglanma sadece yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis tarzi
ile iligkili bulunmustur. Olumlu faaliyet tiziintii duygusunun es ile paylasilamadigi
durumlarda bununla bas etmek i¢in baska eglenceli aktivitelere girmeyi ya da
arkadas cevresi ile vakit gegirme gibi aktiviteleri igermektedir. Bu da kaygil
baglanan kisilerin olumlu baskalar1 ve olumsuz benlik modelleri oldugu i¢in {iziintii
duygusunu ifade ederken ya eslerine ya da diger ¢evrelere dayandiklarini

gostermektedir.

Bulgular, evlilikte kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanmanin evlilik uyumu
tizerinde dogrudan oldugu kadar, kizginlik ve iiziintii ifade stilleri yolu ile dolayli
olarak etkisi oldugunu da gostermistir. Kaygili ve kaginmaci baglanan kadin ve
erkekler yiiksek ve diislik etkinlestirme stratejilerini kullanarak kizginlik ve {iziintii
duygularini ifade ederken yikic1 ve olumsuz davranis stillerini benimsemekte ve bu
da dolayisiyla iligkilerinin uyumunu azaltmaktadir. Spesifik olarak, kizginlik ifadesi
acisindan hem kadin hem de erkeklerin yaygin kizginlik stili ve liziintii ifadesi
acisindan sadece erkeklerin yalnizlik/olumsuz davranis tarzlari, baglanma boyutlari
ve evlilik uyumu arasindaki iliskide araci rolii oynamaktadir. Her iki duygu ifade
bicimi diger duygu ifade bi¢cimleriyle karsilastirildiginda aktif bir sekilde gosterilen
olumsuz davranis oriintiilerini igermektedir. Sonug olarak iliskide kizginlik ve

lizlintii yasandiginda baglanma boyutunun etkisiyle bunun sézel olarak iliskiyi
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tahrip edici ve yikici sekilde ifade edilmesi iliski uyumunu bozmaktadir. Ayrica,
bulgular baglanma boyutlarinin sugluluk ifadesi ile iliskili olsa da sugluluk ifade
stillerinin, eslerin baglanma stilleri ve evlilik uyumlar1 arasindaki aract rolii
istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Kizginlik ve iiziintii duygular1 belki de kaygili
ve kaginmaci baglanma agisindan daha kritik duygular olup 6ncelikli olarak evlilik

uyumunu etkilemektedir.

Bu arastirma bazi kisithiliklar da icermektedir. Oncelikle arastirma deseni
boylamsal degildir ve bulgular iliskinin yoniine bakarak dogrudan neden-sonug
iliskisi olarak yorumlanmamalidir. Ayrica, duygu deneyimi ve ifadelerine yonelik
veriler ge¢mise doniik olarak toplanmistir. Katilimeilar, bu duygularini nasil ifade
ettiklerini ve ne tiir duygu hissettiklerini evlilikteki son alt1 aylik zaman dilimi i¢in
degerlendirmislerdir. Gegmise doniik bu uygulama katilimeilarin bellek hatasi
yapma olasiliklarini da igermektedir. Gelecekte giinliik tutma ¢alismalari yoluyla
veri toplanmasi bu tiir bellek hatalarini ortadan kaldirabilir. Bir diger sinirlilik ise
kartopu teknigi ile veri toplanmis olmasidir. Bu yontem, kullanilan 6rneklemin
temsil edilebilir olup olmadiginin sorgulanmasina neden olabilir. Son olarak,
degiskenlerin ortalamalar1 incelendiginde 6rneklemdeki evli ¢iftlerin ¢ogunlugunun
evliliklerinde yiiksek diizeylerde uyumlu ve mutlu olduklar1 gézlemlenmektedir.
Belki de yasanilan olumsuz duygular ve bunlarin olumsuz bir sekilde ifadesi bu tiir
mutlu iliskilerde gorece daha az yasandigi i¢in bu etkilerin giicli de tam olarak tespit
edilememis olabilir. ileriki calismalarin ele alinan dinamikleri daha problemli

iliskilerde de incelemeleri yararli olacaktir.

Sonug olarak, bu arastirma ayrintili bir bakis acist kullanarak yakin
iligkilerde baglanma ve duygu yazinlarindaki mevcut yaklagimlara ve bulgulara
onemli bir katkida bulunmustur. Kiiltiirel baglamin etkisi dikkate alinarak 6n
caligmalarla Tiirk kiiltliriine 6zgii duygular ve bunlarin ifade tarzlar ortaya
cikarilarak ana ¢alismada kapsamli dlgiimler elde edilmistir. Ciftlerle calisilarak her
iki esten veri toplanmis, hissedilen ve ifade edilen duygularin karsilikli dinamigine
iliskin kapsamli bulgular ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Sonug olarak, olumsuz duygularin

nasil ifade edildigini belirlemede baglanma boyutlarinin rolii incelenmis ve bu
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dinamiklerin evlilik uyumu tizerindeki etkisi hakkinda 6nemli ¢ikarimlarin
yapilmasina olanak saglanmustir. Ikincil bir katki olarak da, gelecekte
arastirmacilarin kullanabilecegi duygu ifade tarzlar1 6lgekleri Tiirk¢e yazinina

kazandirilmstir.
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