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ABSTRACT 

ROMANTIC BREAK-UPS IN YOUNG ADULTHOOD:  

THE CONNOTATIONS, PREDICTORS, AND COMMON REASONS  

 

TERZĶ, Hilal 

Ph.D., The Department of Psychology 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bengi ¥NER-¥ZKAN 

 

 

August 2022, 263 pages 

 

This doctoral thesis aims to understand romantic break-ups in young adulthood by seeking 

answers to three research questions: What is romantic break-up? (RQ1), what are the factors 

affecting responses to dissatisfying situations? (RQ2), and what are the reasons for break-

ups? (RQ3). Two studies, one quantitative study and one qualitative study (18 focus group 

sessions), were conducted to find answers to these three research questions. Qualitative data 

were collected from 131 participants. Participants were asked to define what comes to mind 

when they hear the word ñbreak-upò. Participants expressed mostly negative connotations, 

with a few exceptions. The connotations were categorized under five dimensions: beliefs 

about break-ups, emotions, (re)adjustment of self and time, grief, and expectations for the 

future. A total of 329 university students participated in the quantitative study. The results 

revealed that attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, dissatisfied basic psychological 

needs, and relationship-contingent self-esteem were positively related to exit behaviors, and 

thwarted basic psychological needs was negatively associated with exit behaviors. In 18-

focus group sessions, participants were asked to list common reasons for break-ups and they 

would end their romantic relationships based on the reasons they wrote down. The break-



 
 
v 
 

up reasons revealed 21 categories. Among these, breach of trust, incompatibility, emotional 

distance, and lack of validation were the most common reasons. The findings showed that 

when it comes to ending their romantic relationship, some reasons were not sufficient 

enough to end their romantic relationships. The findings of qualitative and quantitative 

studies were discussed with the current literature. 

 

Keywords: romantic break-ups, attachment orientation, basic psychological needs, 

relationship contingent self-esteem, young adulthood  
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¥Z 

GEN¢ YETĶķKĶNLĶKTE ROMANTĶK AYRILIK:  

¢AĴRIķIMLAR, YORDAYICILAR VE ORTAK NEDENLER 

 

TERZĶ, Hilal 

Doktora, Psikoloji Bºl¿m¿ 

Tez Yºneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bengi ¥NER-¥ZKAN 

 

 

Aĵustos 2022, 263 pages  

 

Bu doktora tezinin amacē, ¿­ araĸtērma sorusuna cevap arayarak gen­ yetiĸkinlikteki 

romantik ayrēlēĵē anlamaktēr: Romantik ayrēlēk nedir? (RQ1), tatmin edici olmayan 

durumlara verilen tepkileri etkileyen yordayēcēlar nelerdir? (RQ2) ve romantik ayrēlēk 

nedenleri nelerdir? (RQ3). Bu ¿­ araĸtērma sorusuna cevap bulmak i­in bir nicel ve bir nitel 

­alēĸma (18 odak grup oturumu) olmak ¿zere iki ­alēĸma yapēlmēĸtēr. Nitel veriler 131 

katēlēmcēdan toplanmēĸtēr. Katēlēmcēlara ñayrēlēkò kelimesini duyduklarēnda akēllarēna ne 

geldiĵi sorulmuĸtur. Katēlēmcēlar, birka­ istisna dēĸēnda, b¿y¿k ºl­¿de olumsuz 

­aĵrēĸēmlardan bahsettiler. ¢aĵrēĸēmlar, ayrēlēklara iliĸkin inan­lar, ayrēlēklarēn duygusal 

yºnleri, kiĸiliĵin ve zamanēn (yeniden) inĸa edilmesi, yas s¿reci ve geleceĵe yºnelik 

beklentiler olmak ¿zere beĸ boyut altēnda kategorize edilmiĸtir. Nicel araĸtērma 329 

¿niversite ºĵrencisinden toplanmēĸtēr. Sonu­lar, baĵlanmaya iliĸkin kaygē, baĵlanmaya 

iliĸkin ka­ēnma, karĸēlanmamēĸ temel psikolojik ihtiya­lar ve iliĸki temelli ºz-saygēnēn ­ēkēĸ 

davranēĸlarē ile pozitif, engellenmiĸ temel psikolojik ihtiya­larēn ise ­ēkēĸ davranēĸlarē ile 

negatif yºnde iliĸkili olduĵunu ortaya koymuĸtur. 18 odak grup oturumunda, katēlēmcēlara 

yaygēn ayrēlēk nedenlerini listelemeleri istenmiĸ ve sonrasēnda yazdēklarē ayrēlēk nedenlerine 



 
 

vii 
 

gºre romantik iliĸkilerini sonlandērēp sonlandērmayacaklarē sorulmuĸtur. Katēlēmcēlarēn 

belirttiĵi ayrēlēk nedenleri, 21 ayrē kategoriyi ortaya ­ēkardē. Bunlar arasēnda g¿venin 

sarsēlmasē, yaĸam tarzē farklēlēklarē, duygusal uzaklēk ve partnerin duyarsēz olmasē odak 

grup oturumlarēnda en sēk ifade edilen ayrēlēk nedenleridir. Bulgular iĸ kendi romantik 

iliĸkilerini sonlandērmaya geldiĵinde, bazē ayrēlēk sebeplerinin romantik iliĸkilerini bitirmek 

i­in yeterli olmadēĵēnē gºstermiĸtir. Nitel ve nicel ­alēĸmalara ait bulgular g¿ncel literat¿rle 

iliĸkilendirilerek tartēĸēlmēĸtēr. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler:  romantik ayrēlēk, baĵlanma yºnelimi, temel psikolojik ihtiya­lar, iliĸki 

temelli ºz-saygē, gen­ yetiĸkinlik  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

ñClose relationships are more deeply and conclusively affected by destructive actions 

than by constructive ones, by negative communications than positive ones, and by conflict 

than harmony.ò  

Baumeister et al., 2001 

 

1.1. Romantic Relationships in Young Adulthood 

Young adulthood is a developmental stage in the life course characterized by 

exploration, instability, and change. Important milestones, such as moving out of the 

parental home, getting employed, or getting married, typically occur during this period 

(Arnett, 2000; Fincham & Cui, 2011). Developing and maintaining relationships are one of 

the fundamental developmental tasks of young adulthood (Arnett, 2000; Barry et al., 2009; 

Barzeva et al., 2021; Collins & Madsen, 2006). The relationship quality and the support 

derived from these relationships are crucial for better physical, psychological, and 

emotional well-being (Cohen, 2004; Kansky & Allen, 2018; Kiecolt-Glaser, 2018; Oishi et 

al., 2007; ¥zdemir & Demir, 2019).  

As young adults explore their identities in different contexts, they also form their 

romantic identities, who they are, what they look for, and who they want to be with in a 

romantic relationship (Arnett, 2000; Kroger et al., 2010; Montgomery, 2005). They also 
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explore different forms of romantic relationships (Arnett, 2000; Fincham & Cui, 2011). 

Romantic relationships are often the primary source of high well-being, intimacy, 

companionship, and happiness for young adults (Demir, 2010; Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; 

Johnson et al., 2012; Kansky, 2018). In addition to improving the overall lifespan (Merrill 

& Afifi, 2017; Umberson & Montez, 2010; Yang et al., 2016), romantic experiences at this 

phase also influence young adultsô behaviors and later romantic relationships (Fincham & 

Cui, 2011; Shulman & Connolly, 2013; Xia et al., 2018). 

As a result of their intense romantic explorations, young adults experience more 

romantic break-ups (Eickmeyer, 2019; Halpern-Meekin et al., 2013; Shulman & Connolly, 

2013). Research has shown that almost four-tenths of individuals in young adulthood 

reported at least one break-up in less than two years (Rhoades et al., 2011). It has been found 

that conflict resolution and conflict recovery in adolescence were not significantly 

associated with the break-up decision (Gottman & Levenson, 2000, 2002; Salvatore et al., 

2011). However, romantic relationship goals begin to include long-term commitment in 

young adulthood, so conflict resolution and conflict recovery become relevant to 

relationship satisfaction and romantic break-ups (Ha et al., 2013). Young adulthood is a 

period in which romantic break-ups and the harmful effects of conflict management skills 

on committed relationships can be better observed as people become more tolerant and 

perceive conflict behaviors less negatively with age.  

 1.2. Conflicts and Break-ups in Romantic Relationships 

Romantic relationships are dynamic constructs in which couples seek ways to 

coexist individually. Their characteristics and the interaction between them create the 

complex relationship dynamics. Being different entities leads couples to behave differently 
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than their partners do or what their partners expect them to do. Even in the best romantic 

relationships, transgressions are likely to occur when the experience does not match the 

expectations. Communication is essential for forming, maintaining, and repairing romantic 

relationships, and it particularly plays a critical role after serious relationship transgressions 

(Dindia & Timmerman, 2003; Emmers-Sommer, 2003). Negative feelings such as hurt and 

anger arise during the transgression, which undermines intimacy and relationship 

satisfaction increasing the likelihood of relational dissolution (e.g., Buss, 1989; Feeney, 

2004; Leary & Springer, 2001; Mills et al., 2002). In contrast, forgiveness and relationship-

specific hope support the belief that problems can be overcome and relationships can be 

sustained (Arya & Kaushik, 2015; Braithwaite et al., 2011; Fincham et al., 2004; Fingerman 

& Charles, 2010; Paleari & Fincham, 2015).  

How couples handle conflicts affects the future of their relationships (Gottman, 

2011; Sillars & Canary, 2012). All romantic relationships face stressful events that will 

determine their future, although not all romantic relationships are destined to end. While the 

timing varies, break-ups usually occur when at least one of the partners is no longer 

motivated to be in that relationship. The probability of getting divorced decreases when 

individuals resolve conflicts constructively (Gottman & Levenson, 2000, 2002) and 

increases when they cannot fix them (Carr¯re et al., 2000; Gottman & Levenson, 1992). 

Though they are very common, romantic break-ups are perceived as one of the worst types 

of traumatic experiences (Frazier & Hurliman, 2001; Perilloux & Buss, 2008). They are 

associated with decreased physical well-being and life satisfaction (Chung et al., 2002; 

Eisenberger, 2012; Rhoades et al., 2011), and increased psychological distress (Boelen & 

Reijntjes, 2009; Eisma et al., 2021; Rhoades et al., 2011; Sbarra & Emery, 2005).  
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Studies have shown that the decision to leave was not made instantaneously; 

instead, individuals spend a lot of time making a stay/leave decision (Mastekaasa, 1995; 

VanderDrift et al., 2009). Mundane interactions between partners create endless action-

reaction cycles. These cycles are not necessarily unwanted. Yet when it comes to 

dissatisfying situations, individuals show different reactions. Some may prefer to end their 

relationships, as cited above, others like to express their complaints, and others want to 

maintain their relationships. Though there are numerous alternative responses to 

dissatisfying situations, those can be categorized under the Exit-Voice-Loyalty-Neglect 

Model (EVLN model; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1982).  

1.3. Exit -Voice-Loyalty-Neglect (EVLN) Model 

In his book Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms, organizations, 

and states, Hirschman (1974) formulated three alternative responses through which 

employees respond to dissatisfying situations within their organizations. This model has 

been applied to various fields such as migration studies and the workplace. In the field of 

romantic relationships, Hirschman's original framework was extended by adding neglect to 

the EVL model as the 4th category of responses to dissatisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1996; 

Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1982). Exit is defined as separating, moving out, 

getting divorced, and ending the relationship (Rusbult et al., 1988). In this category, one 

prefers to move away without trying to fix things and save the relationship. Voice refers to 

actively and constructively trying to find ways to improve the conditions through taking 

actions to solve problems, discussing them, seeking solutions, and compromising 

(Hirschman, 1974; Rusbult et al., 1988). Loyalty is categorized as accepting the situation 

and waiting for positive things, such as a positive change in the partner's behavior, without 
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raising issues (Rusbult et al., 1988). Neglect represents behaviors that avoid contacting the 

partner, reject discussions, engage in behaviors that are not aimed to remedy the defects, 

such as creating problems apart from the actual one, and emotionally and physically 

mistreating the partner. Seeking out alternative mates could be perceived in this condition, 

which may be a sign that one gives up on that relationship.  

The original EVLN typology will be used in this study, although alternative 

typologies have been presented and used in different domains (Cheung, 2005; Hagedoorn 

et al., 1999; Leck & Saunders, 1992; Luchak, 2003; Naus et al., 2007; Parhankangas & 

Landstrºm, 2004; Tucker & Turner, 2011; Turnley & Feldman, 1999; Van Yperen et al., 

2000). These EVLN responses have two orthogonal dimensions, the active/passive 

dimension and constructive/destructive dimension (see Table 1). The active/passive 

dimension focuses on how one behaves under dissatisfying situations, places exit and voice 

under active behaviors, and loyalty and neglect behaviors under passive ones. The 

constructive/destructive dimension focuses on how relationships will be affected. 

Accommodation/constructive behaviors inhibit destructive behaviors and include all the 

pro-relational behaviors (voice and loyalty), while controlling/destructive behaviors include 

exit and neglect behaviors aimed at damaging relationships (Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult et al., 

1982; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1991).  

Table 1 

Illustration of Four Types of Responses on Constructive/Destructive and Active/Passive 

Dimensions 

 Constructive/Accommodation Destructive/Controlling 

Active Voice Exit 

Passive Loyalty Neglect 

 



 

 
 
6 
 

1.4. Empirical Findings about Accommodative Behaviors in Romantic Relationships 

The EVLN typology is used to understand the conflict in close relationships (e.g., 

Fletcher et al., 1999; Rusbult et al., 1982; Rusbult et al., 1991; Overall et al., 2010; Okutan 

et al., 2017). Some studies reported that exit and voice behaviors are negatively correlated 

(James & John, 2021; Hirschman, 1974). When individuals feel there is no option for voice, 

they may choose exit behaviors. However, individuals will achieve the more positive 

relational outcomes such as high marital satisfaction and stability (Davis & Rusbult, 2001; 

Etcheverry & Le, 2005; Finkel & Campbell, 2001; Karney & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly et al., 

2003; Sanderson & Karetsky, 2002), and better wellbeing and mental health (Teo et al., 

2013) when they engage in more accommodative behaviors. Therefore, it can be argued that 

individuals exhibit more constructive behaviors during conflict because adaptive behaviors 

increase relationship satisfaction.  

In their study, Rusbult and colleagues (1986a) reported no consistent relationship 

between loyalty responses and prior relationship satisfaction. For this reason, it can be 

argued that loyalty behaviors are based on more complex factors. Moreover, individuals 

tend to exhibit passive behaviors (Rusbult, Johnson et al., 1986) and accommodative 

behaviors (Birditt et al., 2010; Carstensen et al., 1995) as they age and the duration of 

relationship increases. Consistent use of accommodation and decreased use of destructive 

behaviors (Birditt et al., 2010) could be why couples have greater relational satisfaction 

over time. Studies have examined the association between EVLN strategies and many 

terms. Among these, findings related to relational satisfaction, attachment security, basic 

psychological needs, and gender are presented in detail below.  
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1.4.1. Attachment Security 

Many research about attachment orientations and responses to conflictual situations 

reported a positive link between attachment security and accommodative responses 

(Domingue & Mollen, 2009; Goodcase et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2019; Pietromonaco et 

al., 2004; Tran & Simpson, 2009). Consistent with previous studies (Corcoran & 

Mallinckrodt, 2000; Pistole, 1989; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995; Shi, 2003), 

Pietromonaco and colleagues (2004) reported that securely attached individuals (compared 

to insecurely attached ones) are more likely to accommodate, trying actively to solve 

problems in an integrative and compromising manner. As they felt content in their 

relationships, securely attached individuals tend to show more voice behaviors (Gaines et 

al., 1997; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995), and less exit (Gaines et al., 1997; Gaines et al., 

2000; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995) and neglect behaviors (Gaines et al., 1997). 

Conversely, insecurely attached individuals tend to behave less accommodatively during 

relationship-threatening interactions (Tran & Simpson, 2009). Insecure attachment was 

positively correlated with exit and neglect responses, and negatively correlated with voice 

behaviors (Gaines et al., 1997). The demand-withdraw pattern and negative reciprocity are 

common among high-anxiety and high-avoidance pairs, predicting the break-up and low 

relational satisfaction (Birditt et al., 2010; Heavey et al., 1995).  

Couples consisting of two securely attached individuals engage in more 

accommodative behaviors than couples with at least one insecure individual (Domingue & 

Mollen, 2009; Pietromonaco et al., 2004; Pistole & Arricale, 2003). Pietromonaco and 

colleagues (2004) found that having men as the only insecure in relationships is more 

detrimental to the well-being of relationships than having women. Because men display 

more constructive communication patterns, if  they are the only securely attached ones in a 
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relationship (Pietromonaco et al., 2004). Gender-related attachment orientations may 

explain this result. Avoidant individuals are known to show less constructive behaviors 

(Etcheverry et al., 2013; Martin et al., 2019; Nisenbaum & Lopez, 2015; Simpson et al., 

1996). Studies have also found that women tend to be more anxiously attached and men 

tend to be more avoidant (Scharfe, 2017; Schmitt et al., 2003; Simpson et al., 2002). 

Therefore, if the only insecurely attached person in a relationship is a man, it will mean he 

is more likely to be an avoidant one. Although the likelihood of exit responses is high among 

insecurely attached individuals, it reaches its highest level when individuals are avoidantly 

attached (Gaines et al., 2000). Forgiveness is another response to relational conflict and is 

considered among pro-relational behaviors. However, avoidant attachment was positively 

related to less relational forgiveness (Dewitte et al., 2021). Only for men, it also was 

positively related to more vengeful behaviors (Martin et al., 2019). Therefore, it can be 

argued that avoidantly attached individuals are less likely to forgive their partners. Although 

romantic forgiveness was positively associated with attachment anxiety (Dewitte et al., 

2021), predominant concerns about abandonment and losing oneôs partner are more likely 

to arise (McNulty, 2010), which in turn may trigger the demand-withdraw pattern.  

1.4.2. Basic Psychological Need Fulfilment 

There are few studies on basic psychological need satisfaction and accommodation 

behaviors. In their study, Kluwer and colleagues (2020) found a positive association 

between relatedness need and voice behavior, and this interaction was more evident 

especially when autonomy need satisfaction was high. Similarly, the negative correlation 

between relatedness need and destructive behaviors (exit and neglect) was more enhanced 

when autonomy need satisfaction was high. Yet, in line with other studies (e.g., Drigotas et 
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al., 1995; Rusbult, Johnson et al., 1986; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995) loyalty behaviors 

seem to be uncorrelated. Moreover, when autonomy need fulfillment was high, relatedness 

need was significantly correlated with other pro-relational responses such as forgiveness, 

taking responsibility, and partner acceptance (Kluwer et al., 2020). These findings show 

that when basic psychological needs are fulfilled, individuals are more inclined to show pro-

relational behaviors, resulting in a positive effect on commitment and relational satisfaction. 

1.4.3. Gender 

Some studies investigating the use of EVLN responses by gender have found 

relatively weak or inconsistent results. Rusbult and colleagues (Rusbult, Johnson et al., 

1986; Rusbult, Zembrodt et al., 1986) reported that gender does not generate any predictable 

patterns in EVLN responses, though they found some weak evidence that propensity for 

loyalty behaviors was higher among women (Rusbult, Johnson et al., 1986). However, 

Gaines and colleagues (1997; Okutan et al., 2017; Taluy, 2013) reported that it was men 

who showed more loyalty behaviors than women. Women were more likely to use exit 

responses under conflictual situations (Okutan et al., 2017), although in another study men 

were more likely to engage in exit and neglect than females (Rusbult, Zembrodt et al., 1986). 

Conversely, in their studies, Carstensen and colleagues (1995; Birditt et al., 2010; Levenson 

et al., 1994) reported that wives generally use more destructive responses, while husbands 

use more withdrawal and constructive behaviors.  

1.5. Objective and the Plan of this Thesis 

This doctoral thesis aims to understand the break-up phase of romantic relationships 

by searching for answers to three research questions: What is romantic break-up? (RQ1), 
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what are the predictors affecting responses to dissatisfying situations? (RQ2), and what are 

the reasons for break-ups? (RQ3). One quantitative study and one qualitative study were 

conducted to find answers to these three research questions. Although the qualitative study 

was carried out after the quantitative study, the data of these two studies were presented in 

different orders (and chapters) in this thesis for ease of follow-up. The research question, 

hypotheses (if any), and findings were presented in each study chapter. 

Data from 18 focus group studies conducted in November and December 2016 were 

reported in the next chapter, Chapter 2, to answer the question (RQ1) of what break-up is. 

The quantitative study conducted to identify the predictors affecting responses to 

dissatisfying situations (RQ2) was reported in Chapter 3. The reasons for break-ups 

gathered from the focus group sessions were presented in Chapter 4. The method part was 

briefly explained in this chapter to avoid repetition while detailed methodology was 

presented in Chapter 2 (page 12). Chapter 5 was the general discussion, followed by 

limitations and suggestions for further studies, and contribution and implication of this 

thesis, respectively.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

THE CONNOTATION OF ROMANTIC BREAK -UP 

 

 

Hearts will never be practical until they are made unbreakable. 

The Wizard of Oz (Fleming & LeRoy, 1939) 

 

Romantic break-up is defined as the termination of a relationship (Felmlee et al., 

1990). Sometimes, though not always, romantic break-ups have also been used to give an 

ultimatum to the other party and show that if they do not change, the break-up will be 

certain. Thus, when romantic break-ups are used for this purpose, apart from the general 

definition, they can also be considered as a part of a relationship. However, in this study, 

romantic break-up was used as the end of the relationship. 

Although people do not enter a romantic relationship expecting to break-up, most 

do. They are challenging and can be emotionally draining no matter which party initiates 

them. Romantic break-up, which most individuals experience at least once (Morris & 

Reiber, 2011), is recognized as a significant lifetime event (Kendler et al., 2003). Rhoades 

et al. (2011) showed that nearly four-tenths of young adults experienced at least one break-

up in less than two years.  

A romantic break-up is not something momentary that lasts for a short time. It is a 

process, and this study focuses on the post break-up phase. Following the break-up, people 

face cognitive, behavioral, and emotional imbalances. A series of focus group sessions were 
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held in November and December 2016 to find answers to the first and the third research 

questions of this thesis, (RQ1) ñwhat is romantic break-up?ò and (RQ3) ñwhat are the 

reasons for break-ups?ò. Since this section is devoted to the findings of the first research 

question, the answers to the question "What do you think when you hear the word "break-

up"?ò are presented in the findings section, which gives us information about how 

individuals perceive and experience romantic break-ups. The findings of focus group 

sessions were also presented in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. The methodology was briefly 

mentioned in subsequent chapters to avoid repetition, while it was provided in detail in this 

chapter, where the findings of focus group sessions were presented for the first time. 

2.1. Method 

2.1.1. Participants 

By convenience sampling, participants were recruited from the subject pool (by 

signing up SONA system) of the Department of Psychology at Middle East Technical 

University (METU) in Turkey for course credit. The data was collected through one pilot 

and 17 focus-group sessions in November and December 2016. Eligibility requirements 

included being heterosexual, at least 18 years old, and either being in a romantic relationship 

for more than three months or had a romantic relationship that lasted more than three 

months, and not being engaged, married, or widowed. Although 139 heterosexual 

participants attended the preliminary interview, 8 participants either informed the researcher 

about their withdrawals or did not show up on the day of the focus group and did not respond 

their e-mails. The remaining 131 undergraduate and graduate students (74 women, 56.49% 

of the total) participated in this study (see Table 2). They ranged in age from 18 to 28 years, 

with a mean age of 23. Seventy-four participants (56.49%) were in a romantic relationship 
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at the time of data collection (see Table 2). Each session had five to nine participants (see 

Table 3). 

Table 2 

Dispersion of Participants by Sex and Relationship Status 

 Women Men Total 

Single 32 25 57 

Couple 42 32 74 

Total 74 57 131 

 

Ninety-seven of the 131 participants attended single-sex sessions. Initially, focus 

group studies were planned to be performed only in single-sex sessions. However, after the 

completion of the single-sex sessions, additional five (mixed-group) focus group sessions 

were held. The main reasons for doing additional mixed-group sessions were to reveal 

whether there was any difference between single-sex and mixed-group sessions, and when 

there was a representative of the opposite sex in the room, how they expressed their 

opinions. Findings indicated no significant difference between single-sex and mixed-group 

sessions. During the focus group studies, women participants were represented more in both 

singlesô and couplesô sessions than men (see Table 4). 

Eighteen focus group sessions were held in November and December 2016 (see 

Table 5). A pilot study was carried out on women participants who were in a romantic 

relationship for more than three months. At least three focus group sessions were planned 

for each sub-category. However, due to low submissions, I could not run the third mixed-

group session for single participants. 
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Table 3 

Number of Participants in Each Focus Group Session 

 [Women, Men]  [Women, Men] 

Session #1, 3, 5, 10 [8,0] Session #9 [0,9] 

Session #2, 11 [0,7] Session #14 [3,3] 

Session #4 [0,5] Session #15, 16 [4,4] 

Session #6, 12 [0,6] Session #17 [3,2] 

Session #7 [7,0] Session #18 [3,4] 

Session #8, 13 [9,0]   

  

Table 4 

Dispersion of Participants by Sex, Relationship Status, and Session Type 

 # Sessions  Women Men Total 

Single-sex Sessions 13 

  Single 25 19 44 

  Couple 32 21 53 

  Total 57 40 97 

Mixed-group Sessions 5 

  Single 7 6 13 

  Couple 10 11 21 

  Total 17 17 34 

Total 18  74 57 131 

 

Table 5 

Number of Focus Group Sessions by Sex and Relationship Status 

 Women Only Men Only Mixed Group Total 

# Sessions - Single 3 3 2 8 

# Sessions - Couple 
3  

(+1 pilot study) 
3 3 10 

Total 7 6 5 18 
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2.1.2. Measurement 

All focus group sessions were semi-structured with open-ended questions (see 

Appendix B). Questions were related to three phases of romantic relationships: initiation of 

the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of the relationships. Followed 

by, participants were asked to write five reasons for break-ups on a blank paper (see 

Appendix K). Then, they were given another blank evaluation form to evaluate their reasons 

for break-ups they wrote on the blank paper (see Appendix L). The reasons for break-ups 

and their evaluations were covered in detail in Chapter 4.  

Participants also read five vignettes at the end of the focus group sessions to 

evaluate and discuss the texts (see Appendix G). Each vignette had different stories about 

partner behaviors that were supposed to trigger a conflict big enough to cause a romantic 

break-up. Since there were five different stories, each vignette was planned to be short 

enough to give the idea but not lose the reader. Those stories were about a partner making 

plans for the future where the participant is not included (#1), being intimate with someone 

at a nightclub (#2), whose lie was caught (#3), acting in a way knowing that participants 

won't like (#4) and, using an online dating application despite being in a romantic 

relationship with the participant (#5). The vignette findings were presented in detail in 

Chapter 3. 

2.1.3. Procedure 

The questionnaires and open-ended questions used in the current study were first 

submitted for the the Middle East Technical University Human Participants Ethic 

Committee (IRB) approval. After receiving the IRB approval (see Appendix A1), a call for 

participation in a scientific study including focus-group sessions, was made through the 
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SONA systems (a subject pool software for universities) for students who were 

heterosexual, at least 18 years old, unmarried, and in a romantic relationship for more than 

three months or had a romantic relationship that lasted more than three months but not 

involved in a romantic relationship. Study advertisement was uploaded to SONA systems 

separately for single men, couple men, single women, and couple women participants. 

Interested individuals chose a suitable for them on the system and made a pre-interview 

appointment.  

Participants attended a pre-interview meeting and a focus group session. 

Participants were informed about the study and the confidentiality of the sessions in the pre-

interview meeting. They were also told they could withdraw from the study anytime they 

wanted. Also, when they come for the focus group session, if they do not want to talk about 

their private lives in the presence of someone they know, attending another focus group 

session is also possible. They filled out some questionnaires, answered demographic 

questions, and picked a date for the focus group session. Focus group sessions were 

conducted in the METU Department of Business Administration focus group study room. 

All focus group studies lasted approximately two hours, and sessions were audio-visually 

recorded. Some complimentary food and drink were offered before and throughout the 

sessions. Sessions were held after the classes on weekdays.  

Before the sessions started, the importance of confidentiality was stressed and 

demanded from session members. Since sharing experiences was based on willingness, 

participants answered questions anytime they wanted to share with the group. The structure 

of questions varied depending on participantsô relationship status. If the participants were 

in a romantic relationship, participants were asked to talk specifically about that 

relationship. There were also participants who were not in a romantic relationship at the 
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time of focus group sessions. They have had at least one romantic relationship that has lasted 

more than three months. Those single participants with more than one romantic relationship 

were free to talk about one of their romantic relationships as long as their relationships met 

the study conditions. Yet, they were asked to choose the most vivid one in their memory or 

the most recent one so that they could remember events relatively easy. 

All sessions begin with questions about how they met with their partners. The 

opening questions were aimed to facilitate as icebreaker and provide the participants with a 

friendly environment in which they could feel more comfortable talking about their private 

lives. Although the sessions proceeded semi-structured, the participants answered questions 

about the three phases of relationships: initiation of relationships, duration of relationships, 

and termination of relationships. In the final part of the sessions, they first provided some 

reasons for break-ups, then evaluated them and the vignettes generated for this study.  

Participants were given five vignettes containing different stories on separate pages 

for the vignette evaluations. For a story to be good, it should engage the reader in the story. 

The participants were asked how much they could identify with the protagonist and feel the 

dilemma in the vignettes. They were asked to choose what their reaction would be. If they 

could not find an option suitable for their behavior in such a situation, they were given the 

opportunity to write their own decision as an alternative. They were told that they could 

make any (oral or written) comments about each vignette. 

2.2. Findings and Discussion 

2.2.1. Relationship Structure 

Relationship structure did not differ among the 18 focus group sessions. The 

romantic relationships were committed and exclusive to each other. The duration of 
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relationships ranged between medium to long term (Mduration = 805 days ~ 2 years and 2.5 

months). Even though participants were young on average, there were participants in a 

romantic relationship for more than three years. It has been observed that most romantic 

relationships were established between people living in the same city. Some participants 

shared the same house with their partners. In contrast, at most one participant in each session 

reported living in a different city from their partner, even for a particular time. Those in 

long-distance relationships kept in touch with their partners through technology-assisted 

communication tools and often traveled to the other city to be together (i.e., twice a month).  

2.2.2. What is a Romantic Break-up? 

Participants were asked to define what comes to mind when they hear the word 

ñbreak-upò. Participants expressed mostly negative connotations, with a few exceptions (see 

Figure 1). The bigger the words were in Figure 1, the more often the words were repeated. 

Loneliness, depression, sadness, emptiness, longing, devastation, relaxation, freedom, 

getting to know your new self, and change of habits were frequently recalled words for 

romantic break-ups. 

Participantsô answers also were examined to investigate whether there was a gender 

difference (see Figure 2). Loneliness, depression, sadness, devastation, emptiness, 

disappointment, not talking anymore, freedom, relaxation, and good memories were 

mentioned by women. Sadness, emptiness, loneliness, disruption of routine, longing, bad, 

pain, does not exist anymore, relaxation, freedom, free time for yourself, and change of 

habits were repeated by men. Considering the findings, it can be said that similar features 

were more prominent, and women and men repeated the same associations.  



 

 
 

19 
 

Figure 1 

Connotations of the Word ñBreak-upò 

 

The connotations that came to the participantsô minds were categorized under a 

number of aggregate dimensions that emerged from the data. These were the beliefs about 

break-ups, emotional experience, grieving phase, (re)adjustment of self and time, and 

expectations for the future (see Figure 3). Although mainly one-sentence answers were 

presented in Figure 3, these dimensions were presented in more detail below to show the 

dynamics of break-up processes further.   
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Figure 2 

Connotations of the Word ñBreak-upò by Gender 

 

(a). Connotations of the Word ñBreak-upò in Women 

 

(b). Connotations of the Word ñBreak-upò in Men 
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2.2.2.1. Beliefs about Break-ups 

One of the dimensions emerged from the focus group sessions was the beliefs about 

break-ups. It was seen individuals have different beliefs about romantic break-ups. For 

some, this is something to endure, while break-up is perceived as an experience for others. 

XXX: Bana deĵiĸim geliyor a­ēk­asē, yani s¿rekli birlikte beraber olduĵun bir 

insanēn, arkadaĸ da kalamayacaksēn, tamamen hayatēndan gitmiĸ oluyor. Deĵiĸime 

alēĸman gerekiyor yani, sadece bu. Bir s¿re­, s¿re­. (2. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 

1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

XXX: For me, it is a change, like the one with whom you were together all the time 

is gone, you cannot stay friends. You have to get used to the change, thatôs all. It is 

a phase, a phase. (A male participant from 2nd Focus Group Session) 

TTT: Ayrēlērsam tamam hayatēmēn bir par­asē eksiliyor ama ben sonu­ta hala 

kendimim. O olmasa da ben benim. Ve uzun vadede beni daha fazla mutlu edecek 

ĸeyler var. Eksiklik hissederim ama ­ok da ¿z¿lmem yani. (16. Odak Grup 

Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

TTT: If I leave, okay, a part of my life is missing, but I am still myself after all. I 

am me though he is no longer around. And there are things that will make me 

happier in the long run. I feel incomplete, but I don't feel too sad. (A female 

participant from 16th Focus Group Session) 

2.2.2.2. Emotions 

One of the dimensions that individuals mentioned repeatedly was emotions. The 

participants talked about both positive and negative emotions. Sadness, emptiness, 

loneliness, longing, devastation, pain, and anger were mentioned more frequently. Those 

unhappy with their romantic relationships stated more positively valenced emotions (e.g., 

relief, happiness) upon hearing the word break-up.  

MMM: Yani hayal kērēklēĵē ile birlikte biraz ºzg¿rl¿k de i­eriyor gibi geliyor bana. 

Ikisi bir arada yani. Hayal kērēklēĵē ­¿nk¿ bir ĸeyler yaĸēyorsun hani her ne kadar 

uzun ya da kēsa bir s¿re bi­mesem de devam eden bir ĸey var, onun bitmiĸ olmasēnēn 

getirdiĵi bir hayal kērēklēĵē. Ama bir yandan da ºzg¿rl¿k, artēk yeni tecr¿belere 
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a­ēksēn yine. Farklē insanlar tanēyabilirsin. (8. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn 

katēlēmcē) 

MMM: So it seems to me that it contains some freedom along with frustration. So 

the two are together. Disappointment, because you are experiencing something 

regardless of the duration of the relationship (long or short), and feelings of 

disappointment because it was ended. But on the other hand, freedom, you are now 

open to new experiences. You can get to know different people. (A female 

participant from 8th Focus Group Session) 

JJJ: Bence bir rahatlama ya. Ben iliĸkimin son aĸamalarēnda ­ok boĵuluyormuĸum 

gibi hissediyorum ve bittiĵinde oh rahatladēm ya artēk bunlarla uĵraĸmēcam gibi. (5. 

Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

JJJ: I think it's a relief. I felt so suffocated in the final stages of my relationship. 

When it was ended, I was relieved that I did not have to deal with it anymore. (A 

female participant from 5th Focus Group Session) 

ZZZ: Bºyle sancēlē hani d¿ĸ¿n¿rs¿n. ... Hani gidince hayatēndan bir ĸey ­ēkēnca hani 

s¿rekli ­ay i­tiĵin kupan bile kērēlsa bir ºzlersin yani keĸke olaydē da onunla ­ay 

i­eydim dersin. (6. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

ZZZ: Itôs painful, I mean, you think. é You know, when something goes out of 

your life, even if your teacup was broken, you miss it and wish to drink tea with it. 

(A male participant from 6th Focus Group Session)  

EEE: Mutluluk. (15. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

EEE: Happiness. (A male participant from 15th Focus Group Session) 

2.2.2.3. (Re)Adjustment of Self and Time 

The romantic break-ups bring the need for individuals to adapt to the new conditions 

and change their habits. The need to rediscover oneself, learn how to be alone, and readjust 

their time was another dimension that came up frequently in the sessions. 

BBB: Bittikten sonra tamam bu artēk bitti. Yenisine dºnelim, yani yenisine derken 

yeni iliĸki deĵil de bi kendime dºnelim bakalēm. ¦­ iliĸkim de 1 yēldan ­ok uzundu. 

Yani fazla uzundu. Bakalēm ger­ekten ben deĵiĸtim mi, ne kaldē, ne gitti, hayattan 

ne istiyoruma, bir kendime bakēyorum. Ve bunlarē istemiyormuĸum aslēnda o bana 

empoze ettiĵi i­inmiĸ diyip hemen onlarē silip yeni bir plan yapēp direkt o yeni plana 

dºnmek. Mesela bu ayrēldēĵēmēzda yaz dºnemine denk gelmiĸti. O y¿zden okul 

dºn¿ĸ¿nde arkadaĸlarla tanēĸēnca BBB ne yaptēn yazēn? Bunu yaptēm, ĸunu yaptēm, 

bunu yaptēm... Oha b¿t¿n hayatēnē deĵiĸtirmiĸsin BBB. Ha ayrēldēm da ben o 
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y¿zden ºyle oldu. Her ĸeyi deĵiĸtirdim de bir anda, ­at diye. (5. Odak Grup 

Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

BBB: After it's done, it's over now. Let's go back to a new one, I mean to myself, 

not a new relationship. My three relationships lasted for more than one year. So it 

was too long. Let's see if I have really changed, what's left, what's lost, what I want 

from life, and I look at myself. And if I have them because he imposed them on me, 

I immediately delete them, make a new plan, and follow it. For example, this break-

up occurred during the summer break. So when I met my friends at school, they 

asked what did you do? I did this, and I did that. I also did this ... Oh, you have 

changed your whole life. That's because I broke-up. I changed everything in a 

stroke. (A female participant from 5th Focus Group Session) 

LLL: Yeni bir baĸlangē­. Ķnsanēn biraz kendisini yeniden keĸfetmesiyle ilgili bir 

baĸlangē­ olabilir. ¢¿nk¿ bir iliĸkiye baĸladēĵēnēzda hayatēnēzēn merkezinde o insan 

olmasa dahi hayatēnēz biraz o insanēn ­evresine gºre ve paylaĸtēĵēnēz ĸeylere gºre 

ĸekilleniyor. Ķnsan arkadaĸlarēna biraz daha az zaman ayērabiliyor ­¿nk¿ o insanla 

da vakit ge­irmeniz lazēm. Ķĸte hobileriniz degisiyor, ortak hobiler bulmaya 

­alēĸēyorsunuz. Ayrēldēktan sonra biraz daha yalnēzlēĵē ºĵrenmeniz gerekiyor. Ķnsan 

yalnēz baĸēna bir ĸeyler yapmasē lazēm. Yani ºb¿r t¿rl¿ bu atlatēlamaz yoksa. O 

y¿zden insanēn kendisinde yeni hoĸlanabileceĵi ĸeyleri bulmasē a­ēsēndan biraz 

daha farklē ĸeylerle ilgilenmesi ve kendine zaman ayērabilmesi a­ēsēndan daha farklē 

bir s¿re­ daha rahat ve yeni bir baĸlangē­ s¿reci olabilir. (4. Odak Grup 

Oturumuôndan 1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

LLL: A new start. It may be related to a new beginning, which is a little reinventing 

oneself. Because when you start a relationship, even if you do not put that person 

at the center of your life, your life is shaped a bit according to that personôs 

environment and what you share. People may spare less time for their friends 

because you have to spend time with that person. Your hobbies could change, and 

you may try to find some common hobbies. After a break-up, you need to learn a 

little more about being lonely. One has to do something alone. If not, it cannot be 

overcome. Therefore, finding (different) things one can enjoy in oneself. A more 

comfortable process in terms of taking time for oneself thus, it can be called a new 

beginning. (A male participant from 4th Focus Group Session) 

KKK: Sigarayē bērakmak gibi aslēnda. Alēĸtēĵēn bir ĸeyi bērakmak istemesen bile, 

hani artēk o insanē istemesen bile hep bºyle bir ĸey oluyor, kafa gidiyor oraya yani 

iyi ayrēlēk da olsa, kºt¿ ayrēlēk da olsa. Yani alēĸkanlēklarēn bitmesi, bir afallēyorsun 

yani. (18. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

KKK: It's like quitting smoking. Even if you don't want to leave something you're 

used to, even if you don't want that person anymore, it always happens you found 

yourself thinking about him, whether it's a good break-up or a bad break-up. I mean, 

when changing your habits, you do not know what to do. (A female participant from 

18th Focus Group Session)  
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Figure 3 

Data Structure 
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Figure 3  

Data Structure (Continued) 
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2.2.2.4. Grieving  

The word break-up evoked the grieving phase in all sessions. The grieving process 

can occur in different ways. The participants mentioned finding themselves thinking about 

their ex-partners even though they did not want to. Some of them stated the need to know 

what they do, how their ex-partners live, and how they struggle with the break-up. They 

talked about experiencing depression, a change in their eating and drinking patterns, getting 

help from their support systems (e.g., friends), listening to music, experiencing rapid 

changes in their mood, and crying.  

RRR: Birisinin ºlmesi geliyor aklēma benim. ¢¿nk¿ tamamen benim hayatēmda 

genelde o hayatēmda ­ēkēyorsa ­ēkēyordur yani. Bedensel olarak yok yani varlēĵē 

yok. (10. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

RRR: It comes to my mind as if someone is dead. Because if someone is entirely 

out of my life, thatôs it. He is physically absent. I mean, he does not exist. (A female 

participant from 10th Focus Group Session) 

SSS: Ayrēlēk sonrasēnda ¿­ dºrt g¿n bir ĸey yiyememiĸtim. ( 9. Odak Grup 

Oturumuôndan 1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

SSS: I couldn't eat anything for three or four days after the break-up. (A male 

participant from 9th Focus Group Session) 

FFF: Kendimi odaya kapatēp aĵlamak. ( 3. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn 

katēlēmcē) 

FFF: To shut myself in the room and cry. (A female participant from 9th Focus 

Group Session) 

2.2.2.5. Expectations for the Future 

The last dimension that came up from the connotations was future expectations. 

Although some participants had negative expectations for the future, perhaps related to 

grieving, there were also some participants in the focus group sessions who believed that 

the future would bring better things. 
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GGG: Yeni kēzlar (6. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 erkek katēlēmcē) 

GGG: New girl(friend)s (A male participant from 6th Focus Group Session) 

NNN: Ķlk baĸ iĵren­. Yani ­ok kºt¿. é Bºyle ĸey gibi, bir an her ĸey yēkēldē. Hani 

eĵer ben bitirmediysem yani. ķimdi ben yapayalnēzēm. Bir daha hi­bir ĸey 

d¿zelmeyecek. (17. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 kadēn katēlēmcē) 

NNN: In the beginning itôs terrible. I mean, it's too bad. é It's like, everything was 

over in a moment. I mean, especially if I did not initiate it. Nothing will ever get 

better again. (A female participant from 17th Focus Group Session) 

OOO: Sonsuza kadar yalnēz olurmuĸum gibi. (16. Odak Grup Oturumuôndan 1 

erkek katēlēmcē) 

OOO: Like I would be alone forever. (A male participant from 16th Focus Group 

Session) 

2.3. Conclusion 

When the focus group sessions are considered, the participants from the METU 

found the romantic break-up, in general, a sad, devastating event. This also applies to the 

ones who initiated the break-up, as both parties once invested in their relationships. The 

only ones who felt relieved after a break-up stated that they had felt suffocating in their 

relationships. Therefore, those who were happy in their romantic relationships experience 

negative emotions after a break-up. Terminating a romantic relationship is emotionally 

exhausting, and the person endeavors to find oneself (or a new self) after it. The need to 

change their habits and learn what they like and dislike were in the process of reestablishing 

their new selves.  

They also went through grieving while reestablishing their new selves. The 

participants reported drinking more alcohol, eating chocolate, experiencing rapid mood 

swings, and listening to sad songs during the grieving phase. They also experienced 

ruminative thoughts while perceiving their ex as if they no longer exist. They sought support 

to overcome this process. From adolescence and early adulthood, when individuals feel bad, 
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they most often turn to friends and romantic partners, who are central figures of their well-

being (Collins & Madsen, 2006; Rayle & Chung, 2007; Surjadi et al., 2011). In the case of 

a romantic break-up, the social support providers for young adults will be their friends. 

Consistent with the literature, close friends were often mentioned in the focus group 

sessions.  

Although the connotations mainly were related to the moment of break-up or the 

short period that follows it, a romantic break-up is a phase. As stated by some participants, 

emotional experiences such as sadness, longing, and depression do not last long. After the 

grieving period, individuals tend to feel more positive about themselves and the future. Still, 

at first (perhaps due to the grieving period), they may feel more pessimistic about the future. 

Some perceived it as unlikely to have anything good in the future. But this also seems to be 

related to their beliefs about break-ups. Because it has been observed that people who 

perceived the break-up process as a usual event made more positive statements about their 

future expectations.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

PREDICTORS AFFECTING RESPONSES TO DISSATISFYING SITUATIONS 

 

 

Individuals show different reactions to dissatisfying situations. This chapter 

discusses in detail some of the predictors that cause them to react differently and answers 

the second research question of this thesis: What are the predictors affecting responses to 

dissatisfying situations? (RQ2). Attachment security, basic psychological needs, and 

relationship contingent self-esteem were presented in detail in the following sections. 

3.1. Attachment Theory 

3.1.1. Attachment Security 

In stressful times, people in a romantic relationship turn to their romantic partner, 

who provides support and comfort, and calms them down. A romantic partner also gives a 

sense of security in relationships, providing the appropriate environment for people to strive 

toward their goals. The bond with partners is based on the bonds formed with parents at a 

much earlier age (Fraley et al., 2005; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Yet, unlike the bonds formed 

between an infant and attachment figures during early developmental stages, adult 

attachment is established between equals, and the role of caregiving varies between partners 

depending on who is experiencing distress. For this reason, both partners are expected to be 

available, attentive, and responsive to the other in romantic relationships. Early on, this 
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dynamic is established between an infant - the weak - and attachment figures - the strong. 

In this power imbalance, the caregiver role is attributed to the adult figure who is expected 

to be available, attentive, and responsive when needed (Bowlby, 1969/1982; Cassidy, 2008; 

Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016). Partners defined as attachment 

figures are expected to provide a sense of security as a secure base for individuals to achieve 

their goals, and to serve as a physical and emotional safe haven to offer support and comfort 

in stressful times (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016). 

Human beings came into the world with an instinct to form bonds, to experience 

acceptance, warmth, and connectedness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1969/1982, 

Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Gere & MacDonald, 2010; Knee et al., 2013; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2012, 2016; Ryan & Deci, 2017). This instinct ensures the continuation of future 

generations by instantly forming new bonds between adults and newborns (who cannot 

survive on their own), while the absence of it has fatal consequences for the newborns. The 

need to establish this connection continues as we age. So much so that this bond between 

newborns and caregivers in infancy is established with peers and romantic partners as 

individuals grow up. Studies have documented meeting this need, especially in close 

relationships, has a positive effect on individualsô well-being, health, and mood (Dub® & 

Le Bel, 2003; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Moeller et al., 2020; Myers, 2000), while non-

fulfillment has detrimental effects (Gere & MacDonald, 2010; Moeller et al., 2020; Platt et 

al., 2013). 

3.1.2. Theoretical Framework  

Only fifty years ago, it was realized that human babies are born with an instinctive 

tendency called the attachment behavior system (Bowlby, 1973, 1969/1982, 1989). 
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According to Bowlby, this tendency is based on the quality of the interaction between the 

infant and the caregiver (1973, 1969/1982, 1989). This tendency has an emotional 

component and cognitive component. Emotional component is about seeking a sense of 

security and relatedness in their close relationships, which is closely related to their emotion 

regulation, enables them to experience (negative) emotions and their expressivity, while 

cognitive component is about developing working models of óselfô and óothersô, similar to 

ñif/thenò clauses, to give meaning to events and environments to guide their relationship 

patterns including their feelings, thoughts, behaviors, and personality development 

throughout their lives including situational, individual, and interactional effects into the 

consideration (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1973, 1969/1982, 1987; Bretherton & 

Munholland, 1999; Cassidy, 1994; Eng et al., 2001; Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2016; Schore, 2001; Simpson & Belsky, 2008; Waters et al., 1991). 

According to Bowlby (1969/1982; Cassidy, 2008), attachment figures have two 

crucial missions: a secure base when the exploration system is activated, and a physical and 

emotional safe haven when the fear system is activated. The exploration system becomes 

active when there is no perceived threat, and infants focus on recognizing and learning from 

their environment and developing their own personalities. However, when the infants detect 

threats (e.g., darkness, loud noise, strangers, hunger, illness, or a new toy), the exploration 

system gets deactivated, and the fear system kicks in. This system works until the situation 

that the infants perceive as a threat is eliminated. At this stage, the infants apply one of the 

primary or secondary attachment strategies to seek protection from their attachment figures. 

When the perception of threat disappears, attachment figures revert to their secure base role 

providing a room for infants to explore. This situation can be interpreted as the attachment 
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system being coactivated with the fear system and working antagonistically with the 

exploration system (Cassidy, 2008). 

3.1.3. The Primary and Secondary Attachment Strategies 

Since the relationship between infants and attachment figures is imbalanced, infants 

need the presence of attachment figures to exist. This allows the attachment behavioral 

system to operate in a continuous loop to check whether the desired distance from the 

attachment figure is met (Bretherton, 1992). If this distance is more than desired, (i.e., if the 

infant perceives a threat), the Attachment Behavioral System gets activated to reduce the 

distance to the desired level. Infants apply different methods of the primary attachment 

strategy, such as smiling, vocalizing, and/or crying to attract the attachment figuresô 

attention. When their attachment figures are responsive, available, and sensitive to their 

calls by reducing the proximity to the desired level, infants attain attachment security 

(Bretherton, 1992; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; Shaver et al., 2010), and the attachment 

strategy gets deactivated to allow infants to interact with their surroundings. 

The secondary attachment strategies take effect if the proximity between attachment 

figures is not reduced to the desired level after the activation of the primary attachment 

strategy. This could result from having attachment figures show inconsistent behaviors or 

an absence of responsive, available, and sensitive attachment figures (Cassidy & Kobak, 

1988; Dinero et al., 2008; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2012; Shaver et al., 2010). Infants 

with activated secondary attachment strategies, hyperactivation and deactivation strategies, 

have insecure attachment (Cassidy & Kobak, 1988; Main, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2003, 2012; Shaver et al., 2010). Hyperactivation strategies are used when attachment 

figures show inconsistent behaviors about being attentive, available, and responsive once 
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needed. Because their elevated stress levels need to be reduced, and this is only achieved 

when attachment figures are nearby, babies with hyperactivation strategies demand to keep 

attachment figures relatively close to eliminate any potential threats (Cassidy, 1994; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2012; Shaver et al., 2010). They magnify their stress level to 

increase the odds of getting attention.  

Infants use deactivation strategies when they have consistently inattentive, 

unavailable, and unresponsive attachment figures (Cassidy, 1994, 2008; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2003, 2012; Shaver et al., 2010). They need to find a way to reduce their elevated 

stress level on their own as there is no one else but them to reduce. They achieve this by 

reducing the severity of the situation, desensitizing themselves because they cannot control 

their environment and cope with the threat level. Although infants show different behaviors 

depending on primary and secondary strategies, regardless of which attachment strategy is 

activated to handle stressful events, they are functional to increase human survival and 

reproductive fitness (Arriaga et al., 2018; Cassidy, 2008; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2012; 

Shaver et al., 2010). 

3.1.4. Attachment Patterns in Infancy 

Although John Bowlby set the basic tenets of the Attachment Theory by observing 

the behavior pattern of monkeysô and human hunter and gatherers, Mary D. Ainsworth and 

her colleagues (1978) provide empirical evidence through a laboratory procedure called 

Strange Situation for one-year-old babies. This procedure creates a mild stressful 

environment for the infants, including two separations and reunions of the infant and the 

attachment figure, and the presence of a stranger. During this procedure, attachment figures 

serve as a secure base and safe heaven. In this procedure, infants and the attachment figures 
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come into a room filled with toys. In such a novel environment, when they are not distressed, 

infants can explore their environment in the presence of a secure base, their attachment 

figures. Infants experience distress as a part of this procedure. Being separated from their 

attachment figures and their reaction towards reunion with them provide information about 

which attachment system mechanisms they employ (Main et al., 1985; Sroufe & Waters, 

1977). 

The Strange Situation procedure enables to identify three attachment patterns called 

secure, insecure/ambivalent (also referred as anxious, resistant, or preoccupied in the 

literature), and insecure/avoidance (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bretherton, 1992). Securely 

attached infants show visible stress during separation from the attachment figure, which 

quickly diminishes immediately after reunion (Ainsworth et al., 1978). Those categorized 

under ambivalent attachment style show extreme stress upon separation and ambivalent 

responses such as not ceasing the stress reaction and protesting the separation even though 

they are reunited with their attachment figures. Infants with avoidant attachment style show 

no stressful reaction upon the separation and also no reaction to the return of their 

attachment figures. Six years after the work of Ainsworth and colleagues (1978), Main and 

colleagues (1985) were able to identify the 4th group and named it as insecure/disorganized-

disoriented, while Ainsworth and colleagues named it as uncategorized when they could not 

categorize them in their Strange Situation procedure as infants in this category displayed 

unorganized behavior in response to separations and reunions. 

3.1.5. Working Models and Triggering Events 

Infants begin to interact with their environments from the moment they are born. 

They try to make sense of their surroundings and themselves through endless interactions 
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with their attachment figures. When almost everything is novel, even mundane events often 

trigger infantsô insecurity feelings. Before babies can effectively use their bodies to distance 

themselves from threats, all they can do is call for help to rebuild their sense of security. 

Infants develop internal working models/mental scripts and expectations about how to 

overcome feelings of insecurity as a product of these endless interactions that begin with 

the loss of felt security (e.g., Ainsworth, 1989; Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1973, 

1969/1982, 1987; Bretherton & Munholland, 1999; Cassidy, 1994; Johnson et al., 2007; 

Main et al., 1985; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Schore, 2001; Waters et al., 1991). Internal 

working models (IWMs) give children a guideline about the nature of relationships, help 

them regulate, interpret and predict their behavior, thoughts, and feelings in relationships. 

They learn how to react and also how their attachment figures react under similar 

circumstances.  

Having close others sufficiently attentive, available, and responsive to their needs 

during repeated interactions allows babies to develop secure bonds. Similarly, 

inconsistently attentive, available, and responsive caregivers and/or the absence of 

caregivers lead to the development of insecure bonds. Based on their interactions with the 

caregiver during the insecurity feelings triggered times, they define themselves as either 

lovable, worthy, and important, or not; while they define others as responsive, available, 

and attentive, or not (Collins et al., 2004; Sroufe & Waters, 1977). Definitions of óselfô and 

óothersô derived from individualsô repeated interactions with their caregivers have 

widespread effects on their mundane decisions and behaviors (Guidano, 1988). Repeated or 

prolonged exposure to such moments because of the developmental or relationship history 

can generate a chronic sense of security and lead to secure attachment in the presence of 

sufficiently attentive, available, and responsive caregivers, while the presence of 
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inconsistently attentive, available, and responsive caregivers or absence of caregivers can 

create chronic feelings of insecurity and lead to insecure attachment orientations 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Reis et al., 2004).  

Throughout the life span, these working mental models are either sustained or 

changed based on the attachment-related experiences with close others (e.g., Arriaga et al., 

2014; Bowlby, 1973; Bretherton & Munholland, 2008; Dinero et al., 2008; Fraley et al., 

2013; Collins & Read, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Simpson & Belsky, 2008). Studies 

have shown the resilience of attachment patterns over time and across social contexts (e.g., 

Crugnola et al., 2011; Davila & Cobb, 2004; Dinero et al., 2008; Fraley & Davis, 1997; 

Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2013; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Main et al., 1985; Meeus et al., 2005; 

Scharfe, 2003; Waters, 1978; Waters et al., 2000) as these IWMs serve as frameworks for 

their adulthood, friendship and romantic relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; 

Dinero et al., 2008; Fraley, 2002; Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2016; 

Popovic, 2005). Specifically, insecure individuals exhibit chronic insecurity in their 

relationships when their partners do not adequately respond to their needs in a way that is 

consistent with their developmental and relational history (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Reis 

et al., 2004).  

Yet these IWMs and attachment orientations are not immutable (Bowlby, 1973, 

1969/1982; Collins & Allard, 2001). Encountering sufficiently powerful attachment-related 

experiences cause new reactions that may trigger a change in internal working models (e.g., 

Arriaga et al., 2014; Arriaga et al., 2018; Chopik et al., 2019; Davila & Cobb, 2004; Dinero 

et al., 2008; Feeney et al., 2003; Fraley et al., 2013; La Guardia et al., 2000; Simpson et al., 

2003). Thus, individualsô attachment orientation may move from insecure to secure and vice 

versa. Some studies have shown that individuals with chronic secure attachment orientation 



 

 
 

37 
 

may experience insecurity feelings with a specific partner as their relationship develops 

(Fraley et al., 2011; Girme et al., 2018; Hudson et al., 2014; La Guardia et al., 2000; Murray 

& Holmes, 2009; Simpson, 2007).  

3.1.6. Attachment Patterns in Adulthood 

As in their infancy, individuals seek a secure base and safe haven in adult romantic 

relationships (Ainsworth, 1989; Feeney, 1999). They look for safe and supportive 

relationships that support their personal growth (Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2010; Molden et al., 

2009; Rusbult et al., 2004). They do not like separation from their romantic partners, strive 

for closeness, protest their partnersô unavailability, seek comfort and security, and support 

in times of distress (Feeney, 1999; Shaver et al., 2019). Hazan and Shaver (1987) were the 

first to investigate attachment in the context of adult romantic relationships and reveal three 

attachment categories similar to the work of Ainsworth and her colleagues (1978). They 

suggested that individuals would feel different in each romantic relationship as the 

communication patterns and their attachment orientations in each romantic relationship may 

differ. Securely attached individuals were found to be happier with their romantic 

relationships than those with insecure attachment styles (e.g., Berscheid & Reis, 1998; 

Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Feeney & Collins, 2003; Feeney et al., 2000; Fraley & Shaver, 2000; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Stackert & Bursik, 2003). Unlike Hazan and Shaverôs 

categorical assessment of adult attachment patterns, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) 

proposed dimensional measures of adult attachment, called model of self and model of 

others. Following Bartholomew's and Horowitz's dimensional approach, Brennan and 

colleagues (1998) proposed two orthogonal dimensions, called attachment anxiety 

representing model of óselfô and attachment avoidance representing model of óothersô 
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(Brumbaugh & Fraley, 2006; Fraley & Shaver, 2000). These two orthogonal dimensions 

(attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance) with greater reliability and sensitivity of 

multiple-item measures have been preferred in several studies (Campbell & Marshall, 2011; 

Fraley et al., 2015; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002; S¿mer, 2006). 

In this study, adult attachment patterns will be evaluated in terms of attachment anxiety and 

attachment avoidance dimensions. 

Individuals can get positive or negative scores on both orthogonal attachment 

dimensions. Each dimension is evaluated separately to define individualsô attachment 

orientation. Low values in both dimensions show a secure attachment orientation. Securely 

attached individuals perceive their selves and others positively (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 

2016). Low scores on attachment anxiety and high scores on attachment avoidance show 

dismissive-avoidant attachment orientation, while high scores on attachment anxiety and 

low scores on attachment avoidance show preoccupied attachment orientation (Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2012, 2016). Dismissive-avoidant attachment oriented individuals carry a 

positive self-image and a negative image of others. Like members of secure group, they 

describe themselves as lovable, valuable, and important. However, they fear intimacy and 

dependency due to their negative image of others (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016). Those 

with high attachment anxiety and low attachment avoidance perceive themselves as 

unlovable, worthless, and insignificant while having a positive image of others, believing 

they are less worthy in a romantic relationship than their partners (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2012, 2016). High scores on both dimensions indicate the fearful attachment orientation 

where individuals hold negative self and other images (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016). 
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3.1.7. Empirical Findings about Adult Attachment Security in Romantic 

Relationships 

Individuals generally form close relationships to have healthy and functioning 

relationships. Many studies have shown that happy romantic relationships are associated 

with better physical health and psychological well-being (e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 

Campbell et al., 2005; Deci & Ryan, 2014; Holt-Lunstad et al., 2008; Holt-Lunstad et al., 

2010; Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; Vanassche et al., 2013). Feeling secure in romantic 

relationships is essential for maintaining secure attachments to close others. Research on 

adult attachment orientation in marriage and committed extra-marital relationships has 

documented commitment, intimacy, interdependence, relationship satisfaction, and trust as 

the characteristic features of secure romantic relationships (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; 

Feeney & Collins, 2003; Feeney et al., 2000; Hadden et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2016; Simpson, 1990; S¿mer & Cozarelli, 2004). Also, studies conducted on single adults 

revealed that they tend to be higher in attachment insecurity than partnered adults 

(Adamczyk & Bookwala, 2013; Chopik et al., 2013; Schachner et al., 2008), which indicates 

that securely attached individuals are more likely to be in a romantic relationship. Yet, felt 

security in close relationships is not always sustainable. From time to time, individuals may 

experience feelings of insecurity in their relationships. However, their response to these 

experiences is closely related to their attachment orientations. For this reason, in this 

section, findings will be presented both on how attachment orientations affect relationships 

in general, and how individuals act depending on their attachment orientation when 

insecurity feelings are triggered. 

In addition, there seem to be some gender differences in attachment orientation. 

Attachment anxiety and femalesô reports of relationship quality had a negative correlation, 
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while attachment avoidance was related to decreases in relationship satisfaction for both 

males and females (Kane et al., 2007; Mondor et al., 2011). Previous studies have shown 

how attachment dimensions affect cognition and perception (i.e., working models) were 

assimilated into relationship memories (Bretherton & Munholland, 2008; Dykas et al., 

2011; Feeney & Cassidy, 2003; Simpson et al., 2010) and shape the formation of 

autobiographical memory (Dykas et al., 2014; Kohn et al., 2012; Simpson et al., 2010; Sutin 

& Gillath, 2009; Wang et al., 2017). Consistent with their working models of self and others, 

securely attached individuals recall more positive memories with higher emotional intensity 

(Pereg & Mikulincer, 2004; Wang et al., 2017) and more positive over time (Feeney & 

Cassidy, 2003), while those insecurely attached individuals recall more negative memories 

with higher emotional intensity (Dykas et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2017) and more negative 

over time (Feeney & Cassidy, 2003). What they remember affects individualsô perceptions 

and memory about their couple interaction, including conflict (Beck et al., 2013; Cusimano 

& Riggs, 2013), support (Campbell et al., 2005; Collins & Feeney, 2004), and separation 

(Gillath et al., 2005). Wang and colleagues (2017) showed a significant interaction between 

attachment and gender in predicting autobiographical memories for relationship-

maintaining events. Men (but not women) with higher attachment avoidance reported fewer 

relationship-maintenance events. They argued that regardless of their attachment 

orientation, women (compared to men) are more likely to remember events related to the 

relationship. 

3.1.7.1. Attachment Security  

Securely attached individuals (low in attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance 

dimensions) are more likely to seek closeness and support when upset (Shaver et al., 2019; 
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Simpson et al., 1992), and to experience better and more consistent relationship well-being 

(Feeney, 2016; Kaya-Balkan, 2009; Li & Chan, 2012; Tutarel Kēĸlak & ¢avusoĵlu, 2006), 

because they have positive working models of others that leads them to believe their partner 

will be attentive, available, and responsive to their needs (Baldwin et al., 1993; Collins & 

Read, 1990; Rowe & Carnelley, 2003). They display higher levels of relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, and trust along with lower levels of conflict and jealousy (Feeney 

& Collins, 2003; Feeney et al., 2000), and more constructive communication patterns and 

behaviors (Domingue & Mollen, 2009; Marshall, 2008). Partners of securely attached 

individuals are perceived as more supportive regardless of their partner support level, also 

they are more likely to report fewer distress levels and better coping mechanisms (e.g., 

Collins & Feeney, 2004; Girme et al., 2015; Rholes et al., 2011; Simpson et al., 2007). 

Having positive attributions to the partner leads them to evaluate partnersô negative 

behaviors positively, which does not make conflictual situations a threat to the continuation 

of the romantic relationship. They show less physiological stress reactivity when insecurity 

feelings arise (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Powers et al., 2006). Because they perceive 

conflictual situations as an opportunity for intimacy, they show more accommodative 

behaviors, including self-disclosure and perspective taking (Simpson et al., 1996), and 

recover more quickly without dwelling on negative emotions and rumination (Salvatore et 

al., 2011). The likelihood of successfully resolving problems increases with such behaviors 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Mikulincer et al., 2009; Waters & Waters, 2006), and they 

may start to maintain positive interactions with their partners earlier (Feeney & Collins, 

2015). 
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3.1.7.2. Attachment Insecurity 

Research has shown that attachment insecurity was negatively associated with 

psychological well-being (e.g., Carr et al., 2010; Lavy & Littman-Ovadia, 2011; Wei et al., 

2011). The negative relationships between insecure attachment orientations (either feeling 

uncomfortable or anxious about being intimate) and relational functioning such as 

commitment, intimacy, and relationship satisfaction has been documented many times (e.g., 

Campbell et al., 2005; Collins & Feeney, 2004; Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney, 2008; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Pistole & Arricale, 2003; S¿mer & Cozzarelli, 2004; 

Popovic, 2005; Tan et al., 2012). For example, Fraley and Shaver (2000) showed that 

insecurely attached individuals are less satisfied with their relationships and relatively closer 

to experiencing break-ups because they perceive interpersonal conflicts as threatening. 

Triggered negative communication patterns such as using less constructive conflict 

resolution strategies, escalating things or leaving them unresolved, and engaging in verbal 

and physical aggression during conflict (Carnelley et al., 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; 

Pistole & Arricale, 2003; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995) can be considered among the 

reasons why they are relatively closer to experiencing romantic break-up. The attachment 

dimensions of individuals who score high in attachment anxiety and/or attachment 

avoidance dimensions and the findings about romantic relationships are further detailed 

below since there is more than one type of insecure attachment orientation. 

3.1.7.2.1. High Attachment Anxiety 

Individuals who score high in the attachment anxiety dimension (and low in 

attachment avoidance dimension) have a negative working model of self and a positive 

working model of others. They believe that they are at a disadvantage in romantic 
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relationships as they are not good enough and worthy of being loved (Gordon & Chen, 

2013). Their beliefs that they are not "worthy enough" to be with their partners cause them 

to misinterpret their partner's feelings for them (Noller, 2005). Their partnersô 

unreciprocated commitment supports and reinforces their negative self perception (Murray 

& Holmes, 2009; Murray et al., 2006), which in turn causes lower levels of self-esteem 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Individuals with high attachment anxiety are more likely to 

monitor situations for signs of their partnerôs commitment, detect relationship threats, 

generate considerable distress and reactivity to daily interactions by reevaluating their 

relationship, desire more security when they think of trust, and exhibit more negative affect 

and behavior (e.g., Campbell et al., 2005; Collins et al., 2006; Gere et al., 2013; McClure et 

al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; Snapp et al., 2014). They, compared to securely 

attached individuals, prioritize intimacy over trust in relationships (Ren et al., 2017), as they 

use it to verify their relationships. 

When their partner is responsive to their needs, if not all the time, anxiously 

attached individualsô hopes of having a responsive partner are kept alive (Beckes et al., 

2017). This causes them to adopt hyperactivation strategies to have their partners close and 

available to give support. They show more jealousy, clinging behaviors, and low trust 

toward partners, and demand closeness and intimacy (Feldman & Downey, 1994; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Spielmann et al., 2013). If their hyperactivation efforts 

fail, they become more vulnerable, dependent, and/or ñclingyò (Beckes et al., 2017), which 

deepens their negative self-views with feelings of unworthiness, shame, and weakness 

(Arriaga et al., 2018).  

However, greater demand for intimacy (e.g., showing sticky behavior) and 

commitment is triggered by the idea that their partners are seeking ways to break-up with 
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them (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016). They withdraw as a result of wavering 

commitment and inability to obtain desired intimacy (e.g., Lemay & Dudley, 2011; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; Murray & Holmes, 2009; Overall et al., 2014). Feelings of 

unworthiness, shame, and weakness (Arriaga et al., 2018) create chronic anxiety that is 

manifested by fear of abandonment or rejection by others (Arriaga et al., 2018). Chronically 

anxiously attached individuals will ultimately have a negative view of others because the 

commitment level of their partners will never be enough for them and they cannot get a 

response at the level they want on a regular basis (Arriaga et al., 2006; Arriaga et al., 2018; 

Bartz & Lydon, 2006; Campbell et al., 2005). Consistent with their autobiographical 

memory formed to detect any threat to their romantic relationship, they are more likely to 

recall more negative memories with higher emotional intensity (Dykas et al., 2014; Young 

& Acitelli, 1998), more negative over time (Feeney & Cassidy, 2003), and less likely to 

notice the positive aspects of their romantic relationships (Collins et al., 2006; Pietromonaco 

& Barrett, 2000). 

Anxiously attached individuals experience heightened levels of distress, show less 

affection, and tend to induce guilt and escalate the conflict readily by engaging in verbal 

and physical aggression (Campbell et al., 2005; McClure et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2012; Overall et al., 2014), though they have a higher concern of losing intimacy under 

anxiety-provoking situations (Pistole & Arricale, 2003). These two competing motivations 

that preserve the intimacy and demand a positive change in the relationship cause 

individuals with high attachment anxiety to show both submissive and dominant responses 

in conflictual situations (Gaines et al., 1997; MacDonald et al., 2019; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2016). Even if they were the ones who initiated the conflict for a better change, when their 

focus shifts to stopping the disagreement, averting abandonment, and losing their partner 
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(McNulty, 2010), they show submissive behaviors, premature attempts to forgive (Dewitte 

et al., 2021), and incur costs so that partner can incur benefits (Pistole & Arricale, 2003, 

Impett & Peplau, 2002; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Shi, 2003). But these behaviors, in 

turn, trigger resentment feelings (Arriaga et al., 2018). They also feel a higher cost of 

leaving their relationship because they are more invested in maintaining it (Pistole et al. 

1995). These individuals are more willing to be in a romantic relationship than to be single, 

even if they are not happy in their relationships (Joel et al., 2011; Slotter & Finkel, 2009; 

Spielmann et al., 2013); and if they are single, they are more willing to be in a romantic 

relationship regardless of who the potential partner is (Spielmann et al., 2013).  

3.1.7.2.2. High Attachment Avoidance 

Individuals who score high in the attachment avoidance dimension (and low in 

attachment anxiety dimension) have a positive view about themselves and a negative view 

about others. Individuals with high attachment avoidance detached and developed distrust 

of others as a result of being left alone with the perceived threat in infancy, though they had 

a desire to reunite with their caregivers (Bowlby, 1973). Similarly, in adulthood, while they 

desire intimacy, they refrain from disappointment and pain (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009), 

they are cautious about "letting their guard down" (Arriaga et al., 2018; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2012, 2016; Noftle & Shaver, 2006; Simpson et al., 1992), and are more wary of 

partners who demand more intimacy and interdependence (Arriaga et al., 2018). They are 

also more likely to forego opportunities to experience the benefits of closeness and 

intimacy, such as being cared for, supported, and validated by others (Feeney & Noller, 

1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Reis et al., 2004; Spielmann et al., 2013). But suppose they 

decide to go against what they have learned over the years, let their guard down, and seek 
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intimacy. In that case, their partner's lack of reciprocity triggers feelings of shame or 

disapproval that instill fear of social pain, and undermines the desirability of a relationship 

(Arriaga et al., 2018), and causes them to show first anxiety reactions and then learned 

avoidance behaviors (Diamond & Hicks, 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).  

Chronic high attachment avoidance is manifested by discomfort with dependence 

and intimacy in adulthood (Arriaga et al., 2018), and chronically avoidant individuals are 

more likely to feel frustrated when they are forced to decide between their personal goals 

and activities, and their partner and relationship (Arriaga et al., 2018). Because they tend to 

avoid intimacy and closeness, they are less likely to be in a romantic relationship (Ho et al., 

2012; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Schindler et al., 2010), and to form a committed 

one (Birnie et al., 2009; Schindler et al., 2010). These people do not want to start a new 

relationship after a break-up (Davis et al., 2003) because they think that their new 

relationship will also end in failure (Birnie et al., 2009) and they will eventually be hurt by 

these relationships (Baldwin et al., 1993). For this reason, even if they are in a relationship, 

they keep their guard by prioritizing independence in relationships over intimacy 

(Bartholomew, 1990; Ren et al., 2017). They display less nonverbal intimacy, affection, and 

expressiveness during interactions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016), use less self-disclosure 

(Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and on average, have lower 

gratitude feelings towards their partners (Mikulincer et al., 2006). Thus, attachment 

avoidance was negatively correlated with relationship evaluations (Ho et al., 2012; Li & 

Chan, 2012; Tan et al., 2012). 

They also prefer not to express their feelings when they are in a romantic 

relationship, even if it means leaving conflictual situations unresolved (Bartholomew, 1990; 

Bradford et al., 2002; Edelstein & Gillath, 2008; Farrell et al., 2016; Fraley & Shaver, 1997; 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/02654075211060392?casa_token=66ehebKmWHgAAAAA%3ABk8rJZU6NzeZo4vxqIaZap2GZXyix5lR6EGcfYam2a1MgO3ah4qJ7dEJ_Lej8nwvb_ud0s7kusAN
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Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Spielmann, Maxwell et al., 2013; Overall et al., 2013), 

while they are more likely to misinterpret partner's behaviors (Arriaga et al., 2014; Collins 

& Feeney, 2004; Tan et al., 2012). Under avoidance-triggering situations, they instill 

deactivation strategies to distancing themselves from emotionally charged interactions to 

avert vulnerability and gain control through self-reliance (Cassidy et al., 2009; Collins & 

Gillath, 2012; Diamond & Hicks, 2005; Dykas & Cassidy, 2011; Edelstein & Gillath, 2008; 

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2005; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002, 2009; Simpson & Rholes, 

2012). They show less accommodative behaviors (Etcheverry et al., 2013; Nisenbaum & 

Lopez, 2015), and provide less emotional support when their partners experience stress 

(Collins et al., 2006; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney et al., 2013; 

Feeney & Thrush, 2010; Jayamaha et al., 2017; Simpson et al., 1992). Moreover, they use 

deactivation strategies and bottle up their anger, resentment, and hostility emotions 

(Edelstein et al., 2012; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Nisenbaum & Lopez, 2015), which in 

turn makes a recovery after a conflict to be more difficult for avoidantly attached individuals 

(Salvatore et al., 2011). 

The effect of attachment security on the decision-making process in romantic 

relationships was explained in this section with empirical evidence about how attachment 

security shapes individualsô affect, behavior, and cognition. However, attachment security 

is not the only factor impacting on the decision-making process in romantic relationships. 

In the next section, basic psychological needs and the effects of these needs on decisions 

about the future of romantic relationships were presented.  
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3.2. Self-Dertermination Theory 

3.2.1. Basic Psychological Needs Theory 

All organisms are innately motivated to improve their conditions to a point that can 

be considered optimal, if not ideal, to maintain their well-being. Reaching or maintaining 

optimal well-being is possible by meeting physical needs as well as psychological needs 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2017). From the Self-Determination Theory 

(SDT) perspective, well-being is defined as fully functioning in which individuals 

experience happiness more and feelings of anxiety and depression less. With its six mini-

theories, SDT is a theory of motivation that investigates the psychological conditions that 

enable or hinder individuals to reach their optimal well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 

2002; Knee et al., 2013; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Although the aftermath of their decisions 

cannot always be observed immediately, as proactive beings, individuals vigorously seek 

growth, integrity, and wellness from infancy.  

Basic-Psychological Needs Theory, a mini-theory of SDT, suggests that human 

beings have three basic needs; namely, autonomy, competence, and relatedness, that 

underlie growth, integrity, and wellness (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Knee et al., 2013; Ng et al., 

2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2004, 2017; Slemp et al., 2018; Yu et al., 2018). Fulfilling them 

allows individuals to experience well-being (Demir & ¥zdemir, 2010; Howell et al., 2011; 

Knee & Uysal, 2011; La Guardia et al., 2000; Ryan et al., 2010; Tay & Diener, 2011; Uysal 

et al., 2010).  

However, individualsô basic psychological needs are not always fulfilled. Until a 

decade ago, low basic psychological need fulfillment has been associated with ill-being. 

However, Bartholomew and colleagues (2011b) have shown that low basic psychological 
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need fulfillment may indicate either lack of need satisfaction (i.e., need dissatisfaction) or 

need thwarting (i.e., inhibition of basic psychological needs). Need thwarting is a more 

threatening experience (Vansteenkiste et al., 2020) as it predicts ill -being (Balaguer et al., 

2012; Bartholomew et al., 2011a, b; Campbell et al., 2018; Costa et al., 2015; Selvi & Bozo, 

2020; Vahlstein et al., 2020).  

It has shown that psychological need satisfaction and frustration are not mutually 

exclusive terms. Need satisfaction and thwarting uniquely predicted various study variables 

(Chen et al., 2015; Costa et al., 2015; Nishimura & Suzuki, 2016; Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 

2013). Therefore, it would be wrong to think of low psychological need satisfaction as the 

equivalent of high psychological need thwarting. 

Despite it is a very widely studied concept, autonomy meaning in SDT, unlike the 

other definitions, is being self-volitional and authentic, having a sense of choice, and 

freedom (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2004, 2017). Under heteronomy, the 

opposite experience of autonomy, individuals feel that their behaviors are controlled and 

they are compelled to behave in a specific direction. Individuals could acquire a sense of 

autonomy or heteronomy regardless of being independent, interdependent, or dependent. 

Competence is defined as experiencing a sense of mastery and challenge (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2017). All humans have an inherent tendency for 

growth and mastery from infancy, but only experience feelings of operating effectively in 

certain domains of value to them. Though the domains of value may vary, achieving a sense 

of competence depends on the self-relevant domains with optimally challenging tasks.  

Relatedness contains the feelings of acceptance, connectedness, and warmth one 

derives from their immediate surroundings (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Knee et al., 2013; 

Ryan & Deci, 2017). In line with the Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, Mikulincer 
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& Shaver, 2016) and the Need to Belong Theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), human beings 

came into the world with an instinct to form solid and stable interpersonal bonds, to 

experience warmth, and to feel connected. This instinct is separate from the urge for food, 

as depicted in Harlowôs primates study (Harlow & Zimmermann, 1959).  

3.2.2. Empirical Findings about Basic Psychological Needs in Romantic 

Relationships 

The satisfaction of these three basic psychological needs is vital from infancy, but 

as the person ages, the people they turn to meet these needs also change. These needs, which 

are met by parents during infancy, also begin to be met by close friends with the start of 

school. With romantic involvements, too, these needs are met in different contexts by 

significant individuals (parents, friends, and the romantic partners). From adolescence and 

early adulthood, friends and romantic partners become the central figures of their well-

being, the ones individuals turn to most when they feel down (Collins & Madsen, 2006; 

Rayle & Chung, 2007; Surjadi et al., 2011) and for their psychological need fulfilments 

within their relationships become essential for their well-being. Yet, Ratelle and colleagues 

(2013) had shown that individuals benefited the most only when they received need support 

from all their close relationship figures, namely, parents, friends, and romantic partners. 

Establishing and maintaining basic psychological need supportive relationships are 

essential for better well-being as these resources cannot replace or compensate for one 

another.  

Satisfaction of psychological needs enhances subjective well-being, contributing to 

physiological and psychological health. When their basic psychological needs are satisfied, 

individuals tend to be less defensive, experience fewer symptoms such as pain, dizziness, 



 

 
 

51 
 

and fainting, have lower blood pressure; while they have an ability to integrate internal and 

external inputs in a more coherent and meaningful way (Ryan & Deci, 2017; Ryff, 1989; 

Weinstein et al., 2016). Fulfilled basic psychological needs affect individuals to be more 

committed to their relationships and have higher satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 2000; La 

Guardia et al., 2000; La Guardia & Patrick, 2008; Le & Agnew, 2001; Patrick et al., 2007), 

to be willing to rely on significant others (Ryan et al., 2005), to be more eager to express 

their emotions (La Guardia, 2007), and to have higher emotional awareness, openness to 

experience those emotions, and emotional disclosure to their partners (La Guardia, 2007; 

La Guardia & Ryan, 2007). They show more positive behaviors such as agreement and 

affection in their relationship and report experiencing happiness when they are 

autonomously motivated to be in a relationship (Blais et al., 1990). Moreover, what they 

experience today shapes their expectations for the future. Thus, individuals whose 

relatedness needs are fulfilled within the relationship expect their relatedness need to be 

fulfilled in the future (Simpson et al., 2007). 

Dyadic study designs in recent years have illustrated how the partnersô satisfied 

psychological needs positively influence one's own psychological needs. When individuals 

are autonomously motivated to be in that relationship, their partners experience higher need 

support. In other words, they attend more to their partnersô need fulfillment when 

individuals are volitionally in that relationship (Deci & Ryan, 2014; Hadden et al., 2015; 

Knee et al., 2013). In a study on 124 close-friend dyads, Deci and colleagues (2006) showed 

that giving autonomy support provides benefits for both the giver and the receiver. While 

giving autonomy support to a friend predicts positive relational functioning and well-being, 

receiving autonomy support enables individuals to experience satisfaction, closeness, and 

vitality as well as to be emotionally reliant and securely attached. In line with previous 
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research (Deci et al., 2006; Patrick et al., 2007), fulfillment of relatedness need promotes 

the well-being of both individuals across four weeks (Hadden et al., 2013). Therefore, what 

they get from their relationship (relational outcomes such as satisfaction, commitment, and 

stability) is also closely linked to the way individuals meet their partnerôs needs. The 

interdependent nature of close relationships could explain this because the way one behaves 

is both a reaction and a cause of the partner's behaviors.  

The only study that used basic need dissatisfaction and thwarting along with the 

basic need satisfaction in romantic relationships hypothesized that need thwarting would be 

a better predictor of diminished relational functioning than need dissatisfaction and 

satisfaction (Costa et al., 2015). Data collected from 433 participants revealed that need 

satisfaction positively predicted interpersonal competence, while need thwarting positively 

predicted negative relationship experiences and negatively predicted interpersonal 

competence.  

3.2.3. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Attachment Security and 

Basic Psychological Needs 

Prior research has also shown the relationship between attachment security and 

basic psychological need satisfaction. Individuals were found to be securely attached in 

friendship and romantic relationships when their basic psychological needs were satisfied 

(La Guardia et al., 2000). Yet, another study revealed that partnersô attachment anxiety 

dimension was positively related with individualsô relatedness need, and negatively related 

with individualsô autonomy and competence needs (Hadden et al., 2016). Partnersô 

attachment avoidance dimension and individualsô relatedness need were negatively 

associated, while partnerôs attachment avoidance dimension positively predicted 



 

 
 

53 
 

individualsô autonomy need. Hadden and colleagues (2016) elaborated this as a 

misperception of partnersô autonomy support while it was merely avoidant individualsô 

desire for space and freedom.  

The associations of attachment security to partner behaviors and well-being (La 

Guardia et al., 2000) were found to be mediated by need satisfaction. In two studies, Slotter 

and Finkel (2009) found that when their attachment anxiety was primed, individuals 

preferred to remain committed in their romantic relationship even though they were aware 

that their basic needs were not met within that relationship. However, when their attachment 

security was primed, they could realize that their partner was not able to meet their basic 

needs, which led to a decrease in commitment. These findings may explain why some 

individuals prefer to be committed to unhealthy romantic relationships where basic 

psychological needs are unfulfilled. While attachment security provides a direct explanation 

for relational outcomes, basic psychological needs may provide more detailed information 

about the relationship context.  

3.2.4. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Basic Psychological Needs 

and Accommodative Behaviors 

When it comes to reactions to a partnerôs negative behavior, fulfillment of basic 

psychological needs affects individuals to show more accommodative behaviors such as 

talking more and using perspective taking strategy to understand their partner (Hadden et 

al., 2014; Knee et al., 2005), being less ego-involved (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hadden et al., 

2014; Hodgins & Knee, 2002), less likely to fixate on negative thoughts and emotions (Knee 

et al., 2005; Knee et al., 2002; La Guardia, 2007; La Guardia & Patrick, 2008; Patrick et al., 

2007). Those with low autonomy tend to show more destructive reactions such as defensive 
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behaviors, withdrawal, or counterattack (Schnarch, 1997). In their studies, Hodgins and 

colleagues (1996) found that individuals with trait autonomy experience more satisfying 

and honest interactions with their family and friends. In another study (Knee et al., 2005), 

autonomously motivated individuals were found to have deeper and more satisfying 

relationships, and have more relative satisfaction after disagreements. 

According to La Guardia and colleagues (2000), the need for competence might be 

the least essential basic psychological need within relationships since individuals have other 

sources to fulfill that need. Yet, the satisfaction of competence need in relationships also 

positively impacts on relational outcomes. Research had shown that when their partner 

showed need supportive behaviors, individuals tended to be less defensive during a conflict, 

and be more satisfied and committed to their relationship (Patrick et al., 2007).  

Prior studies also showed that the need for relatedness was prioritized in 

relationships (Hui et al., 2013; McClure & Lydon, 2018; Patrick et al., 2007; Vanhee et al., 

2018). Satisfied relatedness need led individuals to engage in more accommodative 

behaviors to a partnerôs negative behavior (Patrick et al., 2007), especially when their 

autonomy need was also fulfilled (Kluwer et al., 2020). This suggests that meeting more 

than one basic psychological needs within a relationship increases the likelihood of pro-

relationship behaviors and decreases the destructive behaviors. Moreover, need for 

autonomy seems to intensify the impact of need for relatedness which shows that autonomy 

need can have an additional impact on other needs even though it cannot compensate for 

one another. In addition, supported need for autonomy intensified the effect of need for 

relatedness (Kluwer et al., 2020); this puts forward that autonomy need may have an 

additional positive influence on relatedness need.  



 

 
 

55 
 

Costa and colleagues (2015) studied the role of basic need satisfaction, 

dissatisfaction, and thwarting on interpersonal competence, which is relevant the conflict 

management strategies. They found basic psychological need satisfaction and thwarting 

related to interpersonal competence, and it can be argued that need satisfaction and 

thwarting could explain individualsô reactions toward dissatisfying situations.  

The effect of basic psychological needs on the decision-making process in romantic 

relationships was explained in this section by presenting empirical evidence on how basic 

psychological needs influence individualsô affect, behavior, and cognition. The following 

section presents relationship contingent self-esteem and its effect on the decision-making 

process in romantic relationships.  

3.3. Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem 

Another essential personality factor studied in this thesis is relationship contingent 

self-esteem (RCSE). Self-esteem is a subject that has been widely studied in various 

contexts. Pursuing self-esteem via a particular domain(s) is termed contingent self-esteem 

(Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Individuals with higher contingent self-esteem experience intense 

fluctuations in their worth and value when they succeed or failed in the domain(s) of 

contingency (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Crocker et al., 2003; Crocker & Park, 2004; Knee et 

al., 2008; Park et al., 2006; Park & Crocker, 2008). 

Although contingent self-esteem studies are generally conducted on academic 

performance, romantic relationships can also be another domain for contingent self-esteem 

(e.g., Knee et al., 2008). The innate tendency to create and maintain bonds is important for 

anyone. However, as an unhealthy form of self-esteem, RCSE arises when individuals 

define their values based on whether they are partnered and the success or failure of their 
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relationships (Cambron et al., 2010; Knee et al., 2008). Like how self-relevant events affect 

individualsô self-esteem, having RCSE makes individuals more sensitive about the events 

within a relationship and be under the influence of them since those events represent 

something positive or negative about their self-worth.  

3.3.1. Empirical Findings about Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem in Romantic 

Relationships 

High RCSE individualsô relationship satisfaction, closeness, and commitment have 

greater fluctuations during the events in their romantic relationships (Knee et al., 2008). 

Their hyper-vigilant nature makes them overly sensitive about negative events, and they 

seek validation from their partner. Individuals with contingent self-esteem were in a vicious 

cycle of providing and validating their worth and value (Crocker & Park, 2004; Park et al., 

2006), their attention could not be diverted to the needs of others or their relationships (Park 

& Crocker, 2005). However, getting affirmation from their partner does not mean they focus 

on their basic psychological needs. High RCSE individuals were more likely to have 

unsatisfied basic psychological needs (Knee et al., 2008), and neglect them (Crocker & 

Park, 2004).  

The fact that they were dissatisfied with their relationships despite being very close 

to their partner shows the contradiction of the perceptions of individuals with high RCSE 

(Knee et al., 2008). For them, negative relationship events were associated with lower well-

being (Cambron et al., 2010; Knee et al., 2008) and lower self-esteem following negative 

events (Knee et al., 2008).  
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3.3.2. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Relationship Contingent 

Self-Esteem and Accommodative Behaviors 

Of the events that can occur in a relationship, individuals with high RCSE may be 

specifically sensitive about relationship conflict, which involves a potential risk of romantic 

break-up. Break-up ïbeing single againï could be an unbearable event for them, as their 

self-worth is on whether they were partnered and the nature of their relationship with their 

partner (Knee et al., 2008). For this reason, remaining calm and not showing strong 

reactions were challenging tasks for them after negative partner behaviors (Schnarch & 

Regas, 2012; Skowron & Friedlander, 1998). High RCSE individuals may seek ways to 

avoid break-ups even in dissatisfying relationships. And if they were single, finding a mate 

might be urgent for them (Sanchez et al., 2008; Sanchez & Kwang, 2007). After a break-

up, they became more emotionally distraught and more likely to engage in obsessive 

behaviors such as stalking their ex-partners (Park et al., 2011), which could be another 

motivational factor for them to be romantically involved with someone. 

3.3.3. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Attachment Security and 

Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem  

Although attachment insecurity and RCSE are hypersensitive to problems in 

romantic relationships, they operate with different motivations. Accumulated experiences 

through a lifetime, named as working models in the Attachment Theory, shape the reactions 

of insecurely attached individuals, while events within a romantic relationship shape high 

RCSE individualsô feelings of self-worth and thus their reactions. Therefore, the RCSE 

could explain responses to relationship events that attachment anxiety could not (Knee et 

al., 2008).  
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3.3.4. Empirical Findings about the relationship between Basic Psychological Needs 

and Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem 

High RCSE individuals with unsatisfied basic psychological needs might feel they 

have no control over the events. Like insecurely attached individuals, those with high RCSE 

tend to respond to conflicts with defensive behaviors, elevated stress levels, anxiety, and 

depression. Although it is not what they aim for, their behaviors might be destructive to the 

relationship since they are more likely to engage in hyper-vigilant behaviors toward 

negative signals. This can be interpreted as they were more likely to show more passive 

behaviors (relative to taking an active role in problem-solving) during conflicts. 

Empirical findings in this section have shown the possible effect of RCSE on the 

decision-making process in romantic relationships by showing its impact on individualsô 

affect, behavior, and cognition. In the following section, the objective of this chapter was 

explained in detail. 

3.4. Objective of the Study 2 

This chapter aims to understand the role of personal and relational factors in the 

decision-making process with survey data. Study 2 investigated the role of attachment 

security, basic psychological need satisfaction/dissatisfaction/thwarted, and relationship 

contingent self-esteem on the decisions made. The following hypotheses for this study have 

been proposed based on the theoretical relationships outlined above and previous empirical 

studies. The hypotheses of Study 2 were presented briefly in Table 6.  
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Table 6 

Hypothesized Relationship among Study Variables 

 Exit Voice Loyalty Neglect 

Attachment Anxiety - - + + 

Attachment Avoidance + N.A. N.A. + 

Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem N.A. N.A. + N.A. 

Basic Psychological Needs - Satisfied N.A. + N.A. N.A. 

Basic Psychological Needs - Dissatisfied + - - + 

Basic Psychological Needs - Thwarted - - + + 

 

H1: Anxiously attached individuals show less active behaviors (Exit (a) and Voice (b) 

responses) and more passive behaviors (Loyalty (c) and Neglect (d) responses). 

H2: Avoidantly attached individuals show more destructive behaviors (Exit (a) and Neglect 

(d) responses).  

H3: Individuals with higher scores on relationship contingent self-esteem show more 

passive constructive behaviors (Loyalty responses). 

H4: Individuals show more active and constructive behaviors (Voice responses) when their 

basic psychological needs are satisfied in the relationship.  

H5: Basic psychological needs dissatisfied individuals show more destructive behaviors 

(Exit (a) and Neglect (d) responses) and less constructive behaviors (Voice (b) and Loyalty 

(c) responses). 

H6: Individuals with thwarted basic psychological needs show less active behaviors (Exit 

(a) and Voice (b) responses) and more passive behaviors (Loyalty (c) and Neglect (d) 

responses). 

3.5. Method 

3.5.1. Participants 

A total of 329 undergraduate students (185 Female, 56.2% of the total) from the 

METU in Turkey participated in this study in exchange for course credit. Eligibility 

requirements were being heterosexual, between 18 and 28 years old, unmarried, and being 

in a romantic relationship for more than three months or had a romantic relationship that 
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lasted more than three months. Subjects ranged in age from 18 to 30 years, with a mean of 

22.97 and a median of 23 years. Of them, 62.3% were in a romantic relationship, while 

87.2% had been in a romantic relationship before.  

3.5.2. Measurement 

The survey battery has consisted of My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale, 

Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version Scale, Relationship Contingent Self-

Esteem Scale, Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale 

(PNSDTS), two vignettes, and some questions to obtain demographic information. Unless 

otherwise indicated, items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 7 (strongly agree). 

3.5.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version (ECR-R) ï Short Form 

The Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version (ECR-R) measure (Fraley 

et al., 2000) was used to measure attachment orientations. This is a 36-item scale that 

measures attachment anxiety and avoidance dimensions. Attachment anxiety items were 

formed to assess individualôs degree of fear of rejection and abandonment and also the 

wil lingness of preoccupation with the attachment figure. Attachment avoidance items 

evaluate the degree of discomfort with intimacy and dependency in romantic relationships. 

A sample item for the anxiety subscale is ñI worry that romantic partners wonôt care about 

me as much as I care about themò. A sample item for the avoidance subscale is ñI prefer not 

to show a partner how I feel deep downò. In this study, instead of the 36-item of ECRR 

scale, a 10-item scale was used.  
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The 36-item ECR-R was adapted into Turkish by Sel­uk and colleagues (2005) and 

both subscales of the ECR-R Turkish were found to have high internal consistency (anxiety, 

Ŭ=.86; avoidance, Ŭ= .90) and high test-retest reliability (anxiety, Ŭ= .82; avoidance, Ŭ= .81) 

(see Appendix C). In this study, Cronbach alpha was .839 for the attachment anxiety 

dimension and .800 for the attachment avoidance dimension.  

3.5.2.2. Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale 

(PNSDTS) 

Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale (PNSDTS) 

were generated by Costa and colleagues (2015). A sample autonomy item for need 

satisfaction is ñI feel like I am free to decide for myself how to live my life.ò, for need 

dissatisfaction is ñI generally donôt feel free to choose how to do things for myself.ò, and 

for need thwarting is ñI feel forced to follow decisions made for me.ò. For competence and 

relatedness subscales, sample items for need satisfaction are ñPeople I know tell me I am 

good at what I do.ò and ñI get along with people I come into contact with.ò, for need 

dissatisfaction are ñI often feel like I donôt have the opportunity to improve myself.ò and ñI 

feel like I canôt really trust the people around me.ò, and for need thwarting are ñSituations 

occur in which I am made to feel incapable.ò and ñI feel I am rejected by those around me.ò, 

respectively.  

The PNSDTS has not been adapted to Turkish before; therefore, the translation was 

made in this study. First, the scale was translated into Turkish independently by two 

doctorate psychology students, and then the back translation was done by a doctorate 

psychology student and a near-native English speaker. Finally, back translations were 

compared to the original scale and the Turkish translation of PNSDTS was found suitable 
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(see Appendix D). In this study, internal consistency of autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness subscales for need satisfaction were .651, .604, and .780; for need dissatisfaction 

.825, .790, and .777; and for need thwarting .813, .807, and .691, respectively. For need 

satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting, a composite score was also generated. The 

internal reliability of each composite score was .835 for need satisfaction, .901 for need 

dissatisfaction, and .864 for need thwarting. 

3.5.2.3. Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem Scale (RCSE) 

Participants also completed the 11-item Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem Scale 

(RCSE) (Knee et al., 2008). Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sample item for RCSE is ñI feel better about 

myself when it seems like my partner and I are emotionally connectedò. 

The RCSE has not been adapted to Turkish before; therefore, the translation was 

made in this study. First, two doctorate psychology students translated the scale into Turkish 

independently. Then, the back translation was done by a doctorate psychology student and 

a near-native English speaker. Finally, back translations were compared to the original scale 

and the Turkish translation of RCSE was found suitable (see Appendix E). The internal 

consistency was found .830 in this study. 

3.5.2.4. My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale (MRRPS) 

Participants completed the 16-item My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale 

(MRRPS), measuring the perceived interpersonal behaviors of their partners using the stem 

ñMy partner/dateéò (Kilpatrick et al., 2002). A sample item for the exit subscale is ñWhen 

my partner says something really mean, I threaten to leave him/her.ò, for the voice subscale 
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is ñWhen my partner behaves in an unpleasant manner, I calmly discuss things with 

him/her.ò, for the loyalty subscale is ñWhen my partner does something thoughtless, I 

patiently wait for things to improve.ò, and for the neglect subscale is ñWhen my partner 

behaves in an unpleasant manner, I spend less time with him/her.ò. Items were rated on a 9-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never do this) to 9 (always do this).  

The MRRPS was adapted into Turkish (¢ērakoĵlu, & Tezer, 2010) (see Appendix 

F). Internal consistencies of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect subscales of the Turkish 

MRRPS were reported as .69, .73, .59, and .57, respectively. In this study, Cronbach alpha 

scores of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect subscales were found to be .754, .818, .663, and 

.671, respectively.  

3.5.2.5. Vignettes for Conflictual Situations 

In addition to the scales listed above, two vignettes were generated to measure 

participantsô reactions (see Appendix G1 and G2). In one scenario, participants learned that 

their partner have been accepted into a doctorate program in the US and is considering 

enrolling in that program. However, it was the first time for the participants to learn about 

their partnerôs application. In another scenario, participants saw their partners being intimate 

with someone (of their gender) at a nightclub. Two vignettes ended with an expression of 

discomfort with the situation and the question of what they would do next. 

3.5.2.6. Demographic Information 

Age, gender, the duration of the ongoing and ex romantic relationships, previous 

romantic relationships, and questions related to the last romantic break-ups were included 

in the demographic information (see Appendix H). 
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3.5.3. Procedure 

The questionnaires used in the current study were first submitted for the Middle 

East Technical University Human Participants Ethic Committee (IRB) approval. After 

receiving the IRB approval (see Appendix A2), the convenience sampling technique was 

used to collect data. The study announcements were made via SONA Systems (a cloud-

based participant pool management software) for students taking courses from the 

psychology department, and for those who had no access to the SONA Systems were made 

in classrooms at the METU. Students were informed that they could get course credits for 

participating in an online survey. After obtaining informed consent, which included the 

nature of the study stating that the participants could withdraw from the study at any point, 

the participants filled out a survey battery consisting of my responses to relationship 

problems, attachment orientation, relationship contingent self-esteem, psychological need 

satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting scales, and the demographic form. Besides the 

demographic form, the order of the scales and the items were randomized. 

3.5.4. Analytic Strategy 

Data screening, data cleaning, descriptive data analysis, bivariate correlation 

analysis, and all regression analyses were performed with SPSS version 26.00 (statistical 

software package). JAMOVI version 1.1.9.0 was employed in confirmatory factor analyses 

and reliability analyses. Data was screened to ensure the homoscedastic and normal 

distribution (kurtosis and skewness .90 for all measures). Hierarchical regression analyses 

were conducted, for exit, voice, loyalty and neglect responses.  
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3.6. Results 

After data screening and cleaning, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations 

were described below. It was followed by the effects of attachment orientations, relationship 

contingent self-esteem, psychological need satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting on 

responses to relationship problems (exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect). In the final section, 

results of the vignettes and findings of focus group sessions related to the vignettes were 

presented.  

3.6.1. Data Screening and Cleaning 

The data was examined for missing values. A total of 397 participants took place in 

this study. Thirteen participants were removed from the data set as they did not satisfy one 

of the eligibility requirements, as they either selected a non-heterosexual orientation or 

preferred to non-disclose. Six participants were significantly older than 28 years old, 

another eligibility requirement of this study. After removing 19 participants from the data 

set, 378 participants remained for the data cleaning. Univariate and multivariate outliers, 

normality, linearity, and multicollinearity were tested. A total of 16 participants with 

univariate and 33 with multivariate outliers were excluded from the data set, leaving 329 

participants for the analyses. 

3.6.2 Factor Analyses 

Before forming composite variables from scale items, My Responses to 

Relationship Problems Scale, Attachment Scale, Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem 

Scale, and Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale were 

factor analyzed. 
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3.6.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Revised Scale ï Short Form 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 10-item Attachment 

orientation scale. The factor structure showed a moderate model fit [ɢ2 (34) = 129, p < .001, 

RMSEA = .091, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval (.074, .108), and CFI = .930]. 

3.6.2.2. Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 12-item Psychological Need 

Satisfaction Scale. The factor structure of the composite need satisfaction had a good model 

fit [ɢ2 (54) = 125, p < .001, RMSEA = .062, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval (.047, 

.076), and CFI = .937]. 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 12 items of Psychological 

Need Dissatisfaction Scale. The factor structure of the composite need dissatisfaction had a 

good model fit [ɢ2 (90) = 296, p < .001, RMSEA = .082, RMSEA 90 percent confidence 

interval (.072, .092), and CFI = .891]. 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 15-item Psychological Need 

Thwarting Scale. The factor structure of the composite need thwarting scale had a moderate 

model fit [ɢ2 (54) = 340, p < .001, RMSEA = .125, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval 

(.112, .138), and CFI = .807]. 

3.6.2.3. Relationship Contingent Self Esteem Scale 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 11 items of RCSE scale. The 

factor structure had a poor fit the data [ɢ2 (44) = 699, p < .001, RMSEA = .210, RMSEA 

90 percent confidence interval (.196, .223), and CFI = .561]. 
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3.6.2.4. My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 16 items of My Responses to 

Relationship Problems Scale. The factor structure moderately fit the data [ɢ2 (98) = 407, p 

< .001, RMSEA = .096, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval (.086, .106), and CFI = 

.835]. 

3.6.3. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation 

A bivariate correlation was conducted to reveal the relationship between study 

variables. Exit response for the relationship problems was positively related to neglect, 

attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction, and 

psychological need thwarting, and negatively related to voice, loyalty, and psychological 

need satisfaction. Voice response showed a positive association with loyalty and 

psychological need satisfaction, and a negative association with neglect, attachment anxiety, 

attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction, and psychological need 

thwarting. Loyalty response only had a positive correlation with relationship contingent self-

esteem and psychological need thwarting. Neglect response had a positive association with 

attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction, and 

psychological need thwarting, while it was negatively associated with psychological need 

satisfaction. Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients among the study variables 

were presented in Table 7.  
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One-way ANOVA was conducted to reveal gender differences (if any) among study 

variables (see Table 8). Exit and voice responses did not differ by gender. However, men 

showed significantly higher loyalty behaviors, while women showed significantly more 

neglect behaviors. Attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, and relationship contingent 

self-esteem did not differ by gender. Women participants had significantly higher levels of 

basic psychological need satisfaction than men. Menôs basic psychological need 

dissatisfaction and thwarting scores were significantly higher than womenôs.  

Table 8 

Gender Differences on Study Variables 

 
 

 
Women (N = 185) Men (N = 144) 

 F(1,237) Mean SD Mean SD 

MRRP - Exit  3.764 3.708 1.579 3.356 1.701 

MRRP - Voice .288 6.230 1.458 6.318 1.495 

MRRP - Loyalty 10.967** 4.089 1.459 4.625 1.452 

MRRP - Neglect 3.864a 4.073 1.478 3.760 1.367 

Attachment anxiety .889 3.215 1.365 3.075 1.300 

Attachment avoidance .222 2.479 1.176 2.539 1.105 

RCSE 1.470 3.606 .655 4.689 .570 

BPN ï Satisfied 5.576* 5.501 .657 5.321 .724 

BPN ï Dissatisfied 5.32* 2.387 .841 2.610 .905 

BPN - Thwarted 5.415* 2.506 .904 2.739 .895 

Note. MRRP = My Responses to Relationship Problems; RCSE = Relationship Contingent Self-Esteem; BPN 

= Basic Psychological Need. **p < .01; *p < .05; ap = .05. 
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3.6.4. Regression Analyses 

A series of regression analyses were conducted to investigate the relationship 

between personal and relational predictors and four alternative responses (exit, voice, 

loyalty, and neglect) to relationship problems (see Table 9). Results indicated that the model 

was a significant predictor of the exit response, voice response, loyalty response, and neglect 

response, where explained variance ranged between .056 and .218. 

It was found that the exit response had a significant positive relationship with 

attachment anxiety (ɓ = .24, p <  .01), attachment avoidance (ɓ = .14, p <  .05), and 

psychological need dissatisfaction (ɓ = .41, p <  .01), and negative relationship with 

psychological need thwarting (ɓ = -.29, p <  .01). Thus study results supported hypotheses 

H2a, H5a, and H6a. The voice response had only a significant positive relationship with 

psychological need satisfaction (ɓ = .28, p <  .01), supporting hypothesis H4. The loyalty 

response had a significant positive association with relationship contingent self-esteem (ɓ 

= .14, p <  .05) and psychological need thwarting (ɓ = .25, p <  .05). Results supported 

hypotheses H3 and H6c. The neglect response had a significant positive relationship with 

attachment avoidance (ɓ = .24, p <  .01), supporting hypothesis H2d. 
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Table 9 

Results of the Regression Analyses  

 Exit  Voice Loyalty  Neglect 

        F(6,322) 14.957**  7.235**  3.180** 6.982**  

        R2 .218 .119 .056 .115 

     

Attachment Anxiety 
.235**  

[.115, .463] 

.080 

[-.078, .253] 

-.096 

[-.278, .066] 

-.099 

[-.268, .056] 

Attachment Avoidance 
.141* 

[.012, .392] 

-.115 

[-.330, .033] 

-.079 

[-.291, .086] 
.242**  

[.127, .482] 

Relationship Contingent 

Self-Esteem 

-.052 

[-.442, .166] 

-.008 

[-.310, .269] 
.139* 

[.030, .632] 

-.050 

[-.398, .168] 

Psychological Need 

Satisfaction 

-.036 

[-.420, .247] 
.277**  

[.271, .907] 

.060 

[-.203, .457] 

.080 

[-.144, .477] 

Psychological Need 

Dissatisfaction 

.408** 

[.398, 1.133] 

-.156 

[-.613, .088] 

-.022 

[-.401, .327] 

.186 

[-.038, .647] 

Psychological Need 

Thwarting  

-.286** 

[-.871, -.165] 

.146 

[-.098, .574] 
.249* 

[.057, .755] 

.092 

[-.183, .475] 

n = 329; ** p =< .01; *p < .05. Values in brackets show the lower and upper bounds of the 95 percent 

confidence intervals. 

3.6.5. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation among Subscales of the Study 

Variables 

A bivariate correlation was conducted to reveal the relationship between study 

variables, including autonomy, competence, and relatedness subscales of basic 

psychological need satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting. Descriptive statistics and 

correlation coefficients among the study variables were presented in Table 10. 

Exit response for the relationship problems was positively related to neglect, 

attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction and 

psychological need thwarting subscales, and negatively related to voice, loyalty, and 
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psychological need satisfaction subscales. Voice response indicated a positive association 

with loyalty, and psychological need satisfaction subscales, and a negative association with 

neglect, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction subscales, and thwarted 

autonomy and relatedness subscales. Loyalty response had a positive correlation with 

relationship contingent self-esteem, psychological need dissatisfaction autonomy subscale, 

and thwarted basic psychological autonomy subscale. Neglect response had a positive 

association with attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need 

dissatisfaction subscales, and psychological need thwarting subscales, while it had a 

negative association with psychological need satisfaction subscales. 
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Two vignettes were created to measure participantsô reactions to dissatisfying 

situations had the same options that represent exit (ñI consider breaking up.ò), voice (ñI talk 

to him or her about whatôs upsetting me.ò), loyalty (ñI patiently wait for things to 

improve.ò), and neglect responses (ñI criticize him/her for things that are unrelated to the 

real problem.ò). Preliminary study results with 121 participants indicated that vignettes 

created for this study failed to grasp variance (see Table 11). In both vignettes, the majority 

of the participants (76% in vignette 1 and 73% in vignette 2) indicated that they would select 

voice when there is a problem in their romantic relationship. That was followed by the 

loyalty response (15%) in the first vignette and the exit response (21%) in the second 

vignette. Therefore, these vignettes were not included in the remaining data collection 

process. 

Table 11 

Distribution of the Vignette Answers 

Note. Percentages were shown in the parentheses. 

  Exit  Voice Loyalty Neglect Total 

Vignette 

1 

Female 2(2%) 49(40%) 10(8%) 1(1%) 62(51%) 

Male 7(5%) 43(36%) 8(7%) 1(1%) 59(49%) 

Total 9(7%) 92(76%) 18(15%) 2(2%) 121 

       

  Exit  Voice Loyalty Neglect Total 

Vignette 

2 

Female 12(10%) 48(39%) 1(1%) 1(1%) 62(51%) 

Male 13(11%) 41(34%) 1(1%) 4(3%) 59(49%) 

Total 25(21%) 89(73%) 2(2%) 5(4%) 121 
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3.7. Discussion 

The present study aimed to explore the role of individual and relational predictors 

on individualsô responses to relationship problems. Study variables were analyzed for 

gender differences. Although inconsistent findings were found in studies on the relationship 

between loyalty behaviors and gender, the findings of this study are consistent with the 

findings of Gaines and colleagues (1997; Okutan et al., 2017; Taluy, 2013). Men showed 

more loyalty and less neglect behaviors in response to dissatisfying situations, although their 

basic needs were significantly less satisfied, more dissatisfied, and more neglected in their 

romantic relationships. This can be interpreted as men in young adulthood are more willing 

to maintain their romantic relationships compared to women. But, it can also be interpreted 

as that men who invest less in their relationship will not be willing to participate in a study 

on romantic relationships, even in exchange for course credits. Therefore, there could be a 

selection bias by non-random sampling. The results of the study partially supported the 

proposed hypotheses. The findings are discussed in the section below. 

3.7.1. Findings of the Regression Analyses 

Anxiously attached individuals are expected to show more passive and less active 

behaviors when they experience dissatisfying situations. Because of the negative self-views, 

common among individuals with high attachment anxiety, the break-up decision is less 

likely to be made by these people (Slotter & Finkel, 2009). However, the findings did not 

support the hypothesis (H1a). Attachment anxiety was only positively associated with the 

exit response and not with the other responses. Though they are reluctant to break-up, their 

demand for a positive change in relationships can make them engage in verbal and physical 

aggression during conflictual situations (Campbell et al., 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; 
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Overall et al., 2014). Thus, although the break-up decision is used as a clear and ultimate 

break-up in this study, for some individuals, it might not be perceived as a means of a final 

break-up, but as a means to tell the partner to pull oneself together. If exit response was used 

to change the partnerôs behavior to maintain the romantic relationship, then it can be argued 

that for some participants, exit behaviors are something active and constructive for the 

relationship. The correlation table (Table 7) shows a positive relationship between 

attachment anxiety and neglect behaviors. This illustrates the dilemma that anxiously 

attached individuals are in (the desire to maintain their romantic relationship and change the 

relationship for the better) and how their responses are destructive for their romantic 

relationships the ones they want to maintain. 

Avoidantly attached individuals interact less with their partners and do not want to 

share their thoughts and feelings even in situations that do not satisfy them (Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2012). Consistent with the vast attachment theory literature, attachment avoidance 

was positively associated with exit and neglect responses, supporting Hypothesis 2. Having 

a higher tendency to show exit and neglect responses shows that avoidant individuals tend 

to engage in destructive behaviors in romantic relationships. Similarly, the correlation table 

(Table 7) showed that these individuals exhibited fewer voice behaviors. This can also be 

interpreted as avoidant individuals who are not satisfied with the relationship are more prone 

to walk away and show less constructive behaviors. 

Individuals get higher scores on relationship contingent self-esteem when they 

attribute their values to the success or failure of their romantic relationships. For them, being 

in a romantic relationship (even in an unsatisfying one) is better than being alone. Thus, 

supporting the hypothesis (H3), a significant positive relationship was found between the 

relationship contingent self-esteem and the loyalty response. As not being in a romantic 
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relationship is too costly for them, the only response they would give is the passive and 

constructive response, loyalty. Since there is no feedback mechanism to the partner about 

the dissatisfying situation, there will be no risk of deterioration of the relationship.  

The results confirmed Hypothesis 4 that individuals whose basic psychological 

needs were satisfied in the romantic relationship were expected to show constructive and 

active behavior (voice response) under dissatisfying situations. Individuals actively seek 

situations that fulfill their psychological needs. Those who are generally satisfied with their 

relationships and whose basic needs are met in a relationship seek conditions that can 

improve the relationship without giving up on their romantic relationships, as temporary 

fluctuations in basic need satisfaction do not create a big turmoil. The correlation table 

(Table 7) also showed that individuals' basic needs satisfaction decreased exit and neglect 

behaviors. It can be said that more constructive behaviors are exhibited in conflictual 

situations. Also, the subscales correlation table (Table 10) showed that autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness were all positively related to voice behaviors, and negatively 

related to exit and neglect behaviors. Therefore, though competence need was argued to be 

the least important basic psychological needs in romantic relationships (La Guardia et al., 

2000), it is significantly related to EVN responses. 

Individuals were expected to be motivated to exhibit less constructive behaviors 

(voice and loyalty response) and more destructive behaviors (exit and neglect response) 

when their psychological needs were dissatisfied. Regression results partially supported this 

hypothesis (H5a). Individuals show more destructive and active behaviors (exit responses) 

when they feel their basic needs are dissatisfied. Even though their partners do not intend 

to dissatisfy their needs, individuals whose basic psychological needs are not satisfied in 

the relationship may question why they are still in that relationship in case of conflict. In 
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addition, bivariate correlation results (Table 7) illustrated that they are more likely to show 

another destructive behavior (neglect behavior) and less likely to show voice response as 

response to dissatisfying situations. Dissatisfied autonomy, competence, and relatedness 

needs, as shown in Table 10, were related positively to exit and neglect behaviors, and 

negatively to voice behaviors. Yet, Table 10 showed a significant positive correlation 

between the dissatisfied autonomy need and loyalty behaviors. As this link could not be 

found in composite basic psychological need dissatisfaction, checking all subscales to see 

different patterns could be beneficial to find unique associations. The positive relationship 

between dissatisfied autonomy need and loyalty behaviors shows that if individuals 

encounter a conflictual situation, the only constructive behavior they are willing to do about 

their relationship is loyalty behaviors. This can be interpreted as they do not prefer to take 

an active role in saving their relationships. 

For psychological need thwarting situations, more passive behaviors (loyalty and 

neglect behaviors) and less active behaviors (exit and voice behaviors) were expected since 

individuals could feel as if they were incapable of changing the situations into something 

satisfying. Yet, the findings partially supported this hypothesis (H6a and H6c), indicating 

that individuals with thwarted basic psychological needs could show more loyalty responses 

to relationship problems and fewer exit responses. People whose basic needs are oppressed 

by their partners do not see themselves as capable of creating a better life, which prevents 

them from taking action (voice response) to improve their relationship. As their oppressor 

partner might retaliate, an exit response could be perceived as a difficult decision to make. 

The fear of retaliation might cause them to show more passive behaviors (loyalty and neglect 

responses), as depicted in the correlational table (Table 7). Because of this, all they can do 

is hope their partners somehow figure out their mistakes and improve. When Table 10 (the 
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correlation table with subscales) is examined, it is seen that the positive relationship 

between aggregated basic psychological needs thwarted and loyalty responses comes from 

thwarted autonomy need. None of the other basic psychological needs were related to 

loyalty behaviors. Moreover, all the subscales were positively related to exit and neglect 

behaviors. Autonomy and relatedness were negatively associated with voice response, while 

thwarted competence need was not associated with it. It could be argued that when 

individualsô autonomy and relatedness needs were thwarted, the desire to do something 

constructive for the relationship decreases. The absence of a relationship between the 

thwarted competence need and voice response lack of association may be related to learned 

helplessness as they would not think that they can change their relationships for the better.  

3.7.2. Vignettes 

In the first vignette, more than three-quarters of participants stated they would talk 

to their partner about what upset them (voice behavior), followed by 14.87% selecting they 

would patiently wait for things to improve (loyalty behavior). These two responses 

generated 90.9% of the total responses, which remained so little variance for the other 

options. Only 2 participants declared that they would criticize their partners on issues 

unrelated to the main problem, which falls into the scope of passive-aggressive behaviors. 

Similarly, almost three-quarters of participants preferred to talk with their partner about the 

upsetting situation (voice behavior) in the second vignette, followed by one-fifth (25 

participants) choosing to break-up with their partner (exit behavior). Again, these two 

options in vignette 2 generated 94.2% of the total responses, leaving little room for the other 

options.  
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These results can be explained in two ways. The first one could be the quality of 

the vignettes. If the vignettes failed to engage participants to feel the dilemma and empathize 

with themselves in such a situation, it might have triggered them to choose the non-

emotional, rational, option. This contrasts with the fact that people do not act rationally in 

every decision. It is possible that vignettes failed to capture the impulsiveness of 

individualsô decision-making process. The second one may be the social desirability 

(Grimm, 2010). It could be why most participants selected the voice response with so little 

room for others.  

3.8. Limitations and Future Directions 

The findings of this study should be interpreted cautiously, considering the 

limitations. Results have relied on correlational data; and therefore the direction of causality 

cannot be determined. Longitudinal and experimental studies are needed to provide more 

substantial evidence regarding the nature and direction of the relationships found in this 

study. This study examined only three predictorsô effects on EVLN. However, different 

predictors in the literature have been previously shown to be related to romantic break-ups 

(e.g., commitment) and have not yet been found to be related. It will be possible to shed 

light on romantic break-ups with comprehensive studies on how the break-up decision is 

made. 

Instead of using a questionnaire, two vignettes were generated for this study. 

Individuals were asked to decide what they would like to do under two specific situations 

and they were forced to select only one reaction. Although a variance between answers was 

expected to be seen, as discussed, vignettes failed. There was no use in measuring 

individualsô responses with these two vignettes. Social desirability, like in any self-reported 
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study, may be the reason for slight variance. Yet, if the reason individualsô similar responses 

was not social desirability, then the vignettes might be problematic.  

Along with collecting data for the two other research questions (RQ1 and RQ3), to 

understand if and what is wrong with the vignettes, 18 focus group studies were conducted 

in late 2016. Since the answers to the research questions were presented in Chapter 2 and 

Chapter 4, only the findings related to vignettes from the focus group sessions were in the 

following section. 

3.9. Findings of the Vignette Evaluations in the Focus Group Sessions 

The vignette evaluations of each focus group session were combined to see the 

pattern (if any) (see Appendix I). Separate vignette evaluations for women, men, singles, 

and couples were also tabulated (see Appendix J[J1, J2] and Appendix K[K1, K2], 

respectively). In general, the first and second vignettes made participants indecisive. While 

some of them liked the vignettes, some utterly disliked them. Participants had an opinion 

on the remaining three vignettes. While the third and fourth were perceived as good 

scenarios, they agreed to dislike the fifth one (see Table 12). 

Regardless of gender and relationship status, participants seem unable to decide if 

they like the second scenario, about seeing partner being intimate with someone else. They 

also identify themselves with the protagonist in the fourth scenario, about the partnerôs 

behavior even though he/she knows that participants won't like it. The fifth scenario failed 

to engage participants in, about learning partnerôs online dating app account.  

Women and singles tended to like the third scenario and disliked the first one, about 

the partnerôs future plan without them in it. The first vignette made men and couples identify 
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with the protagonist, while the third made them unable to decide what to feel about catching 

a partnerôs lie.  

Table 12 

An Overview of the Vignette Evaluations 

 1st vignette 2nd vignette 3rd vignette 4th vignette 5th vignette 

Women FI U I I FI 

Men I U U I FI 

Singles FI U I I FI 

Couples I U U I FI 

All sessions U U I I FI 
Note. I = identify with the protagonist; FI = failed to identify with the protagonist; U = unable to decide what 

to feel. 

In each session, participants agreed on not just choosing an option if they would be 

the protagonist. Some said they would choose one option first (e.g., voice response), and 

according to the situation, follow the others (e.g., exit or neglect response). For some, the 

four alternative options did not provide the variety they were looking for. For example, 

shouting or arguing with partners is not covered by the voice option. But they said that if 

they needed to pick one option, they would have selected the voice one.  

Some stated that some of the situations narrated in the vignettes would not trigger 

negative emotions or conflictual situations. Although there was no need for them to make a 

decision, each vignette ended with an expression of discomfort with the situation and did 

not give them the option to feel something different. Those who could not identify with the 

protagonist stated that the situation was doubtful to happen. As identifying with the 

protagonist is essential for vignettes to be successful, only the fourth vignette managed to 

trigger that identification. The first and third vignettes followed it, but only some 

participants, not all, could identify with the protagonist.  
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As a result of the vignette evaluations in the focus group sessions, if a vignette is to 

be used, it is seen that preliminary data should be collected from the target sample on what 

disturbing/conflictual situations are. Also, instead of creating a structured vignette (e.g., 

providing multiple choice questions), open-ended questions (for example, with a ñwhat 

would you do?ò question) should be used. Thus, the participants can express themselves 

more easily and can indicate their responses closer to the decisions they will take under 

dissatisfying situations. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

REASONS FOR BREAK-UPS 

 

 

People do not decide to terminate their romantic relationship in every situation they 

encounter. Understanding when individuals decide to move on is vital to understanding 

what is forgivable in a relationship and what is beyond repair. Another issue that needs to 

be examined regarding break-ups is the reasons that cause the romantic break-ups. 

Therefore, this chapter focuses on the third research question of this thesis: What are the 

reasons for romantic break-ups? (RQ3). The reasons for break-ups have been presented in 

different studies in the literature (e.g., breach of trust (Negash et al., 2014; Shackelford et 

al., 2002), alternative partners (Ritchie et al., 2021), unmet psychological needs (Connolly 

& McIsaac, 2009; Sprecher, 2002)). Though studies mostly examine the nature of only one 

type of reason for romantic break-ups, in-depth examinations of the reasons for romantic 

break-ups were also published in recent years (Chandra & Parija, 2021; Joel et al., 2018). 

This study aims to contribute the in-depth studies about romantic break-ups. 

4.1. Method 

The data was collected from the 18 focus group sessions. How these sessions were 

carried out was presented in detail in Chapter 2 (pp. 12). To avoid repetition, the method 

was briefly described in this section. 
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4.1.1. Participants 

The data was collected through one pilot and 17 focus-group sessions in November 

and December 2016. Eligibility requirements were being heterosexual, at least 18 years old, 

being in a romantic relationship for more than three months or had a romantic relationship 

that lasted more than three months, and not being engaged, married, or widowed. A total of 

131 undergrad and grad students (74 women, 56.49% of the total) participated in this study. 

They ranged in age from 18 to 28 years, with a mean age of 23. Seventy-four participants 

(56.49%) were currently in a romantic relationship.  

Ninety-seven of the 131 participants attended single-sex sessions. Initially, focus 

group studies were planned to be performed only in single-sex sessions. However, after the 

completion of the 13 single-sex sessions, additional five mixed-group sessions were held. 

The main reasons for doing additional mixed-group sessions were to reveal whether there 

was any difference between single-sex and mixed-group sessions, and when there was a 

representative of the opposite sex in the room, how they would express their opinions. 

During the focus group studies, women participants were represented more in both singlesô 

and couplesô sessions than men. 

4.1.2. Measurement 

All focus group sessions were semi-structured with open-ended questions (see 

Appendix B). Questions were related to three phases of romantic relationships: initiation of 

the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of the relationships. Followed by 

participants were asked to write five reasons for break-ups on a blank paper (see Appendix 

L). Then, they were given another blank evaluation form to evaluate the reasons for break-

ups they wrote on the blank papers (see Appendix M). They also read five vignettes at the 
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end of the focus group sessions to evaluate and discuss the texts (see Appendix G), the 

findings of which were presented in Chapter 3. 

4.1.3. Procedure 

A call for participation in focus-group sessions was made through the SONA 

systems (a subject pool software for universities) for students who were heterosexual, at 

least 18 years old, unmarried, and in a romantic relationship for more than three months, or 

had a romantic relationship that lasted more than three months but not involved in a 

romantic relationship at the time of the data collection. Study announcements were uploaded 

to SONA systems separately for single men, single women, couple men, and couple women. 

Interested individuals selected the time slots that were suitable for them on the system and 

made an appointment for a pre-interview meeting.  

Participants attended a pre-interview meeting and a focus group session. They were 

informed about the study and the confidentiality of the sessions in the pre-interview 

meeting. They were also told that they could withdraw from the study anytime. When they 

come for the focus group session if they do not want to talk about their private lives in the 

presence of someone they know, attending another focus group session was also possible. 

They filled out some questionnaires, answered some demographic questions, and picked a 

date for a focus group session on the pre-interview day. Focus group sesions were carried 

out in the METU Department of Business Administration focus group study room. All focus 

group studies lasted approximately two hours, and sessions were audio-visually recorded. 

Some complimentary food and drink were offered before and throughout sessions. Sessions 

were held after the classes on weekdays.  
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Before the sessions started, the importance of confidentiality was stressed and 

demanded from session members. Since sharing experiences was based on willingness, 

participants answered questions anytime they wanted to share with the group. The structure 

of questions varied depending on participantsô relationship status. When they were in a 

romantic relationship at the time of data collection, they were asked to talk specifically 

about that relationship. There were also participants who were not in a romantic relationship 

at the time of data collection. They have had at least one romantic relationship that has 

lasted more than three months. Single participants with more than one romantic relationship 

experience were free to talk about one of their romantic relationships as long as they met 

the study conditions. Yet, they were asked to choose the most vivid one in their memory or 

the most recent one so that they could remember events relatively easy. 

All sessions begin with questions about how they met their partners. With these 

questions at the beginning of the sessions, it was aimed to provide the participants an 

environment in which they could feel much more comfortable before talking about the 

issues in their relationships they might hesitate to discuss. Although the sessions proceeded 

semi-structured, participants answered questions related to three phases of relationships: 

initiation of the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of the relationships. 

In the final step, they provided some reasons for break-ups, and evaluated them and the 

vignettes.  

4.2. Findings and Discussion 

4.2.1. Relationship Structure 

The relationship structure did not vary among 18 focus group sessions. The duration 

of relationships ranged between medium to long term (Mduration = 805 days ~ 2 years and 2.5 
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months). Two-thirds of the participants were in a romantic relationship for more than a year. 

Even though they were young on average, there were some participants in a romantic 

relationship for more than three years. It has been observed that most romantic relationships 

were established between people living in the same city. Some participants shared the same 

house with their partners. In contrast, at most one participant in each session reported living 

in a different city from their partner, even for a particular time. Those in long-term 

relationships kept in touch with their partners through technology-assisted communication 

tools and often traveled to the other city to be together (i.e., twice a month).  

4.2.2. The Reasons for Break-ups in Romantic Relationships 

People do not decide to terminate their romantic relationship in every situation they 

encounter. Understanding when individuals decide to move on is vital to understanding 

what is forgivable in a relationship and what is beyond repair. A blank sheet was given to 

all participants at the end of each session to learn their five reasons for romantic break-ups. 

They were asked to fill out the sheets individually. Although the reasons were written in 

many ways and forms in 18 focus group sessions, they were gathered under some categories.  

The break-up reasons and their definitions used in this study were derived from Joel and 

colleagues (2018) study. Joel and colleagues categorized 25 reasons for romantic break-ups, 

while in this study, the break-up reasons fit only 21 categories. These categories, definitions, 

and a few examples for each break-up reasons participants provided in Turkish (and their 

English translations) were tabulated below (see Table 13).  

Some reasons whose meaning could not be determined were coded as uncodable. 

For instance, a single woman wrote ñyetersizlik hissiyle gelen su­luluk/guilt that comes 

with a sense of inadequacyò into her list. Yet, the sentence itself did not provide information 



 

 
 

89 
 

on whether this feeling of inadequacy originated from a partner-driven source. Likewise 

ñeski sevgililer faktºr¿/ex-partners factorò could be categorized under breach of trust (an 

actual/perceived threat to the relationship), alternative partners (if stated ex-partner wants 

to reunite), and violation of expectations and lack of validation (if the partner makes a 

comparison between the current and ex-partners). Thus any assessment attempt without a 

context could be inconclusive. Another reason that a man listed ñiliĸkinin karadelik haline 

gelmesi/having relationship like a black holeò seems a bit of lack of enjoyment and a bit too 

demanding. Similarly, ñeĵlenmek i­in baĸlēyor olmasē/ it began for funò reason might seem 

to be relevant to the categories of violation of expectations, lack of enjoyment, and 

incompatibility. However, this sentence alone is not clear enough to understand which 

category is more suitable for the reason. 
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The analyses revealed that breach of trust was the only reason repeated in all 

sessions, regardless of participantsô gender and relationship status. The fact that trust is the 

main reason for break-ups even at this young age, where individuals have just begun to 

experience committed relationships, can be interpreted as, regardless of how old the 

individual is, trust in a relationship as the most essential feature that nourishes/destroys the 

relationships. So much so that the loss of trust inevitably takes the relationship to the 

dissolution phase. Subsequently, incompatibility, emotional distance, and lack of validation 

were listed as the reasons for romantic break-ups in at least 80% of each gender subgroup, 

relationship status group, and the aggregated focus group sessions (for the common reasons 

for break-ups see Table 14, for detailed info see Appendix N). Compatibility and validity 

reasons may be the features that individuals rarely pay attention at the relationship formation 

phase. Because when they are noticed before the relationship begins, at least one of the 

parties is expected to be more reluctant to start that relationship. For this reason, it can be 

argued that these three reasons arise or are noticed when individuals spend more time 

together in a relationship.  

Jealousy and external reasons were repeated in four-fifths of singles and couples 

sessions as well as the composite session. In the original break-up reasons categorization 

(Joel et al., 2018) jealousy was coded in the deal breaker category. Though some 

participants in this study perceived jealousy negatively, I noticed that in some sessions, 

jealousy was not perceived so negatively. Because for some, jealousy was expressed as an 

indicator of partnersô love and affection, and is considered acceptable to some extent. Since 

the data was collected from university students, winter and summer breaks, internships in 

other cities or countries, being an exchange student for a semester or academic year, and 

graduation could be possible external reasons for individuals to break-up. Although some 
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participants stated that they managed to have long-distance relationships, they also 

emphasized that they were in the same city at the relationship formation phase. As their 

relationships become more stable over time, a physical distance may not be perceived as 

detrimental to the relationship. 

Inequity was a more frequently listed reason among those in a romantic relationship, 

while conflict was another reason only those in a romantic relationship and the total focus 

group sessions mentioned. Individuals who are in a romantic relationship can remember 

problems they encounter more quickly than those who are not in a romantic relationship, 

which makes it easy to remember them when it comes to writing down the common reasons 

for break-ups. Among the reasons for women, singles, couples, and the aggregated session, 

partner withdrawal was listed as another reason for break-ups. The fact that this reason is 

less frequent in the men's group can be interpreted as them being the relatively withdrawing 

party in relationships. Also, deal breaking was similarly not listed in the men's sessions, 

which raises the idea that men may be the party that exhibits more deal breaking behaviors 

in romantic relationships.  

Social consequences, unlike in menôs, singlesô, couplesô, and total focus group 

sessions, were not among the frequently listed causes in the women's group. Although 

family and friends' disapproval of the relationship is in the definition of social 

consequences, it can be said that the friend factor is more decisive for this specified age 

group. The family approval is expected to be less common reason for break-ups, considering 

that in Turkish culture, families are generally unaware of relationships (especially their 

daughtersô romantic relationships) before a marriage decision is taken. This can be 

interpreted as that women initiate relationships after getting approval from their friends, or 

not keeping their friends who disapprove of their relationships around. Lack of enjoyment 
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was another reason for romantic break-ups. It was listed in all sessions regardless of gender 

and relationship status (for detailed information see Appendix O1, O2, P1, and P2 for 

women, men, singles, and couplesô reasons, respectively). 

Table 14 

The Common Reasons for Break-ups 

The Common Reasons All  Women Men Singles Couples 

  Breach of trust X X X X X 

  Incompatibility X X X X X 

  Emotional distance X X X X X 

  Lack of validation X X X X X 

  Jealousy X   X*  X*  X X 

  Inequity X   X*  X*    X*  X 

  Conflict   X*       X*  

  Social consequences   X*   X*    X*    X*  

  Partner withdrawal X X X*  X X 

  Deal breaker   X*    X*     X*    X*  

  External reasons X   X*  X*  X X 

  Lack of enjoyment   X*    X*  X*    X*  X 

Note. X in at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons, X* in at least more 

than three fēfths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons of the participantôs romantic break-

ups. 

As mentioned above, the data was collected from 13 single-sex and five mixed-

group sessions. Although the number of mixed-group participants (17 women and 17 men) 

was one-third of the participants in the single-sex sessions (57 women and 40 men), this 

still gives an idea of whether there is a difference between session types. Table 15 was 

generated to provide a comparison between the break-up reasons collected from single-sex 

and mixed-group sessions. The four common reasons (i.e., breach of trust, incompatibility, 

emotional distance, and lack of validation) were listed in all sub-sessions, strengthening the 

argument that these four reasons can be the main reasons for break-ups. Individuals in 
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single-sex sessions appeared to list a greater variety of reasons for romantic break-ups than 

those in the mixed-group, regardless of which session they were in (i.e., women, men, 

singles, and couples) (for detailed information see Appendix R1 and R2). There may be 

some reasons to explain this difference. Fewer mixed-group sessions may have resulted in 

fewer reasons for break-ups listings. Another explanation might be that mixed-group 

session participants may feel less comfortable in an environment where people of the 

opposite sex were present. 

Table 15 

Comparison between the Reasons for Break-ups between Single-Sex and Mixed Group 

Sessions 

Comparison between 

the Reasons for 

Break-Ups based on 

Session Types 

Women Men Singles Couples 

Single

-Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single

-Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single

-Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single

-Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

  Breach of trust     X     X     X     X     X     X     X     X 

  Incompatibility     X     X     X     X     X     X     X     X 

  Emotional distance     X     X     X     X     X     X     X     X 

  Lack of validation     X     X     X     X     X     X     X     X 

  Jealousy     X      X     X*     X     X     X     X* 

  Inequity     X      X      X      X     X* 

  Conflict     X*          X*     X* 

  Social consequences     X*      X      X      X*     X 

  Partner withdrawal     X     X     X     X*     X     X     X     X 

  Deal breaker     X        X*      X*  

  External reasons     X*     X     X      X     X     X*     X 

  Lack of enjoyment     X      X*     X*     X      X*     X 

Note. X in at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons, X*  in at least more 

than three fēfths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons of the participantôs romantic break-

ups. 

Participants later rated their romantic break-up reasons between 1 (I would keep my 

relationship) and 5 (I would definitely break-up with my partner) for their romantic 

relationships. The reasons scored on four and above were treated as the reasons for a definite 



 

 
 

101 
 

break-up. The analysis revealed that individuals came up with a much narrower list to end 

their romantic relationships (see Table 16). Although individuals listed their own five 

common reasons for break-ups, when it comes to a decision about the future of their 

relationships, only breach of trust, emotional distance, incompatibility, and lack of 

validation would stand for a break-up (for detailed info see Appendix S). Inequity and 

external reasons were counted as legitimate reasons for a break-up only for singles, while 

partner withdrawal was retained in women, singles, and the total of the focus group sessions 

(for detailed information see Appendix T1, T2, U1, and U2 for women, men, singles, and 

couplesô reasons respectively). 

Table 16 

The Common Reasons to End Their Relationship 

The Common Reasons 

to End Own 

Relationships 

All  Women Men Singles Couple 

  Breach of trust          X          X          X          X          X 

  Incompatibility          X          X*           X          X          X 

  Emotional distance          X          X          X          X          X 

  Lack of validation          X          X          X          X          X 

  Inequity             X*   

  Partner withdrawal          X*           X*            X  

  External reason             X  
Note. X in at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons, X* in at least more 

than three fēfths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons of the participantôs romantic break-

ups. 

When Table 14 and Table 16 were compared, it turns out that some of the common 

reasons for break-ups listed earlier do not apply when it comes to ending their relationships. 

Although the participants in all sessions stated that they attach importance to jealousy and 

lack of enjoyment, they did not see them enough to terminate their romantic relationships. 
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While conflict, social consequences, and deal breaker were listed in some sessions (i.e., 

aggregated session, womenôs, menôs, singlesô, and couplesô sessions) as reasons for break-

ups, they were not seen as crucial reasons for ending their romantic relationships. Inequity 

and external reasons, though mentioned as a reason for break-up in all sessions, were 

counted as a reason to end their romantic relationships only in singlesô sessions. Although 

partner withdrawal was rated as a common reason in all sessions, it was mentioned only in 

the women, singles, and the total sessions. Thus, the differences in these two tables (Table 

14 and Table 16) can also be interpreted in a sense that people tolerate some of what they 

see as a reason to break-up to maintain their relationships.  

Another table, Table 17, was generated to provide a comparison between the 

reasons to end their romantic relationships collected from single-sex and mixed-group 

sessions. As beforementioned, four common reasons (i.e., breach of trust, incompatibility, 

emotional distance, and lack of validation) were listed in all sub-sessions, which supports 

the claim that these four reasons are indeed perceived as the main reasons for break-ups. 

Similar to Table 15, individuals in single-sex sessions appeared to list a greater variety of 

reasons for break-up than those in the mixed group (for detailed information see Appendix 

V1 and V2). 
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Table 17 

Comparison between the Reasons to End their Relationships between Single-Sex and 

Mixed Group Sessions 

Comparison between 

the Reasons to End 

their Relationships 

based on Session 

Types 

Women Men Singles Couples 

Single-

Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single-

Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single-

Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

Single-

Sex 

Mixed 

Group 

  Breach of trust      X      X      X      X      X      X      X      X 

  Incompatibility      X      X*       X      X      X      X      X      X 

  Emotional distance      X      X*       X      X      X      X      X      X 

  Lack of validation      X      X*       X      X      X      X      X      X 

  Inequity      X        X*         X      

  Social consequences         X*          X*  

  Partner withdrawal      X         X      X    

  External reason           X      X   

  Lack of enjoyment      X*           X*      

Note. X in at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons, X* in at least more 

than three fēfths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the reasons of the participantôs romantic break-

ups. 

4.3. Conclusion 

The data obtained from 18 focus group studies revealed that 20 categories (the 

reasons other than uncodable) that individuals perceive as valid reasons to end romantic 

relationships could be classified into three: personal reasons, partner's personal reasons, and 

the relational factors. It can be thought that these first two categories are independent of 

external factors. But the third depends on the dynamics of the relationship, in which both 

parties have a stake in its formation, and this category can be affected by environmental 

factors. Among the reasons listed in Table 13 with their explanations and examples, 

emotional distance, lack of validation, social consequences, too demanding, alternative 

partner, partner withdrawal, partner's personality, violation of expectations, deal breaker, 

discomfort with commitment, and pursuit of other opportunities could be classified under 
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the first and second categories, and breach of trust, incompatibility, inequity, physical 

distance, conflict, external reason, lack of enjoyment, general frustration, and jealousy 

under the third category.  

Regardless of the focus group sub-sessions (by sex, relationship status, and session 

types), items from these three categories constitute the most common reasons for romantic 

break-ups. It is safe to say that relationships can be disrupted by both individual and 

relational factors, since common causes are not tied to just one category. The person who 

wants to continue the romantic relationship can only control a small subset of the reasons. 

While they have control over personal and relational factors, there can always be a partner-

related factor that can bring the relationship to the dissolution phase. 

  



 

 
 

105 
 

CHAPTER 5 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

 

This thesis aimed to understand romantic break-ups in young adulthood with a 

quantitative and qualitative study. Chapter 2 presented the first step of the qualitative study 

and aimed to answer the first research question: What is a break-up? Although the findings 

showed different interpretations of romantic break-ups, individuals, regardless of their 

gender, generally evaluated romantic break-ups as more negative events (e.g., ñhell, 

loneliness, depression, pain, disappointmentò). The negative evaluation of romantic break-

ups can also be considered as a feature that makes the decision to break-up difficult or causes 

individuals to avoid taking this decision as much as possible. Individuals tended to perceive 

romantic break-ups more positively only if they are already unhappy in their relationships 

(e.g., ñI think it's a relief. I felt so suffocated in the final stages of my relationship. When it 

was ended, I was relieved that I did not have to deal with it anymore.ò). Participants, who 

were neutral to this notion, described romantic break-ups as a life event everyone will 

experience one day. Therefore, instead of being at odds with it, they expressed that they 

were more understanding and more accepting (e.g., ñitôs a process, neither a good nor a bad 

thing, it can be experiencedò).  

The findings revealed that the connotations participants presented under five 

dimensions: beliefs about break-ups, emotions, (re)adjustment of self and time, grieving, 

and expectations for the future. The first dimension emerging from the focus group sessions 
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is beliefs about romantic break-ups. The answers given by the participants were closely 

related to how they perceived the break-up as an event. If the connotations were considered 

in the continuum of good and bad, some participants gave more neutral answers, while 

others evaluated it at more extreme ends. How they perceive romantic break-ups also 

influences how they respond to a break-up. So much so that those who see break-ups as an 

ordinary event stated that they would not wear themselves out during the break-up process. 

For them, it is a phase that they must go through. Yet, for some others, romantic break-ups 

are sad, devastating events. 

The emotion dimension contains both positive and negative emotions. As noted 

above, people who were happy in their relationships expressed more negative emotions 

(e.g., longing, sadness, emptiness, pain, disappointment). In contrast, those who were 

unhappy stated more positive emotions (e.g., relief, happiness, relaxation, peaceful). 

Another argument could be that individualsô beliefs about romantic break-ups are also 

closely related to the emotions they experience. Those who perceive break-ups as neutral 

may experience and express less intense emotions (e.g., relief, relaxation, peaceful, 

emptiness, disappointment) after a break-up.  

Whatever emotion it triggers, a romantic break-up means they cannot do the things 

they once did together. They need to change their routine or develop new habits. During the 

break-up process, they decide what they will devote to the time they plan to spend with their 

partners. Individuals can acquire new habits or revert to their old habits. Therefore, the 

romantic break-up creates the need to reconstruct their selves and time by finding out who 

they are after losing their extended-self (i.e., partners).  

Romantic break-up also means a loss, which brings with it a complex structure of 

grieving (Cooley et al., 2010, 2014; Reimer & Estrada, 2021). Thoughts, behaviors, 
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feelings, support system, eating and drinking patterns, and music emerged as the sub-

dimensions of grief. Although their ex-partners were not gone, they perceive break-ups as 

death because they can no longer see their exes and do things they once did together. For 

some, romantic break-ups mean the loss of a partner and a best friend, as they cannot reach 

out to them for affection and soothing. They may engage in stalking behaviors because 

being unable to reach them openly and find themselves crying about their loss. Developing 

different eating and drinking habits, experiencing rapid mood swings, and depression are 

also common in romantic break-ups (Davis et al., 2003; McKiernan et al., 2018; Rhoades 

et al., 2011; Studley & Chung, 2015). They may prefer to listen to music suitable for their 

mood. Previous research indicates that music is closely used for emotion regulation 

purposes (Juslin & Sloboda, 2010; Saarikallio & Erkkilª, 2007). Data collected from 

individuals who choose to listen to sad music when experiencing negative events revealed 

that listening to sad music enables them to validate negative emotions, regulate emotional 

experiences, and assist recollection of and reflection on past events (Garrido & Schubert, 

2011; Sachs et al., 2015; Taruffi & Koelsch, 2014). Social support from close others helps 

individuals get through the break-up period by strengthening the adaptation process (Felmee 

et al., 1990; McKiernan et al., 2018, Barut­u Yēldērēm & Demir, 2015). Although friends 

were mentioned as social support in this study, it should be considered that there may be 

figures other than close friends in the support system in different age groups. 

Individuals may have darker expectations for the future. This is more likely for 

people who were happy in their romantic relationships and did not think they would ever 

break-up because these people do not believe that they will be as happy in another romantic 

relationship as in their ended one. They may think that they have lost the possibility of being 

happy again. Yet, this perception may also be related to the grieving process. Conversely, 
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it is the opposite for people who are unhappy in their ending relationships. These people 

think that they can establish better romantic relationships in the future, and they have more 

positive expectations for the future.  

The findings of 18 focus group sessions revealed that a romantic break-up is a 

complex phenomenon. Although the connotations are generally related to the grieving 

process, it can be said that the perspective on romantic break-ups may be related to both the 

experienced emotions (valence and intensity) and the duration of the grieving process. It is 

also possible that the expectations about the future are also related to the beliefs about 

romantic break-ups. It is possible that after a romantic break-up, people will go to 

reconstruct themselves and their time. For this reason, the break-up phase can also be 

considered as a process in which people get to know themselves. 

Chapter 3 aimed to answer to the second research question: What are the predictors 

affecting responses to dissatisfying situations? Attachment security, basic psychological 

need satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting, and relationship contingent self-esteem 

were the predictors investigated in Chapter 3. Study variables were analyzed for gender 

differences. Men showed more loyalty and fewer neglect behaviors in response to 

dissatisfying situations, although their basic needs were significantly less satisfied, more 

dissatisfied, and more neglected in their romantic relationships. This can be interpreted as 

men in young adulthood are more willing to maintain romantic relationships than women. 

But, it can also be interpreted that men who invest less in their relationship will not be 

willing to participate in a study on romantic relationships, even in exchange for course 

credits. Therefore, there could be a selection bias by non-random sampling. 

The results of four regression analyses illustrated that, in line with the literature 

(e.g., Gaines et al., 2000; Goodcase et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2019; Pietromonaco et al., 
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2004; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995), the exit behaviors seems to be taken more when 

individuals have higher attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. While individuals 

prefer to show more exit behaviors when their basic psychological needs are dissatisfied, 

they avoid any exit behavior when their needs are thwarted. Only basic psychological need 

satisfaction was related positively to the voice behaviors, while only attachment avoidance 

was positively correlated with neglect behaviors. Loyalty behaviors are shown more when 

individuals have higher relationship contingent self-esteem and thwarted basic 

psychological needs. These 7 variables examined were closely related to the decisions about 

the future of the relationships.  

In addition, when the sub-dimensions of basic psychological needs are examined, 

it is observed that each sub-dimension is not related to EVLN outcomes in the same way 

(see Table 10). This can be evaluated as each basic need satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and 

thwarting may be related to different response behaviors. Findings showed that the 

dissatisfied and thwarted autonomy need was positively associated with loyalty behavior, 

while the thwarted autonomy and relatedness needs were negatively related to voice 

behavior. These results can also be interpreted as individuals who are not autonomously in 

the relationship give up taking an active role in problem-solving and show a more passive 

stance. In particular, dissatisfied three basic psychological needs trigger less voice behavior, 

and dissatisfied and thwarted basic psychological needs were positively correlated with exit 

and neglect behaviors supporting this view.  

Although vignettes were used in this study, they were not preferred due to their 

failure to distinguish actions. Focus group sessions revealed participants could not identify 

themselves with the characters without context. They raised questions about the duration of 

the relationship and/or how well they interact with their supposed partner. Also, they did 
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not like that each vignette ended with an expression of discomfort with the situation and did 

not give them the option to feel something different. They also disliked being forced to 

select only one option. They mentioned they would engage in more than one EVLN reaction 

simultaneously or sequentially. For this reason, if individualsô responses to dissatisfying 

situations are to be measured using vignettes, it would be more appropriate to generate them 

in a more flexible structure, such as with open-ended questions. In addition, some 

conflictual conditions should be presented on a list, and participants should be asked which 

ones could create a conflict. Therefore, vignette measurements of individuals' responses to 

unsatisfying situations could be more realistic. 

Chapter 4 aimed to answer the third research question: what are the reasons for 

break-ups? The reasons for break-ups have been presented in different studies in the 

literature (e.g., breach of trust (Negash et al., 2014; Shackelford et al., 2002), alternative 

partners (Ritchie et al., 2021), unmet psychological needs (Connolly & McIsaac, 2009; 

Sprecher, 2002)). Yet, these studies examine the nature of only one type of reason for 

romantic break-ups. One year after the focus group sessions were conducted, Joel and 

colleagues (2018) published an article about an in-depth examination of stay/leave decisions 

in romantic relationships, where the categories used in this thesis were originated from.  

In the 18 focus group sessions, participants were asked to list five common reasons 

to end romantic relationships and evaluate their list for their romantic relationships. 

Findings revealed that breach of trust, incompatibility, emotional distance, and lack of 

validation were recurrent reasons across all sessions. Jealousy was a break-up reason for 

singles and couples. Inequity was mentioned only in couplesô sessions, while partner 

withdrawal was mentioned in womenôs, singlesô, and couplesô sessions. External reasons 

were valid causes for singles and couples, while lack of enjoyment was mentioned in only 
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couplesô sessions. However, when it comes to ending their romantic relationships, all 

reasons mentioned above were not perceived as valid reasons to end their romantic 

relationships. Only breach of trust, emotional distance, and lack of validation were 

mentioned in all sessions. Inequity was a reason to end their romantic relationships for 

menôs, singlesô, and couplesô sessions. Singles added partner withdrawal and external 

reasons to their list. These findings showed that although individuals perceive some 

problems as reasons for romantic break-ups, the existence of these problems will not be 

enough to give up on their romantic relationships, and they may not want to them.  

Table 18 

The Break-up Categories Emerged from Focus Group Sessions 

Alternative partner  General frustration  Partner's personality  

Breach of trust  Incompatibility  Physical distance  

Conflict Inequity  Pursuit of other opportunities  

Deal Breaker  Jealousy  Social consequences  

Discomfort with commitment  Lack of enjoyment Too demanding  

Emotional distance  Lack of validation  Violation of expectations  

External reasons  Partner withdrawal  Uncodable  

 

Evaluating Chapter 3 findings and Chapter 4 findings together will be helpful in 

approaching romantic break-ups from a more holistic perspective. As mentioned above, 

attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, basic psychological need dissatisfaction, and 

basic psychological need thwarting were found to be related to exit behaviors. Twenty-one 

reasons emerged from the focus group sessions (see Table 18). Among them, breach of trust, 

conflict, inequity, jealousy, lack of validation, physical distance, and too demanding reasons 

could be argued to be related to attachment anxiety. Having more negative mental models 

of self, anxiously attached individuals invest more in their romantic relationships than their 



 

 
 

112 
 

partners (Simpson & Rholes, 2017). This could create ñinequityò and ñlack of validationò 

problems in their romantic relationships.  

No matter how much their partners invest, anxiously attached individuals perceive 

them as uninterested in their romantic relationship, do not trust their partners, and interpret 

more situations as threatening events (Campbell et al., 2005; Davis et al., 2004; Mikulincer 

& Shaver, 2012). They show more jealousy (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; Rodriguez et al., 

2015), experience fear of being abandoned (Powers et al., 2006; Wei et al., 2007), and 

engage in frequent conflicts (McClure et al., 2013; Overall et al., 2014). Their beliefs about 

their partnerôs intention can cause ñbreach of trustò, elevated levels of ñconflictò, and also 

ñjealousyò. They demand intimacy and closeness in their romantic relationships 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Spielmann et al., 2013), which may cause them to be 

perceived as ñtoo demandingò by their partners. They even use sexual intercourse for 

reassurance about how their relationship is going and receiving care from their partners 

(Davis et al., 2004; Ren et al., 2017). Therefore, if there is a ñphysical distanceò (bad, low 

sexual relationship, not enough physical affection) problem in their romantic relationship, 

they may interpret this as a sign of relationship dissolution. 

Of the 21 break-up reasons, discomfort with commitment, emotional distance, and 

partner withdrawal could also be related to attachment avoidance. Avoidantly attached 

individuals have more negative mental models of others, they distrust their partners, avoid 

being dependent, suppress their attachment needs, and limit the closeness in their romantic 

relationships (Besharat et al., 2014; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; Wei et al., 2007). Unable 

to trust their partner, even when they need support, they suppress their negative emotions 

and show less self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2007). However, their behaviors can be interpreted as ñemotional distanceò and ñdiscomfort 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/02654075211060392?casa_token=66ehebKmWHgAAAAA%3ABk8rJZU6NzeZo4vxqIaZap2GZXyix5lR6EGcfYam2a1MgO3ah4qJ7dEJ_Lej8nwvb_ud0s7kusAN
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/02654075211060392?casa_token=66ehebKmWHgAAAAA%3ABk8rJZU6NzeZo4vxqIaZap2GZXyix5lR6EGcfYam2a1MgO3ah4qJ7dEJ_Lej8nwvb_ud0s7kusAN
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with commitmentò. Their unwillingness to express their feelings and thoughts causes them 

to leave conflictual situations unresolved (Bartholomew, 1990; Fraley & Shaver, 1997; 

Spielmann, Maxwell et al., 2013; Overall et al., 2013), which can be interpreted by their 

partners as ñpartner withdrawalò, a sign of relationship dissolution. 

Of the 21 break-up reasons, emotional distance, general frustration, partner 

withdrawal, and pursuit of other opportunities could also be related to basic psychological 

needs. As mentioned in Chapter 3, autonomy, competence, and relatedness are the three 

basic psychological needs, and meeting these needs provides growth, integrity, and wellness 

(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Knee et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2018). Autonomy need is about being self-

volitional and authentic, having a sense of choice and freedom (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan 

& Deci, 2017). Competence is defined as experiencing the sense of mastery and challenge 

(Ryan & Deci, 2017). Relatedness is about the feelings of acceptance, connectedness, and 

warmth (Knee et al., 2013; Ryan & Deci, 2017). When individualsô basic psychological 

needs are dissatisfied, they may experience a ñgeneral frustrationò in which they do not 

understand exactly what the problem is, and they may want to ñpursue other opportunitiesò. 

They could also feel their partner as ñemotionally distantò and ñwithdrawnò. However, 

individuals whose basic psychological needs were frustrated may still experience a ñgeneral 

frustrationò, yet they may not actively want to ñpursue other opportunitiesò, even if they see 

their partner as ñemotionally distantò and/or ñwithdrawnò. The difference between these 

two categories is that one no longer feels autonomous and competent due to pressure, and 

does not take an active role in meeting his/her own needs. Therefore, while investigating 

individualsô decision-making mechanisms in romantic break-ups, it should be checked 

whether basic psychological needs are dissatisfied, as well as whether they are thwarted. 
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5.1. L imitations and Future Directions  

This study also has some limitations that need to be addressed. The most important 

limitation of this study is that relational commitment was not included in this study, 

although its importance in romantic break-ups has been shown in the literature (Etcheverry 

& Le, 2005; Finkel et al., 2002; Finkel & Campbell, 2001; Le & Agnew, 2003; Le et al., 

2010; Menzies-Toman & Lydon, 2005; Merolla & Harman, 2018; Rusbult et al., 1991). 

Future studies should add relational commitment to the research design. The second 

limitation was self-report measures which create the social desirability risk. Combining 

them with other/partner-reported measures or observations is expected to remove the social 

desirability effect.  

The current findings are based on only cross-sectional data. Although this 

dissertation combines qualitative and quantitative methods, and establishes the links 

between attachment orientations, basic psychological needs, relationship contingent self-

esteem, and responses to relationship problems, the causality between these constructs can 

not be derived from the results. Establishing a causal link with longitudinal studies is needed 

to understand the romantic break-up process. Using couple dyad samples along with the 

longitudinal design will also be helpful, as it allows us to observe how couples go in 

different directions in a relationship, what events lead them to romantic break-up, and how 

they go through the break-up phase.  

The generalizability of quantitative study results is potentially limited due to the 

convenience sampling method. The data were collected from the METU students. It did not 

provide randomness in young adult samples and created a lack of representativeness. It is 

also important to emphasize that there is no claim of generalizability for qualitative study.  
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The findings revealed that the style of questions and the type of focus group sessions 

were important. Because, as shown in Chapter 4, asking the participants common reasons 

for break-ups and whether they would end their relationship will lead researchers to get 

different results. In addition, researchers seeking diversity in answers may want to conduct 

single-sex focus group sessions. In addition, although not measured in this study, it would 

be important to consider when the data were collected after the separation, since it is 

expected that individualsô affect, thoughts, and behaviors after a romantic break-up will 

vary over time (for example, two days after the separation and six months after the 

separation). For this reason, it would be useful for break-up researchers to define the post 

break-up time period in which they will collect the data. 

The factors that directly or indirectly affect the break-up process should be 

investigated to understand romantic break-ups better. Who initiates the break-up could be 

one of these predictors. Studies have shown conflicting results about the relationship 

between experienced emotions and the break-up initiator. Some studies have reported that 

those who initiate the break-up feel better afterward (DeLecce & Weisfeld, 2016; Barajas 

M§rquez et al., 2017). In contrast, some studies found no significant break-up initiator 

difference in adverse break-up symptoms (Robak & Griffin, 2012). As there are 

contradicting findings, future studies should focus on determining under which conditions 

the break-up initiation affects five dimensions of romantic break-ups. 

Another factor could be the power dynamics in romantic relationships. Those who 

hold power in a relationship make more decisions about the relationship and benefit more 

from these decisions. In a way, power dynamics seem to be related to inequity, which was 

stated in Chapter 4 as a reason for break-ups. Investment in the relationship is also another 

predictor. It was found that individuals who hold power in a relationship typically invest in 
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less, and more men were found to have the power (Sprecher et al., 2006). Additionally, 

anxiously attached individuals invest more in their romantic relationships (Pistole et al., 

1995; Simpson & Rholes, 2017). Therefore, it can be argued that attachment anxiety and 

the investment and power in the relationship are interrelated.  

Although there is no gender difference was found in this thesis, previous studies 

show gender differences in experienced emotions (Choo et al., 1996; Hill et al., 1976; 

Sprecher, 1994; Sprecher et al., 1998), depression (Mearns, 1991), readjustment after break-

ups (Preetz, 2022). It will be useful for the break-up literature for future studies to 

investigate (if any) gender difference effect and to find out under which conditions this 

effect is observed.  

5.2. Contribution and Implication of the Study 

Romantic break-ups have received relatively less attention in the romantic 

relationship literature. Therefore, this thesis makes an important contribution to the 

literature by first examining how young adults perceive romantic break-ups, then the role 

of individual and relational predictors in decisions taken in unsatisfying situations, and 

finally by investigating the reasons of romantic break-ups. Using quantitative and 

qualitative data together to deepen our understanding is one of the unique features of this 

study. Therefore, this thesis makes it possible to deepen and broaden our understanding of 

romantic break-ups.  

Basic psychological needs and their role in individual well-being have been 

extensively studied in different domains. Nevertheless, basic psychological need 

dissatisfaction and thwarting are still relatively understudied components of the SDT. This 

thesis contributes to the SDT literature by examining not only basic psychological need 
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satisfaction but also need dissatisfaction and thwarting in the of romantic break-up context. 

The findings of this study revealed that all three components have unique explanatory power 

on responses to unsatisfactory situations. 

Establishing safe and satisfying couple and family relationships is important to 

physical and psychological well-being (Kansky & Allen, 2018; Oishi et al., 2007; ¥zdemir 

& Demir, 2019). Young adulthood is a period in which committed relationships and conflict 

management strategies are observed for the first time. It has been found in the existing 

literature that romantic relationships in young adulthood have significant effects on 

individuals' well-being, behavior, and later romantic relationships (Fincham & Cui, 2011; 

Shulman & Connolly, 2013; Xia et al., 2018). This thesis can be used by therapists to help, 

treat, and heal clientsô distressed relationships and to create more secure bonds between 

close partners. They can also help their clients to understand the spillover effect of their past 

relationships on the later ones.  

At the time when the scope of this thesis was formed, there was no in-depth research 

about the causes of romantic break-ups in the literature. One of the purposes of this research 

is to reveal the reasons that push individuals to decide to break-up in romantic relationships. 

During the thesis preparation process, in-depth publications were made about the causes of 

romantic break-ups in the US and Canada samples. However, to the author's knowledge, 

this is the first in-depth study of the reasons of romantic break-ups in the Turkish sample. 

Therefore, this thesis also contributes to the existing literature on romantic break-ups and 

romantic relationships in young adulthood in Turkey.  
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APPENDIX B. FOCUS GROUP STUDY QUESTIONS 

 

Ķliĸki Kurulma Aĸamasē/Initiation Phase 

1. Kendinizi kēsaca tanētēr mēsēnēz? 

2. Sevgilinizle ne sēklēkla gºr¿ĸ¿yordunuz? Aynē evde kalanlar, uzak mesafe iliĸkisi 

olanlar olabilir.  

3. Size gºre iyi bir iliĸki nasēl olmalēdēr? 

Ge­miĸ iliĸkilerinizden iyi bir iliĸki olarak tanēmladēĵēnēz bir iliĸki var mēydē? 

Ķliĸnizin hangi ºzellikleri size bºyle olduĵunu d¿ĸ¿nd¿rd¿? 

4. Sevgilinizle nasēl tanēĸtēnēz bize anlatēr mēsēnēz?  

5. Peki tanēĸma ĸekli bir iliĸkiyi daha deĵerli ya da daha az deĵerli yapar mē? 

¥rn. Sosyal medya, ya da dating sitelerinden tanēĸan kiĸilerle arkadaĸlarē 

aracēlēĵēyla ya da katēldēklarē ortak bir etkinlikte tanēĸan kiĸilerin 

yaĸadēklarē iliĸki farklē mēdēr? 

6. Sosyal medya ¿zerinden iliĸkiye baĸlayan ya da iliĸkiyi bitiren var mē? 

7. Online arkadaĸlēk sitelerine ¿yeliĵiniz var mē? (Varsa hangileri?)  

8. Dating sitelerine ¿yeliĵiniz var mē? Sosyal medyayē kullanēyor musunuz? 

Ķliĸki S¿resince/During Relationship Phase 

9.  óThe Oneô ya da ruh eĸine inanēyor musunuz? Bºyle birisi var mē? 

10. Hangi ºzellikler kiĸiyi óThe Oneô yapar? 
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Ya da óThe Oneô hangi ºzelliklere sahip olmalēdēr? 

11. Daha ºnce iĸte bu kiĸi óThe Oneô dediĵiniz oldu mu? Eski sevgiliniz sizin i­in 

óThe Oneô mēydē? 

12. Bazē insanlar hayatta tek bir kiĸinin The One/ruh eĸi olduĵunu d¿ĸ¿n¿r, bazē 

insanlarsa bir yaĸamda kiĸinin birden fazla óThe Oneô nēn olacaĵēna inanēr. Siz 

hangi gºr¿ĸe yakēnsēnēz? 

13. Ķliĸkilere baĸlarken o iliĸki i­in bir raf ºmr¿ bi­iyor musunuz? (Yani bu iliĸki 

uzun ºm¿rl¿ olur, ya da maksimum 2 aya biter dediĵiniz oluyor mu?)  

(Peki ya yaz aĸklarē?) 

14. Sizce iliĸkiye baĸlarken bi­ilen raf ºmr¿ iliĸkiyi etkiler mi? Nasēl? 

15. Sevgilinizle ne sēklēkla tartēĸēyordunuz?  

Ķliĸkinizde neler tartēĸma konusu oluyordu? 

16. Peki barēĸmalarēnēz? Barēĸērken sadece tek bir kiĸi mi aktif olarak gºrev 

¿stleniyordu, yoksa iki kiĸi de barēĸmak i­in ­aba sarf ediyor muydu? 

Ķliĸkinin Sonlanma Aĸamasē/Termination Phase 

17. Ayrēlēk denince aklēnēza neler geliyor?  

18. Terk eden olmakla terk edilen olmak arasēnda fark var mē? 

Siz hangi tarafta olmak isterdiniz? Neden? 

19. Ķliĸkiniz bittikten sonra neler yaĸadēnēz?  

20. Sizce ayrēlēklar iyi veya kºt¿ m¿d¿r? 
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21. Ķliĸkinin bitmesi, o iliĸkinin aslēnda iyi bir iliĸki olmadēĵēnē mē gºsterir? 

22. ķimdi sizlere birer kaĵēt daĵētacaĵēm. Daha sonra ¿zerinde ayrēntēlē olarak 

konuĸacaĵēz ama ºncelikle sizin cevaplarēnēzē merak ediyorum. L¿tfen bu kaĵēda, 

iliĸkilerinizin ya da ­evrenizdeki iliĸkilerin bitmesine sebep olan 5 faktºr¿ 

yazēnēz. 

23. L¿tfen sizlere daĵētacaĵēm 2. kaĵēttaki deĵerlendirme tablosunu kullanarak 

iliĸkinizde partneriniz sizin burada sēraladēĵēnēz sebeplerle size gelseydi iliĸkinizle 

ilgili hangi kararē verirdiniz, iĸaretleyiniz. 

24. Bildiĵiniz gibi sosyal psikolojide doktora yapēyorum.Size tez konumla ilgili 

olarak bazē hikayeleri okutmak istiyorum. L¿tfen bu hikayeleri okuyup, ardēndan 

en beĵendiĵiniz hikayeye 5,en beĵenmediĵiniz hikayeye de 1 verecek ĸekilde 

notlayēnēz. 

25. Hikayelerdeki beĵendiĵiniz kēsēmlar nelerdi? 

26. Hikayelerdeki beĵenmediĵiniz kēsēmlar nelerdi? 

27. Size ger­ek­i geldi mi? 

28. Daha ger­ek­i nasēl yapabiliriz? ¥nerileriniz nelerdir? 
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APPENDIX C. EXPERIENCES IN CLOSED RELATIONSHIPS REVISED SCALE 

 

Aĸaĵēda kiĸilerin sevgilileriyle beraberken hissedebilecekleri bazē ifadelere yer verilmiĸtir. 

L¿tfen her bir ifadeye ne ºl­¿de katēldēĵēnēzē iĸaretleyiniz. Doĵru ya da yanlēĸ cevap 

yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yansēttēĵēnē d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿n¿z rakam bizim i­in en doĵru yanēttēr. 

 

!!! Halihazērda bir romantik iliĸki i­erisinde deĵilseniz l¿tfen sorularē ºnceki 

sevgililerinizle beraberken nasēl hissettiĵinizi d¿ĸ¿nerek cevaplandērēnēz. 

 

1           2                  3            4           5                6           7 

Hi­ katēlmēyorum               Ne katēlēyorum          Tamamen  

Ne katēlmēyorum                katēlēyorum 

 

_________ 1. Sevgilimin beni baĸka insanlara denk olamadēĵēmē d¿ĸ¿nmesinden endiĸe 

duyarēm. 

_________ 2. ¥zel duygu ve d¿ĸ¿ncelerimi sevgilimle paylaĸmak konusunda kendimi 

rahat hissederim. 

_________ 3. Ķliĸkilerimi kafama ­ok takarēm. 

_________ 4. Sevgilime g¿venip dayanmak konusunda kendimi rahat bērakmakta 

zorlanērēm. 

_________ 5. Sēklēkla, sevgilimin beni ger­ekten sevmediĵi kaygēsēna kapēlērēm. 

_________ 6. Sevgilimle yakēn olma konusunda ­ok rahatēmdēr. 

_________ 7. Sevgilimin beni, benim onu ºnemsediĵim kadar ºnemsemediĵinden endiĸe 

duyarēm. 

_________ 8. Sevgilime a­ēlma konusunda kendimi rahat hissetmem. 

_________ 9. Sevgilim kendimden ĸ¿phe etmeme neden olur. 

_________ 10. Ger­ekte ne hissettiĵimi sevgilime gºstermemeyi tercih ederim. 
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APPENDIX D. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SCALES 

APPENDIX D1. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION IN 

RELATIONSHIPS SCALE  

 

Aĸaĵēda kiĸilerin romantik iliĸkilerinde hissedebilecekleri bazē ifadelere yer verilmiĸtir. 

L¿tfen her bir ifadenin size ne derecede uyduĵunu iĸaretleyiniz. Doĵru ya da yanlēĸ cevap 

yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yansēttēĵēnē d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿n¿z rakam bizim i­in en doĵru yanēttēr. 

 

!! Halihazērda bir romantik iliĸki i­erisinde deĵilseniz l¿tfen sorularē genel olarak 

romantik iliĸkilerinizde nasēl hissettiĵinizi d¿ĸ¿nerek cevaplandērēnēz. 

  1           2                  3            4           5                6           7 

Hi­ katēlmēyorum               Ne katēlēyorum          Tamamen  

Ne katēlmēyorum                katēlēyorum 

 

 

Ķliĸkimde... 

_________ 1. Hayatēmē nasēl yaĸayacaĵēma karar vermekte ºzg¿r hissederim. 

_________ 2. Genel olarak d¿ĸ¿ncelerimi ve fikirlerimi ifade etmekte ºzg¿r hissederim. 

_________ 3. G¿nl¿k hayatta muhattap olduĵum kiĸiler hislerimi dikkate alērlar. 

_________ 4. G¿nl¿k hayatta yeterince kendim olabildiĵimi hissediyorum. 

_________ 5. Tanēdēĵēm kiĸiler yaptēĵēm iĸte iyi olduĵumu sºyler. 

_________ 6. Yakēn zamanda ilgi ­ekici yeni beceriler edinebildim. 

_________ 7. ¢oĵu g¿nde, uĵraĸtēĵēm ĸeyde baĸarēlē olduĵum hissine kapēlērēm. 

_________ 8. Etkileĸimde olduĵum kiĸileri ger­ekten severim. 

_________ 9. Ķletiĸimimin olduĵu kiĸilerle iyi anlaĸērēm. 

_________ 10. D¿zenli olarak etkileĸimde bulunduĵum kiĸilerin arkadaĸēm olduĵunu 

d¿ĸ¿n¿r¿m. 

_________ 11. Hayatēmdaki kiĸiler bana deĵer verir. 

_________ 12. Genellikle, insanlar bana karĸē olduk­a cana yakēndērlar. 

  



 

 
 

166 
 

APPENDIX D2. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED DISSATISFACTION IN 

RELATIONSHI PS SCALE 

 

Aĸaĵēda kiĸilerin romantik iliĸkilerinde hissedebilecekleri bazē ifadelere yer verilmiĸtir. 

L¿tfen her bir ifadenin size ne derecede uyduĵunu iĸaretleyiniz. Doĵru ya da yanlēĸ cevap 

yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yansēttēĵēnē d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿n¿z rakam bizim i­in en doĵru yanēttēr. 

 

!! Halihazērda bir romantik iliĸki i­erisinde deĵilseniz l¿tfen sorularē genel olarak 

romantik iliĸkilerinizde nasēl hissettiĵinizi d¿ĸ¿nerek cevaplandērēnēz. 

  1           2                  3            4           5                6           7 

Hi­ katēlmēyorum               Ne katēlēyorum          Tamamen  

Ne katēlmēyorum                katēlēyorum 

 

 

Ķliĸkimde... 

_________ 1. Genellikle kendimi iĸleri nasēl yapacaĵēmē se­mekte ºzg¿r hissetmem. 

_________ 2. ¢oĵunlukla olduĵum kiĸiden farklē bir kiĸi gibi davranmak zorunda 

hissederim. 

_________ 3. ¢oĵu zaman yaptēĵēm ĸeyi yapmaktan baĸka bir se­eneĵim yokmuĸ gibi 

hissederim. 

_________ 4. G¿nl¿k hayatta ne yaptēĵēm, ­oĵu zaman yapmak istediĵim ĸeyler 

olmuyor. 

_________ 5. Gºr¿ĸ ve d¿ĸ¿ncelerimi ­oĵunlukla kendime saklamam gerektiĵini 

hissederim. 

_________ 6. Genelde yaptēĵēm iĸte baĸarē saĵladēĵēmē hissetmem. 

_________ 7. Sēklēkla kendimi geliĸtirebileceĵim fērsatlara sahip olmadēĵēmē 

hissederim. 

_________ 8. Genellikle yaptēĵēm iĸte kendimi kabiliyetli hissetmem. 

_________ 9. ¢oĵu zaman diĵer insanlara kēyasla kendi etkinliklerimde olduk­a kºt¿ 

olduĵumu d¿ĸ¿n¿r¿m. 

_________ 10. ¢oĵunlukla performansēmdan tatmin olmam. 
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_________ 11. Genelde hayatēmdaki diĵer kiĸilerle iletiĸime ge­mekten ka­ēnmaya 

­alēĸērēm. 

_________ 12. Etrafēmdaki kiĸilere ger­ekten g¿venemezmiĸim gibi hissederim. 

_________ 13. ¢oĵu zaman baĸkalarēyla etkileĸimde bulunmak i­in ­ok fazla fērsatēm 

olmaz. 

_________ 14. Genellikle baĸkalarēnēn yanēnda huzursuz hissederim. 

_________ 15. Kendimi diĵer insanlardan uzak hissetme eĵilimindeyim. 
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APPENDIX D3. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED THWARTING IN 

RELATIONSHIPS SCALE  

 

Aĸaĵēda kiĸilerin romantik iliĸkilerinde hissedebilecekleri bazē ifadelere yer verilmiĸtir. 

L¿tfen her bir ifadenin size ne derecede uyduĵunu iĸaretleyiniz. Doĵru ya da yanlēĸ cevap 

yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yansēttēĵēnē d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿n¿z rakam bizim i­in en doĵru yanēttēr. 

 

!! Halihazērda bir romantik iliĸki i­erisinde deĵilseniz l¿tfen sorularē genel olarak 

romantik iliĸkilerinizde nasēl hissettiĵinizi d¿ĸ¿nerek cevaplandērēnēz. 

  1           2                  3            4           5                6           7 

Hi­ katēlmēyorum               Ne katēlēyorum          Tamamen  

Ne katēlmēyorum                katēlēyorum 

Ķliĸkimdeé  

_________ 1. Se­im yapmamēn engellendiĵini hissederim. 

_________ 2. Belli ĸekillerde davranmaya zorlandēĵēmē hissederim. 

_________ 3. Benim adēma alēnmēĸ kararlarē takip etmeye zorlanmēĸ hissederim. 

_________ 4. Benim adēma yapēlmēĸ planlara uymak zorunda hissediyorum. 

_________ 5. Potansiyelimi kullanabilmem i­in gerekli ĸans verilmediĵinden kendimi 

yetersiz hissederim. 

_________ 6. Kendimi aciz hissettiĵim durumlar olur. 

_________ 7. Bana kendimi yetersiz hissettiren ĸeylerin sºylendiĵi zamanlar vardēr. 

_________ 8. Bir ĸey baĸardēĵēmda diĵer insanlarēn beni kēskandēĵēnē hissederim. 

_________ 9. Yetersiz hissettirildiĵim durumlar vardēr. 

_________ 10. Etrafēmdaki kiĸiler tarafēndan reddedildiĵimi hissederim. 

_________ 11. Diĵer insanlarēn beni dēĸladēklarēnē hissederim. 

_________ 12. Baĸkalarēnēn benden hoĸlanmadēĵēnē hissederim. 
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APPENDIX E. RELATIONSHIP CONTINGENT SELF ESTEEM SCALE  

 

L¿tfen aĸaĵēdaki sorularē 1 ile 5 arasēnda notlandērēnēz. 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

Bana hi­ uymuyor  Bana kēsmen uyuyor    Bana ­ok fazla uyuyor 

 

 

___________1. Sevgilimle iyi anlaĸtēĵēmēzē d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿mde kendimle ilgili daha iyi 

hissederim. 

___________2. Sevgilimle aramdaki duygusal baĵē hissettiĵimde kendimle ilgili daha iyi 

hissederim. 

___________3. iliĸkimin ne kadar baĸarēlē olduĵu ºz-deĵerimin ºnemli bir ºl­¿t¿d¿r. 

___________4. ¥z-deĵerimle ilgili hislerim iliĸkimin ne kadar iyi gittiĵine baĵlēdēr. 

___________5. Ķliĸkim iyi gittiĵinde, genel olarak kendimi daha iyi hissederim. 

___________6. Ķliĸkim yarēn bitecek olsaydē, bunun kendimle ilgili hislerimi etkilemesine 

izin vermezdim. 

___________7. Ķliĸkimde iĸler yolunda gitmediĵi zamanlarda ºz-deĵerim etkilenmez. 

___________8. Sevgilimle kavga ettiĵim zamanlarda, kendimle ilgili genel olarak kºt¿ 

hissederim. 

___________9. Ķliĸkim kºt¿ye gittiĵinde, ºz-deĵerimle ilgili hislerim etkilenmez. 

___________10. Baĸkalarē sevgilimle iyi bir iliĸkim olduĵunu sºylediĵinde kendimi daha 

iyi hissederim. 

___________11. Sevgilim beni eleĸtirdiĵinde ya da benimle ilgili hayal kērēklēĵēna 

uĵramēĸ gºz¿kt¿ĵ¿nde kendimi ger­ekten kºt¿ hissederim. 
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APPENDIX F. MY RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS SCALE 

 

0 = Bunu asla yapmam, 2 = Bunu ­ok nadir yaparēm, 4 = Bunu ara sēra yaparēm, 6 = Bunu 

sēk yaparēm, 8 = Bunu her zaman yaparēm 

 

Partnerim/flºrt¿m/­ēktēĵēm kiĸi... 

1. keyifsizken beni kēracak bir ĸey sºylediĵinde, durumu d¿zeltmeye ve sorunu ­ºzmeye 

­alēĸērēm. 

2. bana ºfkelendiĵinde ve bir s¿re beni gºrmezlikten geldiĵinde, ayrēlmayē d¿ĸ¿n¿r¿m. 

3. bana karĸē kaba ya da d¿ĸ¿ncesiz davrandēĵēnda, ona sadēk kalērēm ve durumun 

d¿zelmesini beklerim. 

4. d¿ĸ¿ncesiz veya hoĸ olmayan bi­imde davrandēĵēnda, bir s¿re baĸka bir ĸey yaparēm ve 

durumla ilgilenmekten ka­ēnērēm. 

5. keyifsizken beni kēracak bir ĸey sºylediĵinde, o kadar ºfkelenirim ki ­ēkēp gitmek 

isterim. 

6. d¿ĸ¿ncesiz veya hoĸ olmayan bi­imde davrandēĵēnda, onu affederim ve olanlarē 

unuturum. 

7. bana ºfkelendiĵinde ve bir s¿re beni gºrmezlikten geldiĵinde, bir s¿re uzak dururum ve 

sorunla ilgilenmekten ka­ēnērēm. 

8. bana karĸē kaba ya da d¿ĸ¿ncesiz davrandēĵēnda, durumu d¿zeltmeye ve koĸullarē 

iyileĸtirmeye ­alēĸērēm. 

9. keyifsizken beni kēracak bir ĸey sºylediĵinde, surat asarēm ve bir s¿re ondan uzak 

kalmaya ­alēĸērēm. 

10. bana karĸē kaba ya da d¿ĸ¿ncesiz davrandēĵēnda, iliĸkimizi bitirmeyi d¿ĸ¿nmeye 

baĸlarēm.  

11. d¿ĸ¿ncesiz veya hoĸ olmayan bi­imde davrandēĵēnda, olup biteni onunla sakin bir 

bi­imde tartēĸērēm. 

12. bana ºfkelendiĵinde ve bir s¿re beni gºrmezlikten geldiĵinde, ºylece durup onun 

ºfkesinin ge­mesini beklerim. 

13. d¿ĸ¿ncesiz veya hoĸ olmayan bi­imde davrandēĵēnda, ben de onunki kadar hoĸ 

olmayan bir ĸey yaparēm. 
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14. bana ºfkelendiĵinde ve bir s¿re beni gºrmezlikten geldiĵinde, bir ­ºz¿m bulmaya 

­alēĸarak onunla ne olup bittiĵi hakkēnda konuĸurum. 

15. keyifsizken beni kēracak bir ĸey sºylediĵinde, yanlēĸ anladēĵēmē varsayēp olayēn 

¿st¿nde durmam. 

16. bana karĸē kaba ya da d¿ĸ¿ncesiz davrandēĵēnda, b¿t¿n olanlarē boĸ verir ve onunla 

daha az zaman ge­irmeye ­alēĸērēm. 
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APPENDIX G. VIGNETTES 

APPENDIX G1. VIGNETTE  #1 

Arkadaĸēnēzla bir kafede otururken, telefonunuz ­alar; arayan sevgilinizdir. Size, 

Amerikaôdaki bir ¿niversiteden kabul aldēĵēnē ve oraya gitmeyi d¿ĸ¿nd¿ĵ¿n¿ sºyler. 

Sevgilinizin sizinle konuĸmadan baĸvuru yapmasēndan ve eĵitimine orada devam etmeyi 

d¿ĸ¿nmesinden rahatsēz olursunuz. Artēk iliĸkinizle ilgili bir karar vermeniz 

gerekmektedir. 

× Ne karar verirdiniz? 

Ķliĸkiyi bitirirdim. 

Her ĸeyin zamanla d¿zeleceĵini inanērdēm, sadece sabredip beklerdim. 

Rahatsēz olduĵumu dile getirirdim. 

Konu hakkēnda konuĸmaktan ka­ēnēr, fakat daha ufak sorunlarla ilgili tepki 

gºsterirdim. 
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APPENDIX G2. VIGNETTE  #2 

Arkadaĸēnēz ve sevgilinizle beraber bir eĵlence mekanēndasēnēzdēr. Ķ­ecek almak 

i­in arkadaĸēnēzla birlikte masadan uzaklaĸērsēnēz. Masanēza yaklaĸtēĵēnēzda karĸē cinsten 

birisinin sevgilinizle samimi bir ĸekilde oturduĵunu gºr¿rs¿n¿z. Bu gºr¿nt¿den rahatsēz 

olursunuz. Artēk, iliĸkinizle ilgili bir karar vermeniz gerekmektedir. 

× Ne karar verirdiniz? 

Ķliĸkiyi bitirirdim. 

Her ĸeyin zamanla d¿zeleceĵini inanērdēm, sadece sabredip beklerdim. 

Rahatsēz olduĵumu dile getirirdim. 

Konu hakkēnda konuĸmaktan ka­ēnēr, fakat daha ufak sorunlarla ilgili tepki 

gºsterirdim. 
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APPENDIX G3. VIGNETTE  #3 

Her sabah olduĵu gibi g¿ne facebooka girerek baĸlarsēnēz. ¢ok da samimi 

olmadēĵēnēz arkadaĸlarēnēzēn etiketlendiĵi bir doĵum g¿n¿ kutlamasēnēn fotoĵraflarēnē 

gºr¿rs¿n¿z newsfeed in en ¿st sēralarēnda. Fotoĵraflara bakarken birden sevgilinizi o 

fotoĵraf karelerinden birinde fark edersiniz. En son en son d¿n gece konuĸtuĵunuzu 

hatērlarsēnēz. Size kendini biraz hasta hissettiĵi i­in erken yatacaĵēnē sºylemiĸtir. Doĵum 

g¿n¿ partisine gideceĵini sizden saklamēĸ olmasēndan ve yalan sºylemesinden rahatsēz 

olursunuz. Artēk iliĸkinizle ilgili bir karar vermeniz gerekmektedir.  

× Ne karar verirdiniz? 

Ķliĸkiyi bitirirdim. 

Her ĸeyin zamanla d¿zeleceĵini inanērdēm, sadece sabredip beklerdim. 

Rahatsēz olduĵumu dile getirirdim. 

Konu hakkēnda konuĸmaktan ka­ēnēr, fakat daha ufak sorunlarla ilgili tepki 

gºsterirdim. 
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APPENDIX G4. VIGNETTE  #4 

Sevgilinizin, onunla ortak ders alan ve kendisinden pek de hoĸlanmadēĵēnēz hem 

cinsinizin sosyal medyada paylaĸtēĵē fotoĵraflarē beĵendiĵini ve bazē fotoĵraflara da 

yorum yazdēĵēnē gºr¿rs¿n¿z. O kiĸiden hoĸlanmadēĵēnēzē bildiĵi halde sevgilinizin bºyle 

bir ĸey yapmasēndan rahatsēz olursunuz. Artēk iliĸkinizle ilgili bir karar vermeniz 

gerekmektedir.  

× Ne karar verirdiniz? 

Ķliĸkiyi bitirirdim. 

Her ĸeyin zamanla d¿zeleceĵini inanērdēm, sadece sabredip beklerdim. 

Rahatsēz olduĵumu dile getirirdim. 

Konu hakkēnda konuĸmaktan ka­ēnēr, fakat daha ufak sorunlarla ilgili tepki 

gºsterirdim. 
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APPENDIX G5. VIGNETTE  #5 

Telefonunuz ­alar; arayan arkadaĸēnēzdēr. Size, arkadaĸlēk uygulamalarēndan 

birinde sevgilinizi gºrd¿ĵ¿n¿ sºyler. Sevgiliniz arkadaĸlēk uygulamalarēnē kullanmasēndan 

ve aktif bir hesabēnēn olmasēndan rahatsēz olursunuz. Artēk iliĸkinizle ilgili bir karar 

vermeniz gerekmektedir.  

× Ne karar verirdiniz? 

Ķliĸkiyi bitirirdim. 

Her ĸeyin zamanla d¿zeleceĵini inanērdēm, sadece sabredip beklerdim. 

Rahatsēz olduĵumu dile getirirdim. 

Konu hakkēnda konuĸmaktan ka­ēnēr, fakat daha ufak sorunlarla ilgili tepki 

gºsterirdim. 
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APPENDIX H. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONS  

 

1. Cinsiyetiniz:     Kadēn         Erkek    

          

2. Yaĸēnēz: ____________ 

 

3. Cinsel yºneliminiz:  

 Heteroseks¿el (karsi cinsten etkileniyorum)         

 Homoseks¿el (kendi cinsimden etkileniyorum)           

 Biseks¿el (her iki cinsten de etkileniyorum)          

 Aseks¿el (hicbir cinsten etkilenmiyorum) 

 

4. Sevgiliniz var mē?  

 Evet         Hayēr        

 

4. sorunun cevabē evetse:    

5. Ne kadar s¿redir birliktesiniz? ______ Yēl _______ Ay _______ G¿n 

 

6. Daha ºnce baĸka romantik iliĸkileriniz oldu mu? 

 Evet         Hayēr        

 

6. sorunun cevabē evetse:    

7. ¥nceki iliĸkilerinizde hi­ terk edildiniz mi?  

 Evet         Hayēr        

 

8. ¥nceki iliĸkilerinizde hi­ terk ettiniz mi?  

 Evet         Hayēr        
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APPENDIX I . VIGNETTES and PARTICIPANTSô ASSESSMENTS 

Focus Group Sessions  

Date & Sex (F/M) 
V1 V1 V1 V1 V1 V2 V2 V2 V2 V2 V3 V3 V3 V3 V3 V4 V4 V4 V4 V4 V5 V5 V5 V5 V5 

Color Codes Single / 

Couple 

1  

(Worst) 
2 3 4 

5  

(Best) 

1  

(Worst) 
2 3 4 

5  

(Best) 

1  

(Worst) 
2 3 4 

5  

(Best) 

1  

(Worst) 
2 3 4 

5  

(Best) 

1  

(Worst) 
2 3 4 

5  

(Best) 

1511F 2 2   2 2 1 1 4 2   2 1 2   3   1 1 3 3 3 3 1 1   

1811M 1 1 1   4 2 2 1 2     1 2 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 2 2     

2111F 3 2   3   1 2 2   3 1 2   3 2   1 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 

2311M 2 1     1   1 1 2     2 1   1     1 2 1 2   1   1 

2511F 4 1   1 1 2 2   2 1   1 2 2 3 1   3 1 3 2 2 3 1   

2811M 3 1 2     1 3   1 1   1   1 4     2 3 1 2 1 2 1   

2911F 2 1   3 1 3 1 1   1 1 3 1   1   1 1 2 3 1 1 2   2 

0112F 6 3       2 2 2 2 1   1 2 4 2   2 1 1 5 1 2 3 2 1 

0212M 3   3   3   4   2 3 3 1 4 1     1 1 5 2 3 3 1 1 1 

0512F 2   2 1 3 3     4 1   1 2 2 3   4 3   1 3 3 1 1   

0612M 1   3 2   1 3   1 1     1 2 3 1 1 1   2 3 1   1   

0712M       3 2   1   2 2 1 2 2       2 2   1 4   1     

0812F 2 4 1 2   4   1 3 1   3 3 1 2     4   5 3 2   3 1 

2112F       1 2 1 1   1     1 1 1       2   1 2 1       

2112M 2       1       2 1     1 1 1 1   2       3       

2612F     1   1   1   1     1   1   2             1   1 

2612M         1   1           1     1           1       

2812F 1       3   1 2 1   1 1   2     1 2 1   2 1     1 

2812M   1 1   2       2 2 2 1 1         2 2   2 2       

2912F   2     1     2 1   1     2   1 1     1 1   1   1 

2912M     1   2   1 2     1     2   1 1     1 1 1   1   

3012F         3   2 1     1   1 1   1     2   1 1 1     

3012M   1 1 1 1   1 2 1   1 1 1 1   2     1 1 1 1     2 

Total 34 20 16 19 34 21 30 21 32 18 15 24 28 30 26 12 17 32 27 34 41 33 22 13 12 

Worst/Best 54 16  53 51 21  50 39 28  56 29 32  61 74 22  25 
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APPENDIX L. TEMPLATE of the REASONS for BREAK -UPS 

 

Ķliĸkilerin/iliĸki(leri)nizin bitmesine sebep olan 5 temel faktºr yazēnēz. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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APPENDIX M. SELF-EVALUATION  TEMPLATE of the REASONS 

 

Bu beĸ faktºr¿ aĸaĵēdaki tabloya yazēnēz.  

Aĸaĵēda iliĸkinizde karĸēlaĸabileceĵiniz bazē durumlar listelenmiĸtir. L¿tfen 

her bir durumu tek tek deĵerlendirerek, bºyle bir durumla karĸēlaĸmanēz 

halinde iliĸkinizle ilgili ne t¿r bir karar alacaĵēnēzē karĸēlarēndaki 5 aralēklē 

cetvel ¿zerinde ilgili rakamē yuvarlak i­ine alarak belirtiniz.       

    1-----------------------------3-----------------------------5 

Ķliĸkimi s¿rd¿r¿rd¿m               Ķliĸkime biraz ara verirdim             Ķliĸkimi kesinlikle bitirirdim 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX N. REASONS for BREAK -UPS 

Reasons for Break-Ups 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Women 

15 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Men 

18 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Singles 
Women 

21 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Men  

23 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Women 

25 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Singles 
Men 

28 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Couples 
Women 

29 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Singles 
Women 

1 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Couples 
Men 

2 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Couples 
Women 

5 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Couples 
Men 

6 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Singles 
Men 

7 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

 Couples 
Women 

8 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Women 
21 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

21 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Women 
26 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Men 

26 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Women 
28 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

28 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Women 
29 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Men 

29 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Women 
30 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

30 Dec. 

  Alternative partner   1 1       1   1       1       1         1   

  Breach of trust 6 6 10 4 7 5 8 7 10 7 8 7 8 1 5 1 3 2 4 1 3 5 5 

  Conflict 2 2   2 1   2 1 2       1 1 1         2     2 

  Deal Breaker 2   2 1 1     2   1 1 1 1     1 1   1     1   

  Discomfort with 
commitment 

        1     1                               

  Emotional distance 5 3 6 1 2 1 2 7 6 5 3 2 3 3 2 1 2 4 1   2 1 3 

  External reasons 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1   1 2   1 2 2   1 1 1       

  General frustration       1 3     2   6   2 4                     

  Incompatibility 8 2 5 2 2 8 5 8 5 5 7 5 7 2 3 8 1 5 2 4 5   1 

  Inequity 1 5 3 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 2         2 1     1 2 

  Jealousy 5 2 3 3 3   2 1 2 5 4 1 3 1   2 2   1   2     

  Lack of enjoyment 2 2 3   2 3 1 3 4 1   2 1 2 1       2       1 

  Lack of validation 4 1 2 4 2 3 3 4 8 3 2 2 6   2 5 4 1 4 1   2 2 

  Other 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1       1   2 1   1           1 

  Partner withdrawal 4 3 3   2 2 5 7 1 1 3 1 4 1   1 1     1 1 1 1 

  Partner's personality 1 2 1   1               1 1       1     1     

  Physical distance 1                     3 1               1     

  Pursuit of other 
opportunities 

    1   1                                     

  Social consequences 1 2 3 1   1 1 2 4 1   1   2     1 2 1         

  Too demanding       2 2     1   1           1 3           1 

  Violation of expectations   3       2                         2         
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APPENDIX S. REASONS for BREAK -UPS for OWN RELATIONSHIPS  

Reasons for Break-Ups  

(for own relationships) 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Women 

15 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Men 

18 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Women 

21 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

23 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Women 

25 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Men 

28 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Women 

 29 Nov. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Women  

1 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Men 

2 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Women  

5 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Men 

6 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Singles 
Men 

7 Dec. 

Single-

Sex 
Group  

 

Couples 
Women 

8 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Women 
21 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group  

 

Couples 
Men 

21 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Women 
26 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group  

 

Singles 
Men 

26 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group  

 

Couples 
Women 
28 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

28 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group  

 

Singles 
Women 
 29 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Singles 
Men 

29 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Women 
30 Dec. 

Mixed-
Group 

 

Couples 
Men 

30 Dec. 

  Alternative partner   1         1           1       1         1   

  Breach of trust 4 4 4 3 6 3 4 7 9 5 6 6 9 1 2   3 1 4 1 3 5 3 

  Conflict       2 1   2           1             2       

  Deal Breaker     2 1       1   1   2 1     1               

  Discomfort with 
commitment 

                                              

  Emotional distance 4 1 3 1 1 1 1 6 5 5 2 2 3 2 1 1   3 1   2   1 

  External reasons   1     1 1   1       1       1       1       

  General frustration       1 3         3   1 1                     

  Incompatibility 6 1   1 2 1 4 4 4 3 5 1 7   2 5 1 3 3 3 3   1 

  Inequity   1 1 1 2 1 1 1   1   1 2                     

  Jealousy     1 2 2         2 1 1 2                     

  Lack of enjoyment 1       1 3 1 2       2 1           2         

  Lack of validation 2   2 3 2 1 3 1 3 1 2 2 5   2 3 3   1 1   2 2 

  Other 1   4 2 1 1 1             2 1                 

  Partner withdrawal 2 3 1   1   4 3   1   1 2     1 1     1       

  Partner's personality 1                       1         1     1     

  Physical distance                       2                 1     

  Pursuit of other 
opportunities 

        1                                     

  Social consequences 1             1   1             1 1 1         

  Too demanding         2         2             3             

  Violation of expectations   1       1                                   
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