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ABSTRACT

ROMANTIC BREAK-UPS IN YOUNG ADULTHOOQOD:
THE CONNOTATIONS, PREDICTORS, AND COMMON REASONS

TE R Z Hilal
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: RNERX#ZKANDT . Bengi ¥

August2022,263 pages

This doctoral thesisims to understancbmantic breatupsin young adulthoodby sesking
answers to three research questions: What is romaea&up? (RQ1), what are the factors
affecting responses to dissatisfying situations? (RQ2), and whtteareasons for break
ups? (RQ3). Two studies, one quantitative staisly one qualitative studiL8 focus group
sessionsg)were conducted to find answers to these three research quetialistive data
were collected from31 participantsParticipants were asked to define what cotnesind
when they heawpdbhe Paot d c impsiyndygitiveconngtatiens, s e d
with a few exceptionsThe connotations were categorized uniler dimensionsbeliefs
about brealups, emotios, (re)adjustment of self and timgrief, and expectations for the
future A total of 329 university studenfsarticipated in the wpntitativestudy.The results
revealed thaattachment anxiety, attachment avoidaraissatisfiedbasic psychological
needsand relationshifcontingentself-esteenwere positively relatetb exitbehaviors, and
thwarted basigsychologicaineeds was negatively associated veitlit behaviorsin 18
focus group sessignparticipants were asked to list common reasonisreakupsand they

would end their romantic relationships based on the reasons they wrote dovimedke



upreasons revealed 21 categories. Among th@sach of trust, incompatibility, emotional
distance, and lack of validatiamere the most commoreasons. The findings showed that
when it comes to ending their romantic relationship, some reasengs not sufficient
enough to end their romantic relationships. The findings of qualitative and quantitative

studieswere discusseadvith the current literaure.

Keywords: romantic breakups, attachment orientation, basic psychological needs,

relationship contingent setfsteem, young adulthood



¥7Z

GEN¢ YETKKKKNLKKTE ROMANTKK AYRILIK:
¢AJRI kI MLAR, YORDAYICILAR VE ORTAK NEDENLE

TE R Z Hilal
Doktora,Psi kol oj i B Il ¢ myg
Tez Y°neti ci siNERYIKAN . Dr . Bengi ¥

AJ u s2022,863 pages

Bu doktora tezinin amacé, é - arakteéerma sorusurn
romanti k ayrel eje anl amakt eéer : Romant i k ayrel ék
durumlara verilen tepkileri etkiieyep or day eéc él ar nremamik adyi rr €21 €(kRQ2) vV e
necenl er i nelerdir? (RQ3). Bu (- araxkxteérma sorusu
-alekma (18 odak grup oturumu) ol mak ¢zere iKki
kat el émcédan t opafiaanyméed té&kro. kkedti éredgmmé&Elnarugpduk ]| ar ¢
gel dsdriul . muKtauré!l emcél ar , bbi ¢rykéak-  Cils-t¢idsen a o | duenkséunzc
-ajréekéml ar.datma jbraghkseentitairl,erayr el ékl ara il ikkin i
y°nlkeirkiide Jzamaneén nkye reidasd gpeeedcgele ej e y°%°nel i k

bekl entiler bdyuha k't &krmdka® g o rbiexe edi | mi Kkt i r . Ni cel

cniversite tojpd eammSxinrad d rmyra iblkaij ¥ kpiermaylaaj | an ma

il ik&-igharak él aemamépsi kol o] teke lilkstaiyygeeenkéenk ve il i K
davr anék| aengelleimi temelpsikaldjikiihft,i yige-léddr@anr anékl arée il e
negatify © nidlei k ki | i ol duj ulB edak@gmpg cdupumunded ty mu @ ma @ . ar
yaygenél ék Iniesdteenlleemeilneiri 1 stenmik ve sonraseéenda

Vi



gere romamKki kerini s 0 n | a nsdoérrué pmdaxtd aullréama & Ir anra 8
belirttiiji &Wyr éalyérké nkeadteengloerriiy,i ortayna -ékar
sar seyyaaasm t ar z @&uydusaln k b vé peakritareer in duyar séz c
gr up ot urruskeifade editemhay r addenlkidir. Bulgulari Kk kremamtik

i i Kliolnd rainrdie i ocha y aanydreebepldanzréo ma nt i k bifirhek k ki | er i
i -in yeterli ol mHAdEggle nee gAaitibalgalgny rkdt e lk mail tagr at
i li kki |l eadteask &leme k

Anahtar Kelimeler: romantkayr é1 ék, bajlanma y°nelimi, tem
temelli® = ay g éy e tgieknki nl i k

Vi



To my journey to myself

andto all whohave accompanietie onthis patfé

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

My journey has begun ten years ago with
psychology of close relationships courselid not know that a course | once took as an
elective course would change my life so muthat one course | took became the focus of
my academic interest. As in my master's thesis, | worked in the field of close Hgison
in my doctoral thesis.

Undoubtelly, this thesis would not have been completed without the support of
many people. First and foremobktyould like to express my sincere gratitude to my thesis
supervisor Pr#tkabr . EReuidgxpebtFramearthésis supervisor
was enbodied in herShe was the secure base and safe heaven | had during my doctorate
years. She provided me my ideal environment to explarewas alsothere whenver |
needed her guidance. Without her valuable contribution, guidance, encouragement, and
supoort, which | greatly appreciate, this thesis would not have bagtogether.l also
would like to thank brfor being a role model by showing how a good academic should be.

I would also liketo present mginceresgratitude tdhe othetmemberof my thesis
supervision committedProf.Dr. Ayda B, y ¢ K Kk a handProtBbbmal ¥zl em Bozo ¥
for theirinvaluable insight, critique, and advidevould also like toextend my gratitude to
the other jury membefBrof.Dr . Yeki m Yad®akDr .anMl j Adses oKcoc a At
for their valuable contributions and suggestionghe way tenrichmy work

I would thank my parentd s u ma n  a nmdy siste&r Nilmakazd my brothem-
law Onurfor always being in my sidsupportingand encouraging me no matter witdte
support | have received frothemduring my doctorateprocess is truly invaluabl@hey

werealwaysthereto help and supporhe whenever | needeldwould also like to thank my



ni eces EIif an ddo&opate kournewjhytulant antbrgettablg with the
unconditional love and energy thpsovidedme.l amvery gratefulto have such a family.

My assistant moderators in focus group studies deserve tremendous thanks. | would
like to express my deepest thanksSél a Demi r , Bilge Soyl u, Duygu
Sol mazer, Nli¢hlaaly TAekrazli Methinzenie cBwid kuuy, | Ama| , B¢l ent
Aykutojl u, Fat i h Yferthwinassistareimtlefodue ¢roug stuBiesy k € z
I could not conduct 18 focus group studies without their help.

| would like to express my gratitude to my second family, my friektsfriends
Sela Demir, Bilge Soyl u, Duygu Taxfiliz, Gaye S
Akal, Tuj ba Yelih mazokcu, a rwhom ivhg univers®yifie breught to
me, have always given me socialtellectual,and emotional supporthank you all for
being with me on this journey. I would also || il
recommending me theebt thesis supervisdf.it weren't for her guidance, | could not have
had such pleasant yeabmy doctorate educatioh. woul d | i ke to thank my f
Kki safj, Selim Or han, Me hmet Burak | nal, and Bg¢K|
and gradate years memorablewould also like to thank my friends Filiz Mumcu, Esra
Di |l , and Mehli ka Sar a- for their undoondi ti onal [
bringing you in my life.l am really lucky to have such friends.

I would also liketo present myheartfelt gratitude to my professos of the
Department of Business Administratdmo we a | ot t o my mentor Tujrul /
me through, believing in mend for his endless support during my undergradaate
graduateyears. | feellucky to have an amazing instructand mentorike him. I am
sincerelygrateful to ProfDr.Na z | &€ Wa s tfar ac&lanmcuakdseomnational support

and the numerous opportunities she has provided for me to improve niysetks to br



support,| took partin national and international proje@adacademic studies that perhaps
very few doctoral studentgould havea chanceThankyolN a z | é fdi thisirevatuable
experience angour support | would also like to extend my gratitude my professors
Prof. Dr . Nur apssoGRrof.eDr.Se z a Da n éAssisi Praf. Drahiadde
Ayaydeéen Hao@feimsappartjdiring my doctoral studies amglone year stay
in Canadal would also like to thanlrof.Dr. E mi n &arababdor herguidance irthe
focus group studies.am thankful for your support.

Finally, | want to thank tany participants who took part in thikssertatiorfor their
voluntary contributions. It is their participation that made this thesis come trtiee dther
nameless heroes, thank you all for your contribution to this stuahaw | am lucky to be

surroundedy unbelievably supportive people. Thanks a lot for being in my life...

Xi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM ..ottt ettt e anees s iii
ABSTRACT e ettt e e ne e e e ettt e e e e e ettt bt e e aaaaeeaes iv
DTSR UUPPUPUPTPRRPN Vi
ACKNOWLEDGMENT ...ttt ettt st e e ettt e e e e anenas ix
TABLE OF CONTENTS. ..ot eeeee ettt e e e e e e e e ee e e Xii
LIST OF TABLES......ccii e eree et e e e e e arnneaeeeenes XX
LIST OF FIGURES ... .ottt eene e XXii
CHAPTERS
L. INTRODUCGCTION. ..cctti ettt ettt trnne e e et et s e e e e e e e et bbammmeseaaans 1
1.1. Romantic Relationships in Young Adulthood..........cccccoeeiiiiiiccciieniiieneeee, 1
1.2. Conflicts and Brealtps in Romantic Relationships..........ccccccvviiiiieennnnnnee. 2
1.3. ExitVoice-Loyalty-Neglect (EVLN) Model............cccoeveieiiiiiiieniiiieeeeeen 4

1.4. Empirical Findings about Accommodative BehavioRRdmantic Relationshipd

1.4.1. ATtaChMENT SECUNLY......evviiiieiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiiee e e e eeesreeeeeeeeee e e

1.4.2. Basic Psychological Need Fulfilment.........ccccooooeiiiiiiccciieeniierieeeeeeee, 8

R e J 1= [0 = PP PP PPPPPRPPPR 9

1.5. Objective and the Plan of thisS ThesSIS........ccoooiiiiiii e 9

2. THE CONNOTATION OF FOMANTIC BREAK-UP.......oouiiiiiiiiii e 11
2.1 MEENOA......co e 12
0 Rt O = g 1o o = g~ 12

2.1.2. MEASUIBIMENL......iiii ittt rr e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeas 15

Xii



P2 G TR o 0 Yo <o [ [ =Y 15

2.2. FINAINGS @Nd DISCUSSION. .....eeiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieeeiiirie e e e e e e s anensse e e e e e e e 17
2.2.1. RelationShip StTUCIULE.......uvueiiieiei i eee e 17
2.2.2. What is @ RomantiC Bre@llo?..........cccuvviiiiieeiiiiiee e 18

2.2.2.1. Beliefs about Brealps..........covvvviiiiiiiimeeeeeeee e 21
2.2.2.2. EMOLIONS......oiiiiiiiiiiic it 21
2.2.2.3. Re)Adjustment of Self and TimMe...........oooviiiiiiiieeciiieeeee e 22
WA A T €] 1=V, ] o o PR PRRPRR 26
2.2.2.5. Expectations for the FUtUIe............coeeiiiiiicciiiieeeeeeeee 26
2.3, CONCIUSION. ...ttt ettt rmmme e e e e e e e e rmmne e 27

3. PREDICTORS AFFECTINGRESPONSES TO DISSASFYING SITUATIONS...29

3.1, AtAChMENT TREOLY ... ..eiiiiiiiieee e 29
3.1.1. AttacChmMEeNt SECUIILY.......cccoieiiiee e 29
3.1.2. Theoretical FrameWOrk ............oooiuuiiiiiieeeiiiieeee e 30
3.1.3. The Primary and Secondary Attachment Strategies................c...e.e. 32
3.1.4. Attachment Patterns in Infancy............c...oo oo 33
3.1.5. Working Models and Triggering EVents............ccccuvviviieeeieeeee s 34
3.1.6. Attachment Patterns in AdulthQQd...............cccoviimmmiiiie i 37

3.1.7. Empirical Findings about Adult Attachment Security in Romantic

RElatiONSNIPS ...ceiieiiiiei e 39
3.1.7.1. Attachment SECUIILY..........cuuiiiiie e iceieee e 40
3.1.7.2. AttaChment INSECUNTY........ueeviiieeiiiiiieeerie e eeeae 42

3.1.7.2.1. High Attachment AnXiety........cccceeeeieeiiiiiiiccceeeeeeeeeeeeeenn 42
3.1.7.2.2. High Attachment Avoidance..........cccccccoviiiimmmnniniiieeeennn. 45

Xiii



3.2. SelfDertermination TREOLY..........uuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiree e e e eeeee e e e e e e e e e e e eeee s 48
3.2.1. Basic Psychological Needs Theory..........cccuvviiiiiiieemniieee e 48
3.2.2. Empirical Findings about Basic Psychological Needs in Romantic
RelatiONSNIPS.......ei e 50
3.2.3. Empirical Findingabout the Relationship between Attachment Security
and Basic Psychological Needs..........ccuviiiiiiiimeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 52
3.2.4. Empirical Findings about the Relatiopshetween Basic Psychological
Needs and Accommodative BENAVIOLS............ccuvvieiiiimemiiiiee i 53

3.3. Relationship Contingent SEBtEEM............ccuviiiiiiiiii e 55
3.3.1. Empirical Findings about Relationship Contingent-Estéem in Romantic
RElAtiONSNIPS.....ouiiiiiiiiiiiieer e 56
3.3.2. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Relationship Contingent
Self-Esteem and Accommodative Behaviors.............ccccvviiiecniiieec i, 57
3.3.3. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Attachment Security
and Relationship Contingent SEIBtEem..............evvviiiiiiiiiice e 57

3.3.4. Empirical Findings about the relationship between Basic Psychological

Needs and Relationship Contingent Sedteem............ccccveveeiiiiiccce e 58
3.4. Objective 0f the StUAY.2........ccoi i 58
3.5, MELNOM. ..ttt ee e e ——————————————— 59

3.5, 1. PartiCiPantS......ccoi i i 59

3.5.2. MEASUIEMENL........ceiiiiiiiiiiiii e eee ) 60

3.5.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version-f§C’Short

Xiv



3.5.2.2. Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale

[GINES D) IO 61
3.5.2.3. Relationship Contingent SE§teem Scale (RCSE)................... 62
3.5.2.4. My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale (MRRRS).....62
3.5.2.5. Vignettes for ConflictualitBations...............cccvvvviiiiiieenee e 63
3.5.2.6. Demographic INformation............ccccceeeeiiiiiccceeieeeeeecieeeeeeeeeeeeaa 63

3.5.3. PrOCEAUIE. ...ttt eea e e e e e enens 64
3.5.4. ANQIYIC SIrAtEQY......ceeeviiiieieeeeieeiiteerr et e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeea e 64
3i8. RESUILS....cciiieiiiie et erer e eemmr e e e e e 65
3.6.1. Data Scening and Cleaning...........cccuvvvriiiieiieeneee e 65
3.6.2 FACIOr ANAIYSES.......ccoi i 65

3.6.2.1. Experiences in Close Relationships Revised B&ttert Form....66

3.6.2.2. Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting

SCAIE...c e 66
3.6.2.3. Relationship Contingent Self Esteem Scale..............cccccceeeeee. 66
3.6.2.4. My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale.....................! 67
3.6.3. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Coriefat.......................coevveeeeees 67
3.6.4. REQreSSioN ANAIYSES........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e eeesannnanaaaes 70

3.6.5. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation among Subscales of the

Study VariabIes..........eeeeee e 71
3.7 DISCUSSION.....ceeiiiiiiittt et e ettt e e e s amme e e e e e e e e e e e e e s rmmne e e e 75
3.7.1. Findings of the Regression AnalySes..........ccccccvviiiiemnsiiiiiiiieeeeeee D
B 7. 2. VIgNEHS. .o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaas 79
3.8. Limitations and FUture Dir€CliONS. ............oviiiviiiiimeeiiiieee e 80

XV



3.9. Findings of the Vignette Evaluations in the Focus Group Sessians......... 81

4. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS. ...ttt reme e 84

4.1 METNOM. ..t 84

4. 1. 1. PaArtiCIPANTS. ..ottt e e e e 85

4.1.2. MEASUIEIMENL.......ceiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e eneeees 85

4.1.3. PTOCEUUIE .....coiiiiie ettt emee ettt e e ineees 86

4.2. FINAINGS and DISCUSSIQN..........uuuiiiiiiiieeiiaeee e e et ee e e e e e e s ammme e 87

4.2.1. Relationship StrUCIUIE...........cooooiiiiii e 87

4.2.2. The Reasons for Breaks in Romantic Relationships....................... 388

4.3, CONCIUSIOM . ..ciiiiiiiiiiit ettt e erer e e e e e e e e e r e e e s e e e e ne 103

5. GENERAL DISCUSSION... ..ottt eenne s 105

5.1. Limitations and FUture Dir€CtONS..........ccueeriiiiiriimmmiiiiiier e e e siiieineeees 114

5.2. Contribution and Implication of the Study............cccccvvicee e, 116

REFERENCES ... ..ottt e e et et st e e s 118
APPENDICES

A. ETHICAL BOARD APFROVALS..... .ot 159

Al. ETHICAL BOARD APPROVAL FOR FOCUS GROUP STUDY............... 159

A2. ETHICAL BOARD APPROVAL OFSURVEY .....cccoiiiiiiiiiieeeiieieeeeeeeeieen 160

B. FOCUS GROUP STUDYQUESTIONS........ccttiiitiiiii et eieeee e e 161

C. EXPERIENCES IN CDSED RELATIONSHIPS RBVISED SCALE................... 164

D. BASIC PSYCHOLOGI@L NEED SCALES.........cooii i 165

XVi



D2. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED DISSATISFACTION IRRELATIONSHIPS

SCALE ... e 168
E. RELATIONSHIP CONTNGENT SELF ESTEEM SALE .......cccoiiiiiiiii e 169
F. MY RESPONSES TORLATIONSHIP PROBLEMSSCALE............cccccviiieeeenn. 170
G VIGNET TES . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ememrennnnnnnes 172
GL. VIGNETTE HL..oee ittt ere e e 172
G2. VIGNETTE H2...ei ittt em e e n e e e e 173
G3. VIGNETTEHS ...ttt en e e e e e e eman 174
GA. VIGNETTE H4..o ettt e e e 175
G5, VIGNETTE H5. i rmmmr ettt er e e e e e e 176
H. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONS........ooiiiiiii e 177
I. VIGNETTESANDPART | CI PANT S0 AISS.ES.SME.N............... 179
J.VIGNETTESANDPAR | CI PANT S0 ATS BYEGESDHERN............... 181

J1. VI GNETTES AND WOME.NAG.S...ASSESSMBEXNTS

J2. VI GNETTES AND MEN.A.S..ASSESSMENI&

K. VIGNETTES AND PART I CI PANTS® ATS SBY SREMA KDNSHIP

ST AT U S e ettt as 183

K1. VI GNETTES AND S| N@BFESIMERIBEI.CIL.RABTSHO

K2. VI GNETTES AND COUPLE PART.IL.CILRAMTSO ASS

L. TEMPLATE OF THE REASONS FOR BREAKUPS........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 185
M. SELFEVALUATION TEMPLATE OF THE REASONS.........coovviiiiieeiieeniieeenn, 186
N. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS ... .o 187

XVii



O. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS BY GENDER..........cccoiiiiiiiiiee e, 189

O1. REASONS FOBREAK-UPS FOR WOMEN...........oocciiiiiiiiiccie 189
02. REASONS FOR BREAKIPS FOR MEN.........cccoviiiiiiiiiieenineee 190
P. REASONS FOR BREAKIPS BY RELATIONSHIPSTATUS..........cccceeieeenns 191
P1. REASONS FOR BREAKIPS FOR SINGLES............cccoiiiiiiiieee 191
P2. REASONS FOR BREAKIPS FOR COUPLES..........cccooeeiiiieeeie 192
R. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS BY SESSION TYPS..........ooociiiiiiii s 193

R1. REASONS FOR BREAKJPS FOR SINGLESEX GROUP

PARTICIPANTS. ..ottt et e e e enee s a e nmmme e 193

R2. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR MIXEDGROUP SESSION

PARTICIPANTS. ..o enes e 1%
S. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATIQISHIPS..........ccccoeviiiiiis 195
T. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATI®ISHIPS BY GENDER....... 197

T1. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR WOMEN FOR OWN

RELATIONSHIPS. ...t e aneeas 197

T2. REASONS FOBREAK-UPS FOR MEN FOR OWN RELATIONSHIPS..198

U. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATI®ISHIPS BY RELATIONSHP

ST ATUS ettt erre e 199

Ul. REASONS FOR BREAKJPS FOR SINGLES FOR OWN

RELATIONSHIPS. ... e 199

U2. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR COUPLES FOR OWN

RELATIONSHIPS. ... et aneeas 200

V. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATI®ISHIPS BY SESSION

XViii



V1. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATIONSHIPS FOR SINGLE
SEX GROUP PARTICIPANTS. ...t e 201

V2. REASONS FOR BREAKUPS FOR OWN RELATIONSHIPS FOR MIXED

GROUP PARTICIPANTS. ...ceitiieiiiiieiiiirmmme e emmm s 202
W. CURRICULUM VITAE ... iiiiiiimmme ettt emem s 203
X. TURKISH SUMMARY /T | RKCE ¥.ZET. e 206
Y. THESIS PERMISSIONF ORM / TEZMWK.ZKN...FE.OR.................. 239

XiX



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 lllustration of Four Types of Responses on Constructive/Destructive and

ACtIVE/PaSSIVEDIMENSIONS. ......eeiiiieiiiieiieeiierimnnraeeeeeeeaeeaaeaaaaaaeeeeamaaeenneenneennnennnnnnnnnnnns 5
Table 2 Dispersion of Participants by Sex and Relationship Status..................... 13
Table 3 Number of Participants in Each Focus Group Session.................ccceee. 13

Table 4 Dispersion of Participants by Sex, Relationship Status, and Session.Tyjd
Table 5 Numbeof Focus Group Sessions by Sex and Relationship Status.......... 14
Table 6 Hypothesized Relationship among Study Variables................cccoeeeennnns 59
Table 7 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation of the Study Variables...68
Table 8 Gender Differences on Study Variahles...........ccccccviviiee e, 69
Table 9 Results of the Regression ANAIYSES............uuvvviiiiiieeneeee e 71

Table 10 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation among Subscales of the Study

RV 2= L= o] =SOSR 73
Table 11 Distribution of th¥ignette ANSWEIS...........ueiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeen i 74
Table 12 An Overview of the Vignette Evaluations.................oo oo e v ieevveevvvevinnnnnnns 82

Table 13 A General Overview of the Breap Cat egor i es, Descriptions,
LY=L= L 0] PP 90

Table 14 The Common Reasons for BFa@K...............oooiiiiiiiieeeieieeeii 99

Table 15 Comparison between the Reasons for Bipalbetween Singl8ex and Mixed

L] (o T0] oIS (o] 1= 100

Table 16 The Common Reasons to End Their Relationship.............ccccoovvceennns 101

Table 17 Comparison between the Reasons to End their Relationships between Single

Sex and Mixed Group SESSIONS........cccuuuriiiiiiiiieaieee e e e e e s esamr e e e e e e e 103

XX



Table 18 The Brealp Categories Emerged from Focus Group Sessions

XXi



LIST OF FIGURES

FigurelConnot ati ons ot p.d.h.e..Wa.r.d..ABr.e.ak.18

Figure2Connot ati ons oldpad hlery Wee.nd.d.B.r.e.a.k.20

FIQUIe 3 Data SITUCTUIE......ceiiiieiiiiiiiiit e ieeei e e e eens e e e e e e e e e enenes 24

XXii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

fiClose relationships are more deeplyd conclusively affected by destructive actions
than by constructive ones, by negative communications than positive ones, and &ty confli
than har mony. (

Baumeister et al., 2001

1.1.Romantic Relationships in Young Adulthood

Young adulthood is a develogmtal stage in the life course characterized by
exploration, instability, and change. Importantlestones such as moving oudf the
parentalnome, getting employed, aetting married, typically occur during this period
(Arnett, 2000; Fincham & Cui, 2011peveloping and maintaining relationships are one of
thefundamentatlevelopmental tasks of young adulthood (Arnett, 2000; Barry et al., 2009;
Barzeva et al., 2021; Collins & Madsen, 200B)e relationship quality anthe support
derived from these relationships are crucial for better physical, psychological, and
emotional welbeing (Cohen, 2004; Kansky & Allen, 2018; KieeGllaser, 2018; Oishi et
al ., 2007 ; ¥zdemir & Demir, 2019) .

As young adults explore their idérgs 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



explore different forms of roemtic relationships (Arnett, 2000; Fincham & Cui, 2011).
Romantic relationships are often th@imary source of high welbeing, intimacy,
companionship, and happiness for young adults (Demir, 2010; Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005;
Johnson et al., 2012; Kansky,18). In addition to improving the overall lifespan (Merrill

& Afifi, 2017; Umberson & Montez, 2010; Yang et al., 2016), romantic experiences at this
phase also influencg o u n g Ileeldavidrstasddater romantic relationships (Fincham &
Cui, 2011; Shulmai Connolly, 2013; Xia et al., 2018).

As a result of their intense romantic explorationsing adulteexperiencemore
romantic brealups (Eickmeyer, 2019; HalpeMeekin et al., 2013; Shulman & Connolly,
2013) Research has shown that almost fimmths ¢ individuals in young adulthood
reported at least one break in less than two years (Rhoades et al., 2011as been found
that conflict resolution and conflict recoverin adolescencenere not significantly
associated with the brealp decisionfGottman & Levenson, 2000, 2002; Salvatore et al.,
2011). However,romantic relationshigoalsbegin to includdongterm commimentin
young adulthood so conflict resolution and conflict recovedyecome relevant to
relationship satisfaction amdmanticbreakups (Ha et al., 2013)¥oung adulthood is a
period in which romantic breakps and the harmful effects of conflict management skills
on committed relationships can be better observed as people become more tolerant and

perceive conflict behaviors leaggatively with age.

1.2. Conflicts and Breakups in Romantic Relationships

Romantic relationships are dynamic constructs in which couples seek ways to
coexist individually. Their characteristics and the interaction between them theate

complexrelationship dynamics. Being different entities leaduplesto behave differery



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 doesaiothma
expectations. Communicationgssentiafor forming, maingining and repaing romantic
relationshipsand itparticularly plays a critical role after serious relationship transgressions
(Dindia & Timmerman, 2003; Emme&ommer, 2003). Negativedlings such as hurt and
anger arise during the transgression, which undermines intimacy and relationship
satisfaction increasinthe likelihood ofrelational dissolution (e.g., Buss, 1989; Feeney,
2004; Leary & Springer, 2001; Millst al, 2002) In contast, brgiveness and relationship
specific hope support the belief that problems can be overcome and relationships can be
sustainedArya & Kaushik, 2015; Braithwaitet al, 2011; Fincham et al., 2004; Fingerman
& Charles, 2010; Paleari & Fincham, 2015).

How couples handle conflicts affects the future of their relatiorsst@ottman,
2011; Sillars & Canary2012. All romantic relationships face stressful events that will
determine their future, although not all romantic relationships are destined to end. While the
timing varies, breakips usually occur when at least one of the partners is no longer
motivated tobe in that relationship. The probability of getting divorced decreases when
individuals resolve conflicts constructively (Gottman & Levenson, 2Q02002) and
increases when they canrfot them (C a r ret al, 8000; Gottman & Levenson, 1992).
Though theyare very common, romantic breaks are perceived as one of the worst types
of traumatic experiences (Frazier & Hurliman, 2001; Perilloux & Buss, 200®&y are
associated with decreased physical weling and life satisfactionChung et al., 2002;
Eiserberger, 2012; Rhoades al, 2011, andincreased psychological distress (Boelen &

Reijntjes, 2009; Eismat al, 2021; Rhoades et al., 2011; Sbarra & Emery, 2005).



Studieshave shown that the decision to leave was not made instantaneously
instead individuals spend a lot of timmaking 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
dissatsfying situations, individuals show different reactions. Some may prefer to end their
relationshipsas cited above, othetike to express their complaintand others want to
maintain their elationshig. Though there are umerous alternative responses t
dissatisfying situationsthosecan be categorized under the EMdice-Loyalty-Neglect

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

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

In his bookEXxit, voice, and loyalty: Responsesdiecline in firms, organizations,
and states Hirschman (1974) formulatethree alternative responses through which
employees respond to dissatisfying situations within their organizafitis.model has
been applied to various fields such as migratiodiestuandhe 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 dissatisfdRimbultet al, 1996;
Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbalt d., 1982).Exitis defined as separag, moving out,
getting divorcd, and enihg the relationship (Rusbult et al., 1988). In this category, one
prefers to move away without trying to fix thingsdsave the relationshiMoicerefers to
actively and consuctively trying to find ways to improve the conditions througking
actions to solve problemgliscussing the, seeking solutions, and compromising
(Hirschman, 1974; Rusbult et al., 198Bhyalty is categorized as accepting the situation

and waiting for positive things, such as a positive change in the partner's behelkmrt



raising issues (Rusbult et al., 1988kglectrepresents behaviors that avoid coritarthe
partner, reject discussie, 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 partneSeeking out alternative mates could be perceived in this condition
which may bea sign that one gives upn that relationship.

The original EVLN typology will be used in this studyith@ugh alternative
typologies have been presentet used in different domains (Cheung, 2005; Hagedoorn
et al., 1999; Leck & Saunders, 1992; LuchaBQ2 Naus et al., 2007; Parhankangas &
Landstr°m, 2004; Tucker & Turner, 2011;
2000) These EVLN responsesave two orthogonal dimensions, tlaetive/passive
dimension and constructive/destructivdimension (see Table 1). The active/passive
dimensiorfocuses on how one behaves under dissatisfying situatilaeesexitandvoice
under active behaviors, andyalty and neglect behaviors under passivenes The
constructive/destructive dimensiofocuses on how relimnships will be affected.
Accommodation/constructive behaviors inhibit destructive behaviors and include all the
pro-relational behaviors/piceandloyalty), while controlling/destructive behaviors include
exitandneglectbehaviors aimed at damaging relationships (Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult et al.,
1982; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1991).

Table 1

lllustration of Four Types of Responses on Constructive/Destructive and Active/Passive
Dimensons

Constructive/Accommodation Destructive/Controlling

Active Voice Exit
Passive Loyalty Neglect




1.4. Empirical Findings about Accommodative Behaviors in Romantic Relationships

The EVLN typology is usetb understandhe conflict in closerelationships (e.g.,
Fletcheret al, 1999; Rusbult et al., 1982; Rusbult et al., 1991; Overall et al., 2010; Okutan
et al.,2017). Some studies reported treatit andvoicebehaviors are negatively correlated
(James & John, 2021; Hirschman, 19 hen irdividuals feel there is no option feoice
they may choosexit behaviors.However individuals will achieve the more positive
relational outcomes such as high marital satisfaction and stability (Davis & Rusbult, 2001;
Etcheverry & Le, 2005; Finkel & Capbell, 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 behaVioesefore, it can be argued that
individuals exhibit more caiructive behaviors duringpnflict becausedaptive behaviors
increase relationship satisfaction.

In their study, Rusbuland colleague£1986a) reported no consistent relationship
betweenloyalty responses and prior relationship satisfaction. For this reason, it can be
argued thatoyalty behaviors are based on more complex factors. Moreover, individuals
tend to exhibit passive behaviorRusbult, Johnson et al., 1986nd 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 satisfact
over time.Studies have examined the association between EVLN strategies and many
terms Among these, findings related telational satisfaction, attachment security, basic

psychological needs, and gender are presented in detail below.



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; Maetiral, 2019; Fetromonaco et
al.,, 2004; Tran & Simpson, 2009). Consistent with previgtgdies (Corcoran &
Mallinckrodt, 2000; Pistole, 1989; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995; Shi, 2003),
Pietromonaco and colleagues (2004) repatiatisecurely attached individuals (comedr
to insecurely attached onea)e more likely to accommodate, trying actively to solve
problems in an integrative and compromising manner. As they felt content in their
relationshipssecurely attacheithdividuals tend to show momicebehaviors (Gaine et
al., 1997; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995), and keds(Gaines et al., 199Gaines et al.,
2000; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995) amgglect behaviors (Gaines et al., 1997).
Conversely, nsecurely attached individuals tend to behave less accommodatively during
relationshipthreatening interactions (Tran & Simpson, 200@secure attachment was
positively correlated witkexit andneglectresponses, and negatively correlated witfce
behaviors (Gaines et al., 1997Fhe demandvithdraw pattern and negative reciprocity are
common among highnxiety and higravoidance pairs, predicting the bragk and low
relational satisfaction (Birditt et al., 2010; Heavey et al., 1995).

Couples consisting of two securely attached individuals engage more
accommodative behaviors than coupleth at least one insecure individual (Domingue &
Mollen, 2009; Pietromonaco et al., 2004; Pistole & Arricale, 20P&tromonaco and
colleagues (2004) foud that having men as the only insecure in relatiossisipnore
detrimental to the welbeing of relationshipthan having womenBecause en display

more constructive communication patterighey are the only securely attached ones in a



relationship (Pietromonaco et al., 20Q4§endefrelated attachment orientatiomsay
explainthis result. Aoidant individualsare known toshow less constructive behaviors
(Etcheverryet al, 2013; Martin et al., 2019; Nisenbaum & Lopez, 2015; Simpson et al.,
1996) Swudies have also found thaibmentend tobe more anxioug attachedand men

tend to bemore avoidant (Scharfe, 2017; Schmitt et al., 2003; Simpson et al., 2002).
Thereforejf the only insecurely attached persorairelationship is a man, it will mean he

is more likely to be an avoidant ordthough the likelihood oéxitresponses is high among
insecurely attached individuals, it reaches its highest level when individuals are avoidantly
attached (Gaines et al., 2Q0Borgiveness is another responseetiational conflictand is
considered among prelational behaviors. However, avoidant attachment was positively
relatedto less relational forgiveness (Dewited al, 2021). Only for men, it also was
positively relded tomore vengeful behaviors (Martin et al., 2018herefore it can be
argued that avoidantly attached individuals are less likely to forgive their pa&tiecaigh
romantic forgiveness was positivefgsociatedvith attachment anxiety (Dewitte et.al
2021), predominant concerns about abandonmentoaimjo n e 6 s apeanore likedyr

to arise(McNulty, 2010) which in turn may trigger the demamdthdraw pattern

1.4.2. BasicPsychological 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 armice behavior, and this interaction was more evident
especily when autonomy need satisfaction was high. Similarly, the negative correlation
between relatedness need and destructive behagiitaridneglecy wasmore enhanced

when autonomy need satisfaction was high. Mdine with other studies (e.gDrigotas et



al., 1995;Rusbult, Johnson et al., 1986charfe & Bartholomew, 199%)yalty behaviors
seem to be uncorrelated. Moreover, when autonomy neednhalfit was high, relatedness
need was significantly correlated with other +petational responses &u as forgiveness,
taking responsibility, and partner acceptance (Kluwer et al., 20203eTireings show
that wherbasic psychological needsefulfilled, individualsare morenclined 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. Rusbuld aolleaguesRusbult, Johnson et al.,
1986 Rusbult, Zembrodt et al., 19B&ported that gender does not generate any predictable
patternsin EVLN responses, though they found some weak evidence that propensity for
loyalty behaviors was highemmong woren (Rusbult, Johnson et al., 19861owever,
Gaines and colleagues (1997; Okuédral, 2017; Taluy, 2013) reported that it was men
who shoved more loyalty behaviors than women. Women were more likely to eise
responsgunder conflictual situations (Okutan et al., 2017), although in another study men
were more likely to engage @xitandneglecthan femalesRusbult, Zembrodt et al., 1986
Conversely, in their studig€arstensen and colleagues (1995; Birditt e28I0; 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 thesigimsto understanthe breakup phasef romantic relationships

by searching for answers to three research questions: What is romanticifyPe@kQ1),



what are theredictorsaffectingresponses to dissatisfying situatidrfRQ2), and what are
the reasons for brealps? (RQ3)One quantitatve stug and one qualitative study were

conductedo find answers to these three research questdtimugh the qualitative study
wascarried outafter the quantitativetudy, the data of these two studiesrepresented in

different ordes (and chaptejsin this thesidor ease of followup. The research question,
hypothesesif any), and findingswverepresented in each study chapter.

Data from 18 focus group studies conducteddawvember and December 20d6re
reported in the next chapter, Chapter 2answer the question (RQ1) of whakakup is
The quantitative stug conducted to identify thepredictors affecting responses to
dissatisfying situation§RQ2) was reported in Chapter 3The reasons fobreakups
gathered from thécus group sessiongere presented in Chapter Bhe method part was
briefly explained in this chapteio avoid repetitionwhile detailed methodology was
presented in Chapter 2 (pad®). Chapter5 was the general discussiorfpllowed by
limitations and suggestions for furthestudies,and contributionand implicationof 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 brealup is defined aghe termination of a relationshielmles et al.,
1990). Sometimes, though not always, romantic brepk have also been used to give an
ultimatum to the other party and show that if they do not change, the-upeakl be
certain. Thusywhenromanticbreakups are used for this purposgmart from thegeneral
definition, they can also be considered apart ofa relationship. However, in this study,
romanticbreakup was used as the end of the relationship.

Although people do not enter a romantic relationship expectibgettkup, most
do. Theyare challenging and can be emotionally draining no matter which party initiates
them. Romantic breakip, which most individuals experience at least once (Morgis
Reiber, 2011)js recognized as a significant lifetime event (Kendieal, 2003).Rhoades
et al. (2011) showed that nearly fetlenths of young adults experienced at least one break
up in less than two years.

A romantic brealupis not something momentatiyat lasts for a short timét is a
processand this study focuses on the postakup phaseFollowing the breakup, people

facecognitive, behavioraandemotionaimbalancesA series of focus group sessions were
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held in November and December 2ab6find answers to thérst and the third research

guestions of this thesis ( RQ1) Awhat -uipszadd(oR@a3n)t i icwhbarte akr e t he
reasons for breald p s Since this section is devoted to the findings of the first research

guestion, the answers tioe question "What do you think when you hear the wbrdak

up'? oare presented in the findings sectiamhich gives us information about how

individuals perceive and experience romantic bnagak The findings of focus group

sessions weralso presentedn Chapter 3 and Chapter Zhe methodology was briefly

mentioned in subsequent chapters to avoid repetitibite Wwwas providedn detailin this

chapter where thdindings offocus group sessisnvere presented for the first time.

2.1. Method
2.1.1. Participants

By convenience sampling, participantere recruited from the subject pool (by
signing up SONA system) of the Department of Psychology iddlel East Technical
University (METU) in Turkey for course credit. The datascollected through onpilot
and 17 focugroup sessionsn November and December 201Bligibility requirements
included being heterosexual, at least 18 yearsaaldieithebeing in a romantic relationship
for more thanthree months or had a romantic relationship that lastexte thanthree
months and not being engaged, married, or widowed. Although 139 heterosexual
participants attended the preliminary intervieya8ticipantsither informed the researcher
about their withdrawals or did not show up ondagof thefocusgroup and did not respond
their emails. The remaining 131 undergueteand gradatestudents (74 women, 56.49%
of thetotal) participatedn this study (see Tabl®. They ranged in age from 18 to 28 yeatrs,

with a mearageof 23. Seventyfour participants (56.49%) were in a romantic relationship
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at the time of data collectiqisee Tabl&). Each session hdie to nine participants (see

Table3).

Table 2
Dispersion ofParticipantsby Sexand Relationship Status

Women Men Total
Single 32 25 57
Couple 42 32 74
Total 74 57 131

Ninety-seven of the 131 participants attended shsgbe sessions. Initially, focus
group studies were planned to be performed only in segpfesessions. However, after the
completion of the singteexsessionsadditionalfive (mixed-group)focus group sessign
were held. The main reasons for doing additional miyexlip sessions were to reveal
whether there was any difference between siagleandnixed-group sessions, and when
there was a representative of the opposite sex in the room, how they esgriber
opinions. Findings indicated no significant difference betvadeglesex andnixed-group
sessions. During the focus group studie@nenparticipants were represented more in both
singl esd an dsthanmangskeelabie 4)s e s si on

Eighteen focugroup 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 sulrategory However, due to low submissions, | could not run the third mixed

group session for single participants.
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Table 3
Number ofParticipants inEach FocusGroup 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 ofParticipantsby Sex Relationship StatysandSession Type

# Sessions Women Men Total
Single 25 19 44
SinglesexSessions 13 Couple 32 21 53
Total 57 40 97
Single 7 6 13
Mixed-groupSessions 5 Couple 10 11 21
Total 17 17 34

Total 18 74 57 131

Table 5
Number ofFocusGroup ®ssions bysexand Relationship Status

Women Only Men Only Mixed Group  Total
# Sessions Single 3 3 2 8
. 3
# Sessions Couple (+1 pilot study) 3 3 10
Total 7 6 5 18
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2.1.2. Measurement

All focus group sessions were sestiuctured with opeended questions (see
AppendixB). Questions were related to three phasesmfntic elationships: initiation of
the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of the relationsbljzsved
by, participants were asked to write five reasons for brgek on a blank papdsee
AppendixK). Then, they were given another blank evaluation form to evaluatedhsons
for breakups they wrote on the blank pageee Appendix). The reaens for breakups
and their evaluations were covered in detail in Chapter 4.

Participantsalso read five ignettes at the end of the focus group sesstons
evaluae and discuss the texisee AppendidG). Each vignette had different stories about
partnerbehaviors that were supposed to trigger a conflict big enough to cause a romantic
breakup. Since there were five different stories, each vignette was planned to be short
enough to give the idea but not lose the realense storiesvereabout a partnemakng
plans for the future where the participant is not inclug@dd, beingintimate with someone
at a nightclub(#2), whose lie was caught (#3cting in a wayknowing that participants
won't like (#4) and using an online dating applicationlespite beingin a romantic
relationship withthe participant(#5). The vignette findings were presented in detail in

Chapter 3.

2.1.3. Procedure

The questionnaires arapenended questions used in the current study were first
submitted for thethe Middle East Technical University Human Participants Ethic
Committee (IRB)approval After receiving the IRB approval (see Appendix Algad for

participation in a scientific study including foegpoup sessionsvas made through the
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SONA systera (a subject pdosoftware 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 ttirae monthsbut not
involved in a romantic tationship. Study advertisement was uploaded to SONA sgstem
separately forsingle men, couple men, single womesmd couple womerparticipants.
Interested individualshose a suitable for theon the systenand madea pre-interview
appointment

Participants attended a grderview meeting and a focus group session.
Participantsvere informed about the study and the confidentiality of the segsitimes pre
interview meetingThey were alsaold 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 livesn the presence of someone they knetending another focus group
sessionis also possible. They filled out sonmestionnairesanswereddemogaphic
guestions and picked a date fathe focus group session. Focus gros@ssionswere
conducted irthe METU Department of Business Administration focus group study room.
All focus group studies lasted approximatgio hours and sessions weadicvisually
recorded. Some complimentary food and drink were offered before and throuigaout
sessions. Sessions were held after the classsesekdays.

Before the sessions stedf the importance of confidentiality was stressed and
demanded from session members. Since sharing experieasdsmsed on willingness,
participants answered questions anytime they wanted to share with theTgresfructure
of questions varied dependiogn par ti ci pant df@he pagtitipattswere s hi p st at u
in a romantic relationshipparticipants were asked to talkspecifically about that

relationship.There werealso participantswho were not in a romantic relationskap the
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time of focus grop sessions. Thdyavehadat least oneomantic relationshighat hadasted
more tharthreemonths.Those single participants with more than one romantic relationship
were free to talk about one of their romantic relationships as long as their relatomsti

the study conditionsret, they were asked to choose the most vivid one in their memory or
the most recent one so that tleeyldremember events relatively easy.

All sessions begin with questions about hthwey met with their partnersThe
openingquestionsvereaimed tofacilitateasicebreaker angrovide the participantsith a
friendly environment in which thegouldfeel more comfortablealking about thé private
lives. Although the sessions procegtsemistructuredtheparticipants answered questions
about thehreephases of relationships: initiation of relationshighs;ation ofrelationships,
and termination of relationshipk the finalpart of the sessiontheyfirst providedsome
reasons for brealps thenevaluatedthemandthe vignettes generated for this study

Participants were givelive vignettescontaining different storiesn separatpages
for the vignette evaluationsor a story to be good, it should engage the reader in the story.
The participantsvere asked how much they could identify with the protagonist and feel the
dilemma in thevignettes They were asked to choose witatir reactiorwould 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 alternativeey were toldhat they could

makeany (oral or written) comments about each vignette.

2.2. Findings and Discussion
2.2.1. Relationship Structure

Relationship structure did nddiffer among the 18&ocus group sessiondhe

romantic relationships were committed and exclusive efach other. The duration of
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relationships ranged between meditoviong term(Mauration = 805 days ~ 2 years and 2.5
monthg. Even thoughparticipantswere young on average, there were participants in a
romantic relationship for more thdhreeyears.It has been observed thabstromantic
relationships were established between people living in the sam&aityeparticipants
shared the same house vitteir partnersin contrastatmostone participanin each session
reportedliving in a different city from their partnereven for aparticulartime. Thosen
long-distancerelationshipskept in touch with their partners througgchnologyassisted

communication toolsnd often traveletb the other cityo be together (i.e., twice a month).

2.2.2. What is a Romantic Break-up?

Participants were asked to definat comes to mind when they hear the word
fi b r -a p Rarticipants expressadostlynegativeconnotationsyith a few exceptionésee
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 seland change of habits were frequently recalled words for
romantic brealups.

Participantsé answers al so were examined to
difference (see Figure 2). Loneliness, depression, sadness, devastation, emptiness,
disappointnent, 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 vere repeated by men. Considering the findings, it can be said that similar features

were more prominepandwomen and men repeatééte same associations.
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Figure 1
Connotations ofipbhe Word fABreak

%@, losing a chance to i meaninglessness
o/

_getting to know your new self . /

*e §§ free time % anger %”’% k eg f
2 SIS S & Blay S S h N

- J,

§ ﬁf & Ny & M\*ﬁﬁa@ 6 0,%‘ aﬂﬂaieeli ;, "p}
AR \ l 0 5
‘e QY P A 4‘.«* § 0 (N

S i §:
/
, terrible a ’ 2
%% C Q :g P, - 6"%
%«Z'f;*frl”;"” 2 @Q‘@@\%Q ' §, L) wﬁ . N7 054;:%:,,“*:
- Bl P S
R I F ",
\‘v&‘ 6 ! S divu | Q w101 troubles “‘ﬁ'- ‘“‘&e e

ﬁg“'ﬁ"w %f Q cllange 0"““3“5 i“f o

i‘& Insin!ah?:L::i::;::;';;: o b ll;;l.ll;l‘lllaeilj;i;!-i-ll;‘ 1o leave something hehind :%p \*‘\@\.\@“" ”q’.f‘r

The connotations that came to the parti
number of aggregate dimensions that emerged from theTdese werghe beliefs about
breakups, emotional experience grieving phase, (re)adjustment of self and tiraed
expectations for thduture (see Figure 3)Although mainly onesentence answersere
presented in Figure 3, these dimensions were presented in more detail bslow tthe

dynamics of breakip processekirther.
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Figure 2
Connotations ofipdhley Weendd@Br eak
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2.2.2.1. Beliefs about Brealups

One of the dimensions emerged from the focus group sessions was the beliefs about
breakups. It was seen individualbave differentbeliefs about romantic brealps. For

some, this is something to endure, while brepks perceived as an experience fdreos.

XXX Bana dejikim geliyor a-ék-aseée, yan
insanén, arkadak da kal amayacaksén, tama
al eékman gerekiyor yani, sadece bu Bir s

1 erkéekckat el

XXX: For meg it is achange, like the ongith whom you were together all the time
is gone, you cannot stay friends. You ha
a phase, a phase. (A male participant fréfFacus Group Session)

TTT: rAyam@l eamam hayat émén Dbir par -asé e
kendimim. O olmasa da ben benim. Ve uzun vadede beni daha fazla mutlu edecek

Keyl er var . Eksi kli k hissederim ama -ok

Oturumudédndan 1 kadén katél emcé)

TTT: If | leave, okay, a part of my life is missing, but | am still myself after all. |
am me though he is no longer around. And there are things that will make me
happier in the long run. | feel incomplete, but | don't feel too sad. (A female
participant from 18 Focus Group Session)

2.2.22. 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
unhappywith their romantic relationships stated more positively valenced emotions (e.g.,

relief, happiness) upon hearing the wbrdakup.

MMM: Yani hayal kérekleéeje ile birlikte b

Il ki si bir arada vyamkg¢, IMHiaryakekleeare ky&fgeyor

uzun ya da késa bir s¢re bi-mesem de deve
[

getirdij bir hayal kerekl eje. Ama bir
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a-éksén yine. FamkI| g 8i.n Oadmlka rGrtugn Oyt aubriulmurésnid
kat el émceé)

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 relationshipngloor 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 8 Focus Group Session)

JJJ: Bence birrahatlamayae® i | i kKki mi n son akamal arénda -o
gi bi hi ssediyorum ve bittijinde oh rahatl ade
Odak Grup Oturumudédndan 1 kadén katél émcé)

JJJ: | think it's a relief. | felt so suffocated in the final stages of myioe&dtip.
When it was ended, | was relieved that | did not have to deal with it anymore. (A
female participant from"5Focus Group Session)

Z2ZZ7Z: B°yl e sancél é& hani dée¢Keéenegrseén., Hani
s¢rekl i -ay keréejsa bupafizbelein yani kekke
i -eydim dersin. (6. Odak Grup Oturumuébndan 1
ZZZ: | t paisful, Imeapny ou t hi nk. € You know, when somet

your life, even if your teacup was broken, you miss it and wish to drink tea with it.
(A male participant from®Focus Group Session)

EEE: Mutluluk.( 15. Odak Grup Oturumubéndan 1 er kek k¢
EEE: Happiness(A male participant from IS5Focus Group Session)

2.2.23. (Re)Adjustment of Selfand Time

The romantic breaklipsbring the need for individuals to adapt to the new conditions
and change tlehabits. The neetb rediscover oneselfearn how to be alone, and readjust

their time was anothelimensionthat came up frequently in the sessions.

BBB: Bittikten sonra tamam bu arték bitti. Y
yeni ilikki dejil de bi kénvdémdad®neki mzobadal
Yani fazla uzundu Bakaléem ger-ekten ben dej
ne i stiyoruma, bir kendi me bakéyor um. Ve bun
empoze ettiji i-inmik diyip hogenelanaonl!l ar é si | i
d° nmek. Mesela bu ayréldéjémézda yaz d°nemi.
d°n¢ke¢gnde arkadakl arl a tanékénca BBB ne yapt
bunu yapteém. .. Oha b¢te¢n hayatéené deji ktirm
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yéczdenolodywl.e Her Keyli dejiktirdim de bir
Oturumubdbndan 1 kadéen katél emcé)

BBB: After it's doneit's over now. Let's go back to a new one, | mean to myself,
not a new relationship. My three relationships lasted for moreahayear.So it

was too long. Let's see if | have really changed, what's left, what's lost, what | want
from life, and | look at myself. And if | have them because he imptbssdon me,

| immediately delete them, make a new plan, and foitolsor example, thisreak

up occured during the summer break. So when | met my friends at saheyl
asked what did you do? | did thisnd| did that | alsodid this ... Ohyou have
changed your whole life. That's because | broge | changeceverything in a
stroke. (Afemale participant from"5Focus Group Session)

LLL: Yeni bir baklangeée-. Knsanén biraz
baklangée- olabilir. ¢¢gnkeg bir i li kkiye b
ol masa dahi hayavemsinki gdz eovienpayémki e
kKekill eniyor. Knsan arkadaxkl|l aréna biraz
da vakit ge-irmeni z | azém. Kkte hobiler
-al éeékéyorsunuz. Ayréljde k%jame smmemiaz bd eraek i
yalnéz Dbakxéna bir kKxeyler yapmasé | azém.
yézden insanén kendisinde yeni hokl anabi
daha farklé kKeylerle ilgile@gmeain Wahle h di
bir S¢ére- daha rahat ve yeni bir bakl e
Oturumudndan 1 erkek katél emcé)

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

oneself. Because when you start a relatignséwven if you do not put that person

at the center of your i fe, your i fe i
environment and what you share. People may spare less time for their friends
because you have to spend time with that person. Your hobbigd changeand

you may try to find some common hobbies. After a brgjakyou 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 ondsefiore

comfortable process in terms of taking time for oneself, fhaan be called a new

beginning. (A male participant fronf'4ocus Group Session)

KKK: Sigarayée bérakmak gi bi asl éeénda. Al é
hani ar tieskt eomeisnesnabé | e hep b°yle bir «key
iyi ayrelék da olsa, k°tg¢ ayreél ék da ol s
yani . (18. Odak Grup Oturumudndan 1 kade

KKK: It's like quitting smoking. Even if you ddrnwant to leave something you're
used to, even if you don't want that person anymore, it always happens you found
yourself thinking about hipwhether it's a good brealp or a bad brealtp. | mean,

when changing your habjtgou do not know what to doAfemale participant from

18" Focus Group Session)
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Figure 3
Data Structure

Itds not good
Can be experienced

Something cumulative .| Beliefs about
Something positive | breakups

Can lead to a better relationship
Something very bad

Somet i mecassaiyt 0 s
Its effect is not permanent
What moves us forward

Happiness, Relaxation —
Hope (for a reunion) | Positive
Peaceful emotions

Anger, Devastation
Disappointment Negative

Emotions

v

Emptiness|oneliness emotions
Pain, Sadness

Being open to new experiences

Change of habits .
Not knowing what to do > Readjustment

. of self
Getting to know your new self

(Re)Adjustment

Free time, Spare time of self and time
InaCtIye SundayS Readjustment/
Keeping oneself busy of time
Making new plans

Waking up earlyto exercise
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Figure 3
Data Structure (Continued)

Thinking about him/her

Li ke someoneos
Good memories, bad memories
Losing my best friend —> Thoughts
Does not exist anymore
Losing a bigpart of my life

Cyber stalking

Shedding tears Behaviors

\ 4

Rapid mood swings _
Depression Feelings

Talking with others
Talking with close friends —>

Support Grieving

R s m
i R & kasa® syste

Alcohol, Chocolate

Cigarettes, Coffee

i R & kasad®

Cannot eat anything 3 or 4 days

Eating and
drinking
patterns

v

Sezen Aksu, sad music
Arabesque music
Songs about separation
Songs specific to her

v

Music

Being alone forever
Losing a chance to experience

similar feelings Expectaions

New beginnings for the future
Not the only person left in the

\4

world
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2.2.24. Grieving

The wordbreakup evoked the grieving phase in all sessidi® grieving process
can occur in different ways. Thmarticipants mentioned findinthemselves thinking about
their expartners evethough they @l not want to. Some of them stated the need to know
what they do, how their egartners live, and how they struggle with the brepkThey
talked about experieimg depressiora change in their eating and drinking pattegedting
help from their support systems (e.g., friends), listening to music, experiencing rapid
changes in their mood, and crying.
RRR: Birisinin °] mesi gel i ymirm ahkd yeartaé nbdean i m.

genel de o hayatéemda -ékéyorsa -éekéyordur yar
yok. (10. Odak Grup Oturumudndan 1 kadén kat

RRR: It comes to my mind as if someone is dead. Because if somezmtirdty
out of my | Bphgsicalltabsantniean he does noHexist.i(A female
participant from 10 Focus Group Session)

SSS: Ayl ék sonrasénda ¢ - dort géeno bir Key yi
Oturumuédndan 1 erkek katél emceé)

SSS:1 couldn't eat anything for three or four dagfterthe breakup. (A male
participant from 9 Focus Group Session)

FFF: Kendi mi odaya 3k apladtagkp Gajulpa naatkur umuédndan
kat el émceé)

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

2.2.25. Expectations for theFuture

The lastdimension that came up from the connotations was future expectations.
Although some participants had negative expectations for the future, perhaps related to
grieving, there were alssomeparticipants in the focugroup sessions who believed that

the future would bring better things.
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GGG: Yeni keéezlar (6. Odak Grup Oturumuon
GGG: New girl(friend)s (A male participant fronf 6ocus Group Session)

NNN: KIl'k bak ijéeB*yl|l &/amey -@ikbiklthir an |
ejer ben bitirmediysem yani. ki mdi ben
d¢zel meyecek. (17. Odak Grup Oturumudnda

NNN:Int he beginning itds .& elrtr'isbryfdnglvds, nmevaen ,
over in a moment. | mean, especially if | did not initiate it. Nothing will ever get
better again. (A female participant fromMFocus Group Session)

00O0: Sonsuza kadar yalnéz olurmukum gi bi
erkek katéel émceé)

OOQ Like | would be alone forever. (A male participant fron{" Fbcus Group
Session)

2.3. Conclusion

When the focus group sessions are wered, the participants frotme METU
found the romantic brealp, in generala sad, devastating event. This also appbebe
ones whainitiated the breakup, as both parties once invested in their relationsHips
only ones whdelt relieved after a brealp stated that thelgadfelt suffocating in their
relationships. Therefe, those who were happy in their romantic relationships experience
negative emotions after a breag. Terminatng aromantic relationship is emotionally
exhaustingand the person endeasdo find oneself (or a new self) after fthe need to
change thir habitsandlearn what they like and dislike were in the process of reestablishing
their new selves

They also went through grievingwhile reestablishing their new selve$he
participantsreporteddrinking more alcohol, eating chocolatexperiencingrapid mood
swings, and listening to sad songs during the grieving phase. They also experience
ruminative thoughts while perceiving their ex as if they no longer exist. Stheghtsupport

to overcone this procesd=rom 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., 201f)e case of
a romanic breakup, thesocial support providerfor young adults will be their friends.
Consistentwith the literature, close friends were often mentionedhimfocus group
sessions.

Although the connotationmainly were related to the moment of breagk or the
short period that follow#, a romantidoreakup is a phaseAs stated by some participants,
emotional experiencesich as sadnedenging,and depression do not last logter the
grieving periodindividuals tend to feel more positiabout themsgkes and the futuréstill,
at first (perhaps due to the grieving periddgymayfeel more pessimistic about the future.
Some perceived it as unlikely to have anything good in the flButethis also seems to be
related to their beliefs abolireakups Because it has been observed that people who
perceived thdreakup 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 theedictorsthat cause them to react differently and answers
the second research question of this thé¥isat are thepredictorsaffecting resposes to
dissatisfying situatior’s (RQ2) Attachment security, basic psychological needs, and

relationship contingent sedfsteem were presented in detail in the following sections.

3.1. Attachment Theory

3.1.1. Attachment Security

In stressful times, peopla a romantic relationship turn to their romantic partner
who provides support and comfoaad calmghem down A romanticpartner also givea
sense of security in relationshjpsovidingthe appropriate environment foeople to strive
toward their goalsThe bond with partners sased on thbondsformed withparents aa
much earlier age (Fralest al, 2005; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Yet, unlike the tsdndmed
between an infant and attachment figuehsing early devéopmental stages, adult
attachment is established between eqaaldthe role of caregiving varies between partners
depending on who is experiencing distress. For this reason, both partners are expected to be

available, attentive, and responsieethe oherin romantic relationshipsEarly on this
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dynamic is established between an infatite weak- and attachment figureghe strong.
In this power imbalance, the caregiver role is attributed to the adult figure who is expected
to be available, attenty and responsive when needed (BowlbgaBO82; Cassidy, 2008;
Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shaver, 202016. Partnes defined as attachment
figures are expectdd provide a sense of security as a securefoagadividualsto achieve
their gaals andto serve as a physical and emotional safe haven to offer support and comfort
in stressful times (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer & Shavet222016).

Human beings came into the world with an instinct to form bonds, to experience
acceptance, wanth, and connectedness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby /1982
Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Gere & MacDonald, 2010; Keeal, 2013; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 202, 2016; Ryan & Deci, 2017). This instingnsures the continuation of future
generations by instantly forming new bonds betwaédultsand newbornswho cannot
survive on their ow)) while the absence dff has fatal consequences the newbornsThe
need to establish this connection continuew@sge. So much so that this bond between
newbornsand caregivey in infancy is established with peers and romantic partners as
individuals grow up. Studieshave documented meeting this need, especially in close
relationships, has a positive effect oniindi duabh sidngvel heal t h, and mood (
Le Bel, 2003; Mikulincer & Shaver, 28; Moeller et al, 2020;Myers, 2000) while non
fulfillment has detrimental effects (Gere & MacDonald, 2010; Moeitaxl, 2020 Plattet

al, 2013.

3.12. Theoretical Framework

Only fifty years agoit was realized that human babies are born with an instinctive

tendency called the attachment behavior system (Bowlby, 197&8/1982, 1989).
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According toBowlby, this tendency is based on the quality of the interactiwden the
infant and the caregiver (1973, 691982, 1989). This tendency has an emotional
componentand cognitive component. Emotional component is abakirgpa sense of
security and relatedness in their close relationshipgh is closely relatedttheir emotion
regulation enables them to experienfeegative) emotionand their expressiity, while
cognitive componernis aboutdevelofng working models ofselfoandother$ similar to

Ai f/ thend cl auses, t o gi v eto guideatheir relationship e v ent
patterns incluthg their feelings, thoughts, behaviprand personality development
throughout their livesncluding situational, individual, and interactional effects into the
consideration (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1973, 6981982, 1987; Bretherton &
Munholland, 1999; Cassidy, 1994; Eegal, 2001; Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2016; Schore, 2001; Simpson & Belsky, 2008; Watexls 1991).

According to Bowlby (189/1982; Cassidy, 2008), attachment figuresréawo
crucialmissions: a secure base witbaexploration systerns activated, and a physical and
emotional safe haven wheine fear systems activated.The exploration system becomes
activewhen there is no perceived threaid infants focus on recogimg and learning from
their environment and develimg theirown personalies. However, when the infasitietect
threas (e.g, darkness, loud noise, strangers, hunger, iliness, or a newvitteydxploration
system gets deactivateghdthefear systenkicks in. This system works until the situation
that theinfantsperceive as a threat is eliminated. At this stageintfia@tsapply one of the
primary or secondary attachment strategies to seek protection from their attachment figures.
When the perceptioof 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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systembeing coactivated with the fear system amabrking antagonistically with the

exporation system (Cassidy, 2008).

3.1.3. The Primary and Secondary Attachment Strategies

Since the relationship between infaand attachment figusés imbalanced, infast
need the presence of attachment figuceexist. 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 déstgidthe
infant perceives a thad), the Attachment Behavioral System gets activated to reduce the
distanceto the desired level. Infants apply different methaafsthe primary attachment
strategy,such as smiling, vocalizinggndb r crying to attract the att
attention. When their attachment figures are responsive, available, and sensitive to their
calls by reducing the proximity tthe desired level, infants attain attachment security
(Bretherton, 1992; Mikulincer &haver, 2003Shaver et al., 20)0and 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 tine desiral level after the activation dghe primary attachment
strategy This could resulfrom having attachmerfigures show inconsistent behaviors or
an absence aksponsive, available, and sensitive attachment figures (Cassidy & Kobak,
1988;Dinero et al., 208; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 201XBhaver et al., 20)0Infants
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, avaitafileresponsive 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, 201X5haver et al., 20)0They magnify their stressvel 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, 201Ehaver et al., 20)0Theyneed to find a way to redutieeir elevated
stress levebn their ownas there is no one else but them to redlibey achieve this by
reducing the severity of the situation, desensitizing themsbéasuse they cannot control
their environment and copdth the threat levelAlthough 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
reproductivditness Arriaga et al., 2018Cassidy, 2008; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2012

Shaver et al., 200

3.1.4. Attachment Patterns in Infancy

Although John Bowlby set the basic tenets ofAttachment Theorpy observing
the behavior patternof monkdy and human hunter and gatherer
her colleague$1978) provide empirical evidence through a laboratory procedure called
Strange Situation for omrgearold babies. This procedure creates a mild stressful
environment for the infantsncludingtwo 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 intaa 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 sefraratdbir
attachment figures and their reaction towards reunion with them provide information about
which attachmensystem mechanisms they employ (Mainal, 1985; Sroufe & Waters,

1977).

TheStrange Situation procedure enables to identify three atmtpatterns called
secure, insecure/ambivalent (also referred as anxious, resistapteoccupied in the
literature) and insecure/avoidance (Ainsworth al, 1978; Bretherton, 1992). Securely
attached infants show visible stress during separétion the attachment figurevhich
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 meactibprotesting 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 yearsafthe work of Ainsworth and colleagues (1978), Main and
colleagues (1985yereable to identify the 4th grolgnd named it as insecure/disorganized
disoriented, whilinsworth and colleaguesamed it as uncategorized whbay could not
categorize themmitheir Strange Situation procedureirf&nts in this categorgisplayed

unorganized behavior in response to separations and reunions.

3.1.5. Working Models and Triggering Events

Infantsbegin to interact with their environmeritem the moment they areoin.

Theytry to make sense of their surroundings and themsé#iveagh endless interactions
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with their attachment figure¥Vhen almost everything is novel, even mundane events often
trigger i nf ant Bedorebabievarefiectivelyyse thew rotiaomigtance
themselves from thregtall they can das call for helpto rebuild their sense of security.
Infants develop internal working models/mental scripts and expectations about how to
overcome feelings of insecuris a product ofhese endless interactions that begin with
the loss of felt securitye.g., Ainsworth, 1989; Ainsworthet al, 1978; Bowlby, 1973,
1969/1982, 1987; Bretherton & Munholland, 1999; Cassidy, 1994; Jolatsaln 2007;

Main et al, 1985; Mikulincer & Shaver2016; Schore, 2001; Wategs al, 1991).Internal
working models (IWMs) give children a guideline about the nature of relationships, help
them regulate, interpret and predict their behavior, thoughtsfeelings in relationships.
They learn how to reacand also how their attachment figures react under similar
circumstances.

Having close others sufficiently attentive, availalsied responsive to their needs
during repeated interactions allows babies to develop secure bonds. Similarly,
inconsistently déentive, 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 defsragdlvesas either
lovable, worthy,and importantor not; while they define others as responsive, available
and attentiveor not (Collinsetal, 2004; Sroufe & Waters, 1977)
0otshhederived from individual s bregivers phavat e d i
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 seculeratthén the presence of

sufficiently attentive, availabJeand responsive caregivers, while the presence of
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inconsistently attentive, availabland responsive caregivers or absence of caregivers can
create chronic feelings of insecurity and lead to insmcattachment orientations
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Reist al, 2004).

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

changed based on the attachmefated experiences with close others (e.g., Arredgd,

2014; Bavlby, 1973; Bretherton & Munholland, 200Bjnero et al., 2008Fraleyet al,

2013; Collins & Read, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Simpson & Belsky, 2008). Studies
have shown the resilience of attachment patterns over time and across social cogtexts (e.
Crugnolaet al, 2011;Davila & Cobb, 2004Dinero et al., 2008Fraley & Davis, 1997;
Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2013; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Main et al., 1985; Mgals2005
Scharfe, 2003Waters, 1978Waterset al, 2000 as these IWMs serve as franwrks for

their adulthood, friendship and romantic relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991,
Dinero et al., 200&raley, 2002; Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003620
Popovic, 2005). Specificallyinsecure 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 immut8oelby, 1973,
1969/1982 Collins & Allard, 2001). Encountering sufficiently powerful attachmetated
experiences cause new reactitregt may trigger ahange in internal working modelsde.
Arriagaet al.,2014 Arriaga et al.2018; Chopilet al, 2019; Davila & Cobb, 2004; Dinero
et al, 2008; Feenegt al, 2003; Fralewt al, 2013; La Guardiat al, 200Q Simpsoret al,

2003. Thus, individualéattachment orientatiamay move from insecute secure and vice

versa. Some studies have shown that individuals with chronic secure attachment orientation
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may experience insecurity feelings with a specific partner as their relationship develops
(Fraleyet al, 2011; Girmeet al, 2018;Hudsonret al, 2014; La Guardiat al., 2000Murray

& 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; Femyn 1999). Theylook for safe and supportive
relationships that support their personal growth (Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2010; Meldgn
2009;Rusbultet al, 2004). They do not like separation from their romantic partsaise
for closeness, protesth e i r  pnavailahility, seeldcomfort and security, and support
in times of distress (Feeney, 19%haver et al., 20)9Hazan and Shaver (1987) were the
first to investigate attachment in the context of adult romantic relaticehipreveal thre
attachment categories similar to the work of Ainsweamtd her colleagued978). They
suggested that individuals would feel differant each romantic relationship ake
communication patterns and their attachment orientations in each romantic seigtimay
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; Feenay, 2000; Fraley &haver, 2000;

Mi kul i ncer & Shaver, 2016 ; St ackert & Bur s
categoricalassessmeraf adult attachment patterns, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991)

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

othes. Following Bartholomew's and Horowitz's dimensional approach, Breandn
colleagues(1998) proposed two orthogonal dimensions, called attachment anxiety

representing model ofselfd and attachment avoidance representing modeltither®
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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 & Marsltgll, 20
Fraleyet al, 2015; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2, Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002,
In this study, adult attachment patterns will be evaluated in terms of attachment anxiety and
attachmenavoidance dimensions.

Individuals can get positive or negative scores on both orthogatethment
di mensi ons. Each dimension is evaluated separ a
orientation. Low values in both dimensions show a secure attachment orientation. Securely
attached individuals perceive their selves and others positively (Mikulincer & SRaxe,
2016. Low scors on attachment anxiety and high scoa attachment avoidance show
dismissiveavoidant attachment orientation, while high seaye attachment anxig and
low scores on attachment avoidance show preoccupied attachment orientation (Mikulincer
& Shaver, 2012, 2016). Dismisskaxoidant attachmentoriented individuals carry a
positive seimage and a negative image of others. Like members of secung, ghey
describe themselves as lovable, valuable, and important. Howleeerfear intimacy and
dependencyue to their negative image of others (Mikulincer & Shavet22P016). Those
with high attachment anxiety and low attachment avoidance perceivaséfves as
unlovable, worthlessand insignificant while having a positive imageothers believing
they areless worthy in a romantic relationship than their partners (Mikulincer & Shaver,
2012, 2016). High scores on both dimensions indicate the fedtchment orientation

where individuals hold negative self and other images (Mikulincer & Sh20&p, 201%.
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3.17. Empirical Findings about Adult Attachment Security in Romantic

Relationships

Individuals generally form close relationships to héalthy and functioning
relationships. Many studies have shown that happy romantic relationships are associated
with better physical health and psychological vixing (e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
Campbellet al, 2005; Deci & Ryan, 20144olt-Lunstadet al, 2008; HoltLunstadet al,

2010; Kamp Dush & Amato, 2005; Vanassaeal, 2013). Feeling secure in romantic
relationships is essential for maintaining secure attachments to close others. Research on
adult attachment orientation in marriage amnmitted extramarital relationships &
documented commitment, intimacy, interdependence, relationship satisfaction, and trust as
the characteristic features of secure romantic relationships (Brennan & Shaver, 1995;
Feeney & Collins, 2003; Feeney al, 2000; Hadderet al, 2013;Mikulincer & Shaver

2016 ; Si mpson, 1990; S ¢stdies coBduceo an aingke ldults 200
revealed that they tend to be higher in attachment insecurity than pareuukd
(Adamczyk & Bookwala, 2013; Chopék al., 2013;Schachneet 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 the@lationships. Howevetheir responsdo 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 indiviluals 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 f e madaamegdtivercamption t s of
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while attachment avoidance was relatedlecreases in relationship satisfaction for both
males and females (Kane et al., 2007; Moretaal, 2011). Previous studies have shown
how attachment dimensions affect cognition and perceftien working model$ were
assimilated into relationship memories (Bretherton & Munholland, 2008; Dgkad,

2011; Feeney & Cassidy, 2003; Simpsab al, 2010) and shape the formation of
autobiographical memoryfykaset al, 2014 Kohnet al, 2012; Simpson &tl., 20L0; Sutin

& Gillath, 2009; Wangpt 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; Wangt al, 2017) and ma positive over time (Feeney &
Cassidy, 2003while those insecurely attached individuals recall more negative memories
with higher emotional intensity (Dykas al, 2014; Wanget al, 2017) and more negative

over time (Feeney & Cassidy, 2003). What threypember affesti ndi vi dual sd percepti
and memory about their couple interactimeluding conflict (Becket al, 2013; Cusimano

& Riggs, 2013), support (Campbeit al, 2005; Collins & Feeney, 2004), and separation
(Gillath et al., 2005). Wang amlleagues (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
relationshipmaintenance evemt 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 attachnuédaave

dimensions) are more likely to seek closeness and support whenSipseti(et al., 2019;
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Simpsoret al, 1992), and to experience better and more consistent relationshipeive]|
(Feeney, 2016; KayBalkan, 2009; Li & Chan, 2012; Tutaélé k & a&kavusoj | u, 20(
because they have positive working models of others that leads them to believe their partner
will be attentive, available, and responsive to their needs (Balkelwah 1993; Collins &

Read, 1990; Rowe & Carnelley, 2003). They displagher levels of relationship
satisfaction, commitment, and trust along with lower levels of conflict and jealousy (Feeney
& Collins, 2003; Feenegt al, 2000) and more constructive communication patterns and
behaviors (Domingue & Mollen, 2009; Marshall008). Partners of securely attached
individuals are perceived as more supportive regardless of their partner support level, also
they are more likely to repofewer distress levels and better coping mechanisms (e.g.,
Collins & Feeney, 2004; Girmet al, 2015; Rholes et al., 2018impsonet al, 2007).
Having positive attributions to the partne
behaviors positively, which does not make conflictual situations a tierset continuation

of the romantic relatioship. They show less physiological stress reactivity when insecurity
feelings arise Nlikulincer & Shaver, 2016Powerset al, 2006).Becausehey perceive
conflictual situationsas an opportunity for intimacy, they show more accommodative
behaviors including selfdisclosure anderspectivetaking (Simpsoret al, 1996) and
recover more quickly without dwelling on negative emotions and rumination (Salettore

al., 2011). The likelihood of successfully resolving problems inceaaitk such behaviors
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Mikulincest al, 2009; Waters & Waters, 200@&nd 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 negadissbgiated with
psychological welbeing (e.g., Carr et al., 2010; Lavy & Littm&@vadia, 2011; Wett al,
2011). The negative relationships between insecure attachment orientations (eitgr feel
uncomfortable or anxious about being intimate) and relational functioning such as
commitmentintimacy,and relationship satisfactidtrasbeen documented many times (e.qg.,
Campbellet al, 2005; Collins & Feeney, 2004; Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney8;200
Mikulincer & Shaver, 202, 2016; Pi stole & Arrical e, 200 3;
Popovic, 2005 Tan et al, 2019. For example, Fraley and Shaver (2000) showed that
insecurely attachdddividualsare less satisfied with their relationships egldtively closer
to experiencing brealips because they perceive interpersonal conflicts as threatening.
Triggered negative communication patterns such as using less constructive conflict
resolution strategies, escalating things or leaving them unresalvddngagingn verbal
and physical aggression during conflict (Carnediesl, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012;
Pistole & Arricale, 2003; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1995) can be considered among the
reasons why they are relatively closer to experienmngantic brealup. 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

belowsince there is more than one type of insecueehinent orientatian

3.17.2.1 High Attachment Anxiety

Individuals who score high in theattachment anxietylimension (and low in
attachment avoidance dimension) hampegative working model of self aralpositive

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 pagaess them

to misinterpret their partner's feelings for them (Noller, 2005).hei r partner
unreciprocated commitment supports and reinforces their negative self perception (Murray

& Holmes, 2009; Murrayet al, 2006), which in turn causes lower levelsseifesteem

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). Individuals with high attachment anxiety are more likely to
monitor situations for signs of t heir part
generate considerable distress and reactivity to daily intenachyg reevaluating their
relationship, desire more security when they think of trust, and exhibit more negative affect

and behavior (e.g., Campbetlal, 2005; Collinset al, 2006; Geret al, 2013; McClureet

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

attached individuals, prioritize intimacy over trust in relationships @Rah 2017), as they

use itto verify their relationships.

When their partner is responsive to their needs, if not all the time, ahxiou
attached individual s6 hopes of Backeseiabg a res
2017). This causes them to adopt hyperactivation strategies to have their partners close and
available to give support. They show more jealousy, clinging belsavemd low trust
toward partners, and demand closeness and intimacy (Feldman & Downey, 1994;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 202, 2016; Spielmanret al, 2013. If their hyperactivation efforts
fail, they become more vul ner aah2B7)whiclke pendent
deepengheir negative selfiews with feelings of unworthiness, shame, and weakness
(Arriaga et al., 2018).

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

commitmentis triggered by the idea that their parthere seeking ways treakup with
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them (Mikulincer & Shaver, 22, 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; Overatlal, 2014) Feeling of
unworthiness, shame, and weaknessifga et al. 2018) create chronianxiety thatis
manifested by fear of abandonment or rejection by otermga et al. 2018). Chronically
anxiously attached individuals will ultimatehavea 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 (Arriaga20@d Arriaga et al.2018

Bartz & Lydon, 2006; Campbekt 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 (Dgkak 2014; Young

& Acitelli, 1998), more negative over time (Feeney & Cassidy, 2003), and less likely to
notice the positive aspects of their romantic relationships (Cellials 2006; Pietromonaco

& Barrett, 2000).

Anxiously attached individuals experience heightened lefaléstress, sho less
affection, and tend to induce guilt and escalate the conflict readily by engaging in verbal
and physical aggression (Campletlhl, 2005; McClure et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2012;Overall et al, 2014), though they hawehigher concern ofosing intimacy under
anxietyprovoking situations (Pistole & Arricale, 2003). These two competing motivations
that preserve the intimacy and demand a positive changbeimelationship cause
individuals with high attachment anxiety to show both submissive and dominant responses
in conflictual situations (Gaines et d@l997; MacDonaldet al, 2019; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2016). Even if they were the onegho initiated the corlict for a better change, lven their

focus shifts to stopping the disagreemevtering abandonmentandlosing theirpartner
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(McNulty, 2010) they show submissive behavippgsemature attempts to forgive (Dewitte
et al., 2021)and incur costs so thatqi@er can incur benefits (Pistole & Arricale, 2003,
Impett & Peplau, 2002; Mikulincer & Shaver, Z&) Shi, 2003. But these behaviorin
turn, trigger resentment feelings (Arriaga et al., 20I8)ey also feel a higher cost of
leaving their relationshipdzause they are more invested in maintainir{@igtole et al.
1995). These individuals are more willing to bamomantic relationship than to be single
even if they are not happy in their relationships (&bell, 2011; Slotter & Finkel, 2009;
Spidmann 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 thettachment avoidancdgimension (and low in
attachment anxiety dimension) hawpositive view about themselves amdegative view
about othes. Individuals with high attachment avoidance detached and developed distrust
of others as a result of being lafbne withthe perceived threat in infancy, though they had
a desire to reunite with their caregivers (Bowlby, 1973). Similarlgdulthoodwhile they
desire intimacy, they refrain from disappointment and pain (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2009),
they are cautius about "letting their guard down" (Arriaga et al., 2018; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2012, 2016; Noftle & Shaver, 2006; Simpson et al., 188&@)are more wary of
partners who demand more intimacy and interdependence (Arriaga et al., TA3\8are
also morelikely 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 & Shavefl987; Reis et al., 2004; Spielmaenal, 2013). Butsupposehey

decide to go against what they have learned over the, Yefaitseir guard dowrand seek
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intimacy. In that casetheir partner's lack of reciprocityriggers feelings of shame or
disapprovathatinstill fear of social painand undermines the desiratyilof a relationship
(Arriaga et al., 2018), andauss them to show first anxiety reactions and thearned
avoidance behaviors (Diamond & Hicks, 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).

Chronic high attachment avoidance is manifested by discomfort with dapend
and intimacy in adulthood (Arriaget al, 2018) and chronically avoidant individuals are
more likely to feel frustrated when they are forcedi¢cidebetween their personal goals
and activities, and their partner and relationship (Arriaga etl8)2Because they tend to
avoid intimacy and closeness, they are less likely to be in a romantic relationsleipaltHo
2012; Mikulincer & Shaver, 22, 2016; Schindleret al, 2010) and to form a committed
one(Birnie et al., 2009; Schindlest al., 210. These people do not want to start a new
relationship aftera breakup (Daviset al, 2003) because they think that theiew
relationship willalsoend in failure (Birnieet al, 2009) and they will eventually be himg
these relationships (Baldwet 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; Rest al.,2017). They display less nonverbal intimacy, affection, and
expressivenasduring interactions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 20165e less selflisclosure
(Mikulincer & Nachshon, 199IMikulincer & Shaver, 200} and on averagdave lower
gratitude feelings towards their partners (Mikulinagr al, 2006). Thus, @&achment
avoidance was negatively correlated with relationship evaluattdose( al.,2012; Li &
Chan, 2012Tanet al, 2019.

They also prefer not to express their feelings when they are in a romantic
relationshipeven if it means leaving conflictual situations unresolved (Bartholomew, 1990;

Bradfordet al, 2002; Edelstein & Gillath, 2008; Farrell et al., 2016; Fraley & Shaver, 1997;
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Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 201&pielmann, Maxwell et g12013; Overall et al., 2013),
while they are more likely to misinterpret partner's behaviors (Arriaga et al., Ollihs

& Feeney, 2004; Taret al, 2012). Under avoidangeiggering situations, they instill
deactivation strategies to distancing themselves from emotionally charged interactions to
avert vulnerability and gain control through sedfiance (Cassidet d., 2009; Collins &
Gillath, 2012; Diamond & Hicks, 2005; Dykas & Cassidy, 2011; Edelstein & Gillath, 2008;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2005; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002, 2009; Simpson & Rholes,
2012. Theyshow less accommodative behaviors (Etchevetrgl, 2013 Nisenbaum &
Lopez, 201% and provide less emotional support when their partners experience stress
(Collins et al., 2006; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Fexray2013,;
Feeney & Thrush, 2010; Jayamadtaal, 2017 Simpson eal., 1992). Moreovethey use
deactivation strategies and bottle up their anger, resentment, and hostility emotions
(Edelsteinet al, 2012; Mikulincer & Shaver, 200Misenbaum & Lopez, 20)5which in

turn makesrecovery after a conflict to be mordfiiult for avoidantly attached individuals
(Salvatore et al., 2011).

The effect of attachment security on the decisimking process in romantic
relationships was explained in this section véthpirical evidence about how attachment
security shapes n d i v afféal, dhaviGrand cognitionHowever, attachment security
is not the only factor impaicig on the decisiormaking 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 motivatéalimprove their conditions to a point that can
be considered optimal, if not ideal, to maintain their seling.Reachng or maintainng
optimal welltbeing is possible by meeting physical needs as well as psychological needs
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Ryaf Deci, 2017). Fromthe Self-Determination Theory
(SDT) perspective, welbeing 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 matition that investigates the psychological conditions that
enable or hinder individuals to reach their optimal seling (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000,
2002; Kneeet al.,2013; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Although the aftermath of their decisions
cannotalwaysbe obsered immediatelyas proactive beings, individuals vigorously seek
growth, integrity, and wellness from infancy.

BasicPsychological Needs Theory, a mtheory of SDT, suggests that human
beings havethree basic needs; namely, autonomy, competence, ratadednessthat
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).ikglfilem
allowsindividuals to experience welieing (Demir &¥ z einir, 2010; Howell et a).2011;

Knee & Uysal, 2011l a Guardia et al2000; Ryaret al, 2010; Tay & Diener, 2011; Uysal
et al, 2010).

However, individual sé basic psynimol ogi cal ne

decade agdow basic psychological need fulfilment has been associated wibleiitly

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 neeN&ed thwartings amore
threatening experienc®¥ @nsteenkistet al., 2020gs itpredicsill -being (Balaguer et al.
2012; Bartholomew et al., 2011a,&ampbell et al., 201& osta etal., 2015 Selvi& Bozo,
2020;Vahlstein et al.2020.

It has shown that psychological need satisfaction and frustration are not mutually
exclusive termd\eed satisfaction and thwartingiquely prediadvarious study variables
(Chen et al., 2015Cosh et al, 2015;Nishimura & Suzuki, 2016Vansteenkiste & Ryan,
2013) Therefore, it would be wrong to think of low psychological needfsatisn as the
equivalent of high psychological need thwarting.

Despite it is a very widely studied concegitonomy meaning in SDT, unlike the
other definitions, is being sellitional and authentic, having a sense of choiead
freedom (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2004, 2017). Under heteronomy, the
opposite experience of autonomy, individuals fbet their behaviors are controlled and
they are compelled to behave in a specific direction. Individuals could aeggerese of
autonomy or hieronomy regardless of being independent, interdependent, or dependent.

Competence is defined as experiencrggnse of mastery and challenge (Deci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 201&). humans have an inherent tenderfoy
growth and masterfrom infancy, but only experience feelings of operating effectively in
certaindomainsof value to themThoughthe domains of value may vary, achieving a sense
of competence depends on the selévant domains with optimally challenging tasks.

Relatedness contains the feelings of acceptance, connectedness, and warmth one
derives from their immediate surroundin@®eci & Ryan, 1985, 2002; Knee et al., 2013;

Ryan & Deci, 2017). In line witkthe Attachment Theory (Bowlby, 1968982 Mikulincer

49



& Shaver, 2@6) andtheNeed to Belong Theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), human beings
came into the world with an instinct to foreolid and stable interpersonal bonds, to
experience warmth, and to feel connected. This instinct is separate from the urge,for food

as depicteihHar | owés primates study (Harlow & Zi mmer meé

3.2.2. Empirical Findings about Basic Psychological Needs in Romantic

Relationships

The satisfaction of these three basic psychological neettslifrom infancy, but
as the persoagesthe people thyturnto meet these needs also chafdese needs, which
are met by parents during infan@lsobegin to be met by close friendsth the start of
school With romantic involvements, too, these needs are met in different coiexts
significant individuals (parents, friends, and the romantic pagin€rom 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 da@allifs & Madsen, 2006;
Rayle & Chung 2007; Surjadi et al., 20)Xnd for their psychological need fulfiiments
within their relationships become essential for their Wwelhg. Yet, Ratelle and colleagues
(2013)hadshown that individuals benefited the most only when they receivedsnpeadrt
from all their close relationship figuresamely, parents, friends, and romantic partners.
Establishing and maintaining basjsychological need supportive relationships are
essential for better welleing asthese resources cannot replace or camsptefor one
another.

Satisfaction of psychological needs enhances subjectivebeialy), contributindo
physiological and psychological health. When their basic psychological needs are satisfied,

individuals tend to be less defensive, experience feymptoms such as pain, dizziness,
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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;
Weinsteinet al, 2016). Fulfilled basipsychological 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; Patrizk 2007),
to be willing to rely on sigriicant others (Ryart al, 2005), to be more eager to express
their emotionsl(a Guardia, 2007 and to have higher emotional awareness, openness to
experience those emotions, and emotional disclosuteetopartnes (La Guardia, 2007
La Guardia & Ryan2007). 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 (B&isl, 1990). Moreoverwhat they
experience today shapetheir 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 the partnes 8atisfied
psychological needsositively influence one's own psychological nedtiben individuals
are autonomously motivated to be in that relationship, their partners experience higher need
support. In other words, they attend more te thr partnersé6é need f ul
individuals arevolitionally in that relationship (Deci & Ryan, 2014; Haddetnal, 2015;
Knee et al., 2013)n astudy on 124 clos&iend dyads, Deci and colleagues (2006) showed
that giving autonomy support provides bendiisboth the giver and the receiver. While
giving autonomy support to a friepdedictspositive relational functioning and wedking,
receving 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), fulfilment of relatedeesspromotes
thewell-being of both individuals acrofsur weeks (Haddert al, 2013). Therefore, what
they get from their relationship (relational outcomes such as satisfaction, commitment, and
stability) is also closely linked to the way individualseme t h e ismeeds.@dhet ner 0
interdependent nature of close relationsbkimad explairthis because the way one behaves
is both a reactioand a cause of thgartner's behavier

The only studythat used basic need dissatisfaction and thwarting alotig thve
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 participewesled that need
satisfactiorpositively prediced interpersonatompetencewhile need thwartingositively
predicted negative relationship experiencemnd negatively predictednterpersonal

competence

3.2.3. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Attachment Security and

Basic Psychological Needs

Prior researcthasalso shown the relationship between attachment security and
basicpsychologicalneed satisfaction. Individuals were found to be securely attached in
friendship and rmantic relationships when their basic psychological naexe satisfied
(La Guardia et al., 2000). Yet, another study revealed that pairtneat t ac h me n't anxi et
dimensioowasposi ti vely related with individual sdé rela
wit h individual séd autonomy eaald2016)oRapine ence needs
attachment avoidance di mensi owee aguaively ndi vi dual s

associated whi | e partneros attachment predictedi dance di n
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individual so aut onomy need. Hadden and co
mi sperception of partnevassner alyormrovmy daapp o mic
desire for space and freedom.

The associationof attachmensecurity to partnebehaviorsand weltbeing (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 relationsivign though they were aware
that their basic needs were not met withiatrelationship. However, when their attachment
securitywas primed, they could realize that their partmesnot able to meet their basic
needs, which led to a decrease in commitim&hese findings may explain why some
individuals prefer to be committed to unhealthy romantic relationships where basic
psychologicaheedsareunfulfilled. While attachment security provides a direct explanation
for relational outcomes, basic psychatizd 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 reacti onslfillhmeotofabasipar t ner ¢
psychological needs affects individuals to show more accommodative behaviors such as
talking more and using perspective taking strategy to understand their partner (dadden
al., 2014; Kneeet al, 2005), being less egavolved (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hadden et al.,

2014; Hodgins & Knee, 2002), less likely to fixate on negative thoughts and emotions (Knee
et al, 2005; Kneeet al, 2002; La Guardia, 2007; La Guardia & Patrick, 2008; Pagtieh,

2007). Thosewith low autonomy tend to show more destructive reactions such as defensive
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behaviors, withdrawal, or counterattag(Schnarch, 1997). In their studjddodgins and
colleagues (1996) found that individuals with trait autonomy experience morkisgtis

and honest interactions with their family and friends. In another study (Knee et al., 2005),
autonomously motivated individualsere found to have deeper anuore satisfying
relationships, and have more relative satisfaction after disagreements.

According to La Guardia and colleagues (20€#,need for competenagight be
the leastssentiabasicpsychologicaheed within relationships since individuals have other
sources to fulfill that need. Yethe satisfaction of competence need in relattips also
positivdy impacs on relational outcomes. Reseaitad shown that when their partner
showedneed supportive behaviomsdividualstendedto be less defensive duriagonflict,
and be more satisfied and committed to their relationship (Patriak, 2007).

Prior studies also showethat the need for relatedneswas prioritized in
relationships (Hui et al., 2013; McClure & Lydon, 2018; Patrick et al., 2007; Vanhee et al.,
2018). Satisfied relatedness need led individuals to engagedre acommodative
behaviors to a partner 6s n eappeetidllywwherntiee havi or
autonomy need waalso Ulfilled (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 eéd for relatedness which shows that autonomy
need can have an additional impact on other needs even though it cannot conipensate
one another. In addition, supported need for autonomy iniexhsife effect of need for
relatedness (Kluweet al, 2020);this puts forward that autonomy need may have an

additional positivenfluenceon relatedness need.
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Costa and colleagues (2015) studied the role of basic need satisfaction,
dissatisfaction, and thwarting on interpersonal competence, which is relevaonthet
management strategies. They found basic psychological need satisfaction and thwarting
related to interpersonal competenesd it can be argued that need satisfaction and
thwartingcoul d expl ain i ndividual s@®nr eactions t o
The effect obasic psychological needs the decisiommaking process in romantic
relationships was explained in this sectipnpresentinggempirical evidencen how basic
psychological needs influenéen di vi dual s 6 and €ofndienThe foltowitga vi or
sectionpresentgelationship contingent sedfsteem and its effect dhe decisiormaking

process in romantic relationships.

3.3. Relationship Contingent SelfEsteem

Anotheressentiapersonality factor studied in this thesis is relationship contingent
self-esteem (RCSE). Seffsteem is a subject that has been widely studied in various
contexts.Pursuingself-esteem via a particular domain(s) is termed contingenestdem
(Crocker &Wolfe, 200). Individuals with higher contingent sedsteem experience intense
fluctuationsin their worth and value when they succeed or failed in the domain(s) of
contingency (Crocker & Wolfe, 200Crockeret al, 2003; Crocker & Park, 200&nee et
al., 2008; Parlet al, 2006; Park & Crocker, 2008).

Although contingent selésteem studiesire generally conducted on academic
performance, romantic relationships can also be another domain for contingestesath
(e.g, Kneeet al, 2008). The innateendencyto createand maintairbondsis important for
anyone. However, as an unhealthy form of-ssttem, 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 (Cambroet al, 2010; Knee et al., 2008). Like how setfevant events affect
i ndi vi destdmshaving BRCSE makes individuals more sensitive about the events
within a relationship and be under the influence of them since those events represent

somethingpositive or negative about their sefbrth.

3.3.1. Empirical Findings about Relationship Contingent SelfEsteem in Romantic

Relationships

HgQghRCSE individual sd6 relationship satisfactio
greater fluctuations during the ente in their romantic relationships (Knee et al., 2008).
Their hypesvigilant nature makes them overly sensitive about negative eardshey
seek validation from their partnéndividuals with contingent seffisteenwerein avicious
cycle of providirg and validating their worth and value (Crocker & Park, 2004; &aak,

2006), their attentionould notbe diverted to the needs of others or their relationships (Park
& Crocker, 2005). However, getting affirmation from their partner does not thegfocus

on their basic psychologicaheeds High RCSE individualswere more likely to have
unsatisfied basic psychological needs (Knee et al., 2008)negidctthem (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 associatedvertwel-
being (Cambron et al., 2010; Knee et al., 2008)lan@r selfesteem 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
breakup. Breakup i being single againcould be an unbearable event for themthesr
selfworth is on whether theyerepartnered and the nature of their relationship with their
partner (Knee et al.,, 2008). For this reason, remaining calm and not showing strong
reactionswere challengingtasks for them after negative partner behavi@chnarch &
Regas, 2012; Skowron & Friedlander, 1998). High RCSE individuals may seek ways to
avoid breakups even in dissatisfying relationships. And if tinresingle finding a mate
might be urgent for them (Sanchetzal, 2008; Sanchez & Kwang, @0). After a break
up, they becamemore emotionally distraught and more likely to engage in obsessive
behaviors such as stalking their-gartners (Parlet al, 2011) which could be another

motivational factor for them to be romantically involved with some.

3.3.3. Empirical Findings about the Relationship between Attachment Security and

Relationship Contingent SelfEsteem

Although attachment insecurity and RCSE are hypersensitive to problems in
romantic relationships, they operate with different motivations. Accumulated experiences
throughalifetime, named as working modelsthe Attachment Theory, shape the reactions
of insecurely attached individuals, while events within a romantic relationship shape high
RCSE i ndi vi dua blwerth arfd ehed them igactiors.f Thesetoie,fthe RCSE
could explain responses to relationship events that attachment aogigty not(Knee et

al., 2008).
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3.3.4. Empirical Findings about the relationship between Basic Psychological Needs

and Relationship Contingent SekEsteem

High RCSE individuals with unsatisfied basic psychological needs might feel they
have no control over the event.ike insecurely attached individuaispsewith high RCSE
tend to respontb conflicts with defensive behaviors, elevated stiessls anxiety, and
depression. Although it is not what they don, their behaviors might be destructieethe
relatiorship since they are more likely to engage in hypeitant behaviors toward
negative signals. This can be interpreted as they were more likely to show more passive
behaviors (relative to taking an active rolgpneblemsolving) during conflicts.

Empirical findings in this section have shown the possible effect of RCSE on the
decisionmaking process in romantic relationshipsdhowing itsimpactoni ndi vi dual s 6
affect, behavigrand cognitionln the following sectionthe objective of this chapteras

explained in detail

3.4. Objective of the Study 2

This chapteraims to understanthe roleof personal and relational factarsthe
decisionmaking processvith survey dataStudy 2 investigated the role of attachment
security basic psychological need satisfaction/dissatisfaction/thwarted, and relationship
contingent selesteem on the decisions matlke following hypotheses for this study have
been proposeldased orthe theoretical relationships outlined above amyipus empirical

studies The hypotheses of Studw&representedbriefly in Table6.
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Table 6
HypothesizedRelationship amongtudy Variables

Exit Voice Loyalty Neglect

Attachment Anxiety - - + +
Attachment Avoidance + N.A. N.A. +
Relationship Contingent Selisteem N.A. N.A. + N.A.
Basic Psychological Need$atisfied N.A. + N.A. N.A.
Basic Psychological Need®issatisfied + - - +
Basic Psychological Needg hwarted - - + +

H1: Anxiously attached individualshow less active behaviorgxit (a) and Voice (b)
responses) and more passive behavlargdlty (c) andNeglect(d) responses).

H2: Avoidantly attached individuals show more destructive behaintis(g) andNeglect
(d) responses).

H3: Individuals wth higher scores on relationship contingent-ssteem show more
passiveconstructivebehaviors lLoyaltyresponses).

H4: Individuals show more active and constructive behavioéceresponses) when their
basic psychological needsesatisfied intherelationship.

H5: Basic psychological needs dissatisfied individuals show more destructive behaviors
(Exit (a) andNeglect(d) responses) and less constructive behavioice(b) andLoyalty

(c) responses).

H6: Individuals with thwarted basjgsychological needs show less active behaviexd (

(a) and Voice (b) responses) and more passive behaviboydlty (c) and Neglect(d)
responses).

3.5. Method
3.5.1. Participants

A total of 329 undergraditestudents (185 Female, 56.2%tbé total) fromthe
METU in Turkey participatedn 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 théreemonths orhada romantic relationship that
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lasted more thathreemonths. 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 batterlgasconsisted of My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale,
Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version Scale, Relationship Corffielfent
Esteem Scale, Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction Tlamdrting Scale
(PNSDTS), two vignettesindsomequestions to obtain demographic information. Unless
otherwise indicated, itemsererated on a -point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 7 (strongly agree).

3.5.2.1. Experiences in Close Relatiortips Revised version (ECRR) i Short Form

The Experiences in Close Relationships Revised version-{ECGReasure (Fraley
et al, 2000) was used to measure attachment orientations. This isten36cale that
measures attachment anxiety and avoidance dimensions. Attachment anxiety items were
formed to assess individual 6s degretme of fear o0f
willingness of preoccupatiowith the attachment figure. Attachment avoidance items

evaluatehe degree of discomfort with intimacy and dependency in romantic relationships.

A sample item for the anxiety subsabadte i s Al wo
me as much as | care about themd. A sample item
to show a partner how | feel d-ieem pf EGRRw N O . I'n thi

scale,a10-item scale was used.
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The 36item ECRR was adapted into Tuk i s h  bayd c@leafjue€0R5) and
both subscales of the EGRTurkishwere found to havkigh internal consistency (anxiety,
U=.86; avoidanceretUest 910¢| iaali hi gy (esxiety,
(see AppendixC). In this dsudy, Cronbach alpha was .839 fitre attachment anxiety

dimension and .800 faheattachment avoidance dimension.
3.5.2.2 Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Thwarting Scale
(PNSDTS)

Psychological Need Satisfaction, Dissatisfactiord &hwarting Scale (PNSDTS)

were generated by Costnd colleagueg2015). A sample autonomy item for need

satisfaction is il feel i ke |1 am free to
di ssatisfaction is @nl heowet @l Idy ddndtgsf & elr
for need thwarting is Al feel forced to foll
rel atedness subscal es, sample items for nee
good at what I dd.ho paemdg | @l | getoma&l ad mg owicont
di ssatisfaction are iAl often feel Iike |1 dor
feel |l i ke | canét really trust the people a
occurinwhichlamama de t o feel incapable. o and Al feel

respectively.

The PNSDTS has not been adapted to Turkish before; therbfeteanslation 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 rearnative English speaker. Finally, back translations were

compared to the original scale attvé 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; andrfoeed thwarting .813, .807, and .691, respectively. For need
satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting, a composite score was also genEnated.
internal reliability of each composite score was .835 for need satisfaction, .901 for need

dissatisfactionand .864 for need thwarting.

3.5.2.3. Relationship ContingentSelf-Esteem Scale (RCSE)

Participants also completéite 11-item Relationship ContingetelfEsteem Scale

(RCSE) (Kneeet al, 2008). Items were rated on g8int Likerttype scale rangingédm 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sa

myself when it seems |ike my partner and | are
The RCSE has not been adapted to Turkish before; thertfer&ranslation was

made inhis study. First, twodoctorate psychologstudentdranslated the scale into Turkish

independentlyThen, the back translation was done ldpatorate psychologstudent and

anearnative English speaker. Finally, back translations were compared to the original scale

andthe Turkish translation of RCSE was found suitable (see AppeBdiXhe internal

consistency was found .830 in this study.

3.5.2.4 My Responses to Relationship Pidems Scale (MRRPS)

Participants completetthe 16-item My Responses to Relationship Problems Scale
(MRRPS) measuringhe perceived interpersonal behaviors of their partners using the stem
AMy partner / deattale200®). A sdmple leantfdheéexitk ubs cal e i s AWhen

my partner says somet hing r ealhkbvwicesuesaae, | t hr eat ¢
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is AWhen my partner behaves in an wunpl easa
hi m/ hetheloyaltyfwhrscal e i s fAWhen my partner doe
patiently wait for thdneghegsu tsoc ailnep riosv efi Whe mnmd
behaves in an unpleasant manner, | spend | es
point Likerttype scale ranging from 1 (never do this) to 9 (always do this).

The MRRPS was adapted into Turkish (¢Céra
F). Internal consistencies @xit, voice, loyalty and neglectsubscales of the Turkish
MRRPS were reported as .693, .59, and .5#espectively. In this study, Cronbach alpha
scores okxit, voice, loyaltyandneglectsubscales were fourtd be.754, .818, .663, and

.671, respectively.

3.5.2.5 Vignettes for Conflictual Situations

In addition to the scales listed above, two vignettes wereratedo measure
participantsd r &hand GRdnose s¢esagoeparAcipants leatnedthat
their partner have been accepted into a doctorate program in the US comdidering
enrolling in that programHowever it was the first time for the participants to learn about
theirpartneds application. In another scenafparticipants saw their partners being intimate
with someone (of their gender) at a nightclub. Twgnettesended with an expression of

discomfort withthe situation anthe question ofvhattheywould do next.

3.5.2.6 Demographic Information

Age, gender, théurationof theongoing and exomantic relationshgy previous
romantic relationshipsnd questions related to tlastromantic breatups were included

in the demographic information (see Appendix
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3.5.3. Procedure

The questionnaires used in the current study were first submittedeftiddle
East Technical University Human ParticiparEthic Committee (IRBppproval After
receiving the IRB approval (see Appendix AR)e conveniencesampling technique was
used to collectata The studyannouncements were made via SONA Systems (a cloud
based participant pool management software) skudents taking courses from the
psychology department, and thiosewho had no access to the SONA Systems were made
in classrooms ahe METU. Students were informed that they could gmirse creditor
participatingin an online survey. After obtaining informed consemitjch includedthe
nature of the studstating thathe participantsouldwithdraw from the study at any point,
the participants filled outa survey battery consisg of my responses to relationship
problems, attachment orientation, relationship contingentestéfem, 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 analysiariate 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 cortfiméactoranalyses
and reliability analyses Data was screened to ensure the homoscedastic and normal
distribution(kurtosis and skewness .90 for all measurd®rarchical regression analyses

were conductedor exit, voice, loyaltyand neglectespones
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3.6. Results

After data screening and cleanjrigscriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
were describetlelow It was followed bylie effects of attachment orientations, relationship
contingent seklesteem, psychological need satisfactidissatisfaction, and thwarting on
responses to relationship problenesit, voice, loyaltyandneglec}. In the final section,
results of the vignetteand findings of focus group sessions related to the vignettes were

presented

3.6.1. Data Screeningand Cleaning

The data was examined for missing values. A total of 397 participants took place in
this study. Thirteen participants were removed from the gidtas they did not satisfy one
of the eligibility requirementsas hey either selected a ntwterosexual orientatior
preferred to noilisclose Six participants were significantly older than 28 years old,
another eligibility requirement of this study. Aftermoving19 participants from the data
set, 378 participants remained for the data clearimivariate and multivariate outliers,
normality, linearity, and multicollinearity were tested. A total of 16 participants with
univariate and 33 with multivariate outliers were excluded from thes#afdeaving 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 Contingefisgsm
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 Scél&hort Form

A confirmatory factor analysisvas conducted orthe 1C-item Attachment
orientation scale. The factor structure showed a moderate modeRy]) = 129p < .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 analysiwas conducted on the 42m Psychological Need
Satisfation Scale. The factor structuretbécomposite neesatisfactiorhad a good model
fit [ 62 pkDel)RMSEAE262, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval (.047,
.076), and CFI = .937].

A confirmatory factor analysisas conducted on the 12 items of Psychological
Need Dissatisfaction Scale. The factor structuth@fomposite needissatisfactiorhad a
good model fit § 290) = 296,p < .001, RMSEA = .082, RMSEA 90 percent confidence
interval (.072, .092), and CFI.891].

A confirmatory factor analysiwas conducted on the 4f&m Psychological Need
Thwarting Scale. The factor structuretiof composite need thwarting scale had a moderate
model fit [ Z54) = 340p < .001, RMSEA = .125, RMSEA 90 percent confidemterval

(.112, .138), and CFI = .807].

3.6.2.3 Relationship Contingent Self Esteem Scale

A confirmatory factor analysiwas conducted on the 11 items of RCSE scale. The
factor structure had a poor fit the dataZ44) = 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 analysiwas conducted on the 16 items of My Responses to
Relationship Problems Scale. Tlaetor structure moderately fit the data98) = 407 p
< .001, RMSEA = .096, RMSEA 90 percent confidence interval (.086, .106), and CFIl =

.835].

3.6.3. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlation

A bivariate correlation was conducted to revda relationship between study
variables Exit response for the relationship problems was positively relatenbglect
attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction, and
psychological need thwartingnd negatively relatetb voice, loyalty and psychological
need satisfactionVoice responseshowed a positive association withoyalty and
psychological need satisfacti@nd a negative association withglect attachment anxiety,
attachment avoidance, psychological needsalisfaction, and psychological need
thwarting.Loyaltyresponse only had a positive correlation with relationship contingent self
esteem and psychological need thwartiMgglectresponse had a positive association with
attachment anxiety, attachment alamce, psychological need dissatisfaction, and
psychological need thwarting, whilevitasnegativdy associatedavith psychological need
satisfaction.Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients among the study variables

were presented in Tabfe
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Oneway 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
showedsignificantly higher loyalty behaviors, while women showesignificantly more
neglectbehaviors. Attachment anxiety, attachment avoidaaee relationshigontingent
selfesteem did not differ by gend&/omenparticipants hagignificantlyhigher levels of
basic psychological need satisfactionthan men Me n 6 s basi ;meedpsychol
dissatisfaction and thwarting scores were significantly higher than wbsen

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 3.864 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 Satisfied 5.576* 5.501 .657 5.321 724
BPN T 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 Contingdast8eth; BPN
= Basic Psychological Neettp < .01;*p < .05;% = .05.
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3.6.4. Regression Analyses

A series of regressioanalyseswere conducted to investigate the relationship
between personal and relatiorfaledictorsand four alternative response&Xit, voice
loyalty, andneglecj to relationship problemsée Tabl®). Results indicated that the model
was a significant predict@f theexitresponseyoiceresponsdpyaltyresponse, angeglect
response, where explained variance ranged between .056 and .218.

It was found that thexit response had a significant positive relationship with
attachment anxietyb = .24, p< .01), attachment avoidancgh = .14, p< .05), and
psychological need dissatisfactigh = .41, p< .01), and negative relationship with
psychological need thwarting € -.29, p< .01). Thus study results supported hypotheses
H2a, H5a, and H6alhe voicerespormse hadonly a significant positive relationship with
psychological need satisfactigh = .28, p < .01), supporting hypothesid4. The loyalty
response had a significant positive association with relationship contingeastsslfn(b
= .14, p< .05) and psychological need thwartirfg = .25, p< .05). Results supported
hypothese$i3 and H6c The neglectresponse had a significant positive relationship with

attachment avoidandé = .24, p< .01), supporting hypothesit2d.
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Table 9
Results of theRegressionAnalyses

Exit Voice Loyalty Neglect
F(6,322 14.957* 7.235* 3.180"* 6.982*
R? .218 119 .056 115
235 .080 -.096 -.099

Attachment Anxiety [115 463 [-078 .253] [-278 066 [-.268 056

1471* -115 -.079 242

Attachment Avoidance [012 397 [-330 033 [-291 08§  [127 487

Relationship Contingent -.052 -.008 139 -.050
SeltEsteem [-.442 166 [-.310, 269 [.030, .632 [-.398 .169
Psychological Need -.036 277 .060 .080
Satisfaction [-.420, .247] [.271, .907] [-.203 457 [-.144, 477
Psychological Need 408** -.156 -.022 .186
Dissatisfaction [.398, 1.133] [-.613 .088 [-.401, .327] [-.038, .647]
Psychological Need -.286** 146 .249* .092
Thwarting [-.871-.165 [-.098 574 [.057,.755] [-.183, .475]

n=329;* p=<.01; * < .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 relatednesgscales ofbasic
psychological need satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and thwarting. Descriptive statistics and
correlation coeffiients among the study variables were presented in Table 10.

Exit response for the relationship problems was positively relaiedeglect
attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction and

psychological need thwartingubscalesand negatively relatetb voice, loyalty and
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psychological need satisfaction subscalasiceresponse indicated a positive association
with loyalty, and psychological need satisfaction subscales$ a negative association with
neglect attaciment avoidance, psychological need dissatisfaction subscales, and thwarted
autonomy and relatedness subscalag/alty response had a positive correlation with
relationship contingent sedfsteem, psychological need dissatisfaction autonomy supscale
and hwarted basic psychological autonorsybscale Neglectresponse had a positive
association with attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, psychological need
dissatisfaction subscales, and psychological need thwarting subsehlks it had a

negative assmation with psychological need satisfaction subscales.
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Two vignetteswerec r eat ed to measure participants®d r
situations had the same options that represdgt il c on s i de woicb(rfiela ktianlgk up. 0) .
to him or her aboutloyath(arft16 sp autpiseentttliyn gwaniet. of) o r
i mpr ov enedertiespansed i | criticize him/her for things
real pr obl e mstuayresultPwitke 121 participantsyindicated that vignettes
created for this study failed to grasp variance (see Table 11). In both vigthettaajority
of the participants (76% in vignette 1 and 73% in vignette 2) indicated that they would select
voice whenthere is a problem in their romantic relationship. That was followethéy
loyalty response (15%) in the first vignette atie exit response (21%) in the second
vignette. Therefore, these vignettes were not includethe remaining data collection

process

Table 11
Distribution of theVignette Answers

Exit Voice Loyalty Neglect Total

Female 2(2%) 49(40%) 10(8%) 1(1%) 62(51%)
Vignette

1 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

Female 12(10%) 48(39%)  1(1%) 1(1%)  62(51%)

VIODRU® nale  13(11%)  41(34%)  1(1%)  4(3%)  59(49%)
Total  25(21%) 89(73%)  2(2%) 5(4%) 121

Note.Percentages were shown in the parentheses.
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3.7. Discussion

The present studgimed toexplore the role of individual and relatiorgkedictors
on i ndivi du a lewtidnshipepsolpleanaeSsudysvariabtes were analyzed for
gender differenceglthough inconsistent findings were found in studies on the relationship
betweenloyalty betaviors and gender, the findings of this study are consistent with the
findings of Gaines and colleagues (1997; Okutaal.e2017; Taluy, 2013Men showed
moreloyaltyand lessieglectehaviors in response to dissatisfying situations, although their
basic needs were significantly less satisfied, more dissatisfied, and more neglected in their
romantic relationships. Thsan 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. Theriere could be a
selection bias by nerandom samplingThe results of the study partially supported the

proposed hypotheséeEhe 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 situat®esause of the negative seléws,
common among individuals with high attachment anxiety, the brpadtecision is Igs
likely to be made by these peopf&lotter & Finkel, 2009). However, the findings did not
support the hypothesisila). Attachment anxiety wasnly positively associated witlthe
exitresponsandnotwith the otherresponsesThough they areeluctantto breakup, their
demand for positive change in relationshipsn make therangagen verbal and physical

aggressiomuring conflictual situation€Campbell et al., 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012;

75



Overall et al., 2014)Thus, althoughhe breakup decsion is used as a clear and ultimate
breakup in this study, for some individuals might not be perceived as a mesof a final
breakup, but as a meato tell the partner to pull oneself togetheextitresponse was used
to changehep a r t n eviobts malmtaithe romantic relationship, then it can be argued
that for some participantgxit behaviors are something active and constructive for the
relationship. The correlation tablgTable 7) shows a positive relationship between
attachment anxiety andeglectbehaviors.This illustrates the dilemma thanxiously
attachedndividuals are in (the desire to maintainitremantic elationship and chandke
relationshipfor the better)and howtheir 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 shésfy(Mikulincer &
Shaver, 201 Consistent with the vast attachment theory literatattachment avoidance
was positively associated wigxitandneglectresponsessupporting Hypothesis Blaving
a higher tendency to shoexit andneglectresponses shows thaoidant individuals tend
to engagen destructive behaviors in romantic relationshiisnilarly, the correlation table
(Table 7) showed that these individuals exhibf@asler voicebehaviorsThis can also be
interpreted as avoidaimdividuals who are not satisfied with the relationship are more prone
to walk awayand show less constructive behaviors

Individuals get higher scores on relationship contingentestééiem when they
attributetheir valuego thesuccess or failure of &ir romantic relationships. For them, being
in a romantic relationship (even &m unsatisfing one) is better than being alone. Thus,
supporting the hypothesisi8), a significant positive relationship was found betwéden

relationship contingent sefi<eemand theloyalty response. As not being in a romantic
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relationship is too costly for them, the only response they woivkeis the passive and
constructive responstyalty. Since there is no feedback mechanism to the partner about
the dissatisfyingituation, there will be no risk of deterioration of the relationship

The resuls confirmedHypothesis4 that individuals whoséasic psychological
needs were satisfied in the romantic relationship were expected to show constructive and
active behaviorvoiceresponse) under dissatisfying situatioimslividuals 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 satisfactioo bt create a big turmoil. The correlation table
(Table 7) also showed that individuals' basic needs satisfaction decesésadneglect
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 retatedicebehaviors, and negatively
relatedto exitandneglectbehaviors. Therefore, though competence neggshrgued to be
theleast important basic psychological needs in romantic relationdtapSuardia et al.,
2000, it is significantly relatedo EVN respmses.

Individuals were expected to be motivated to exhibit less constructive behaviors
(voice and loyalty response) and more destructive behaviersst @nd neglectresponse)
when their psychological needs were dissatisfEtyression resultmrtially supported this
hypothesigH5a). Individuals show more destructive and active behaviexd fesponses)
when they feel their basic needs are dissatisfied. Even though their partners do not intend
to dissatisfy their needs, individuals whose basic psychological needs areisiiddat

the relationship may question why they are still in thati@hship in case of conflictn
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addition,bivariatecorrelation results (Table 7) illustrated that they are more likely to show
another destructive behaviargglectbehavior) and less likely to showeiceresponses
response talissatisfying situationsDissatisfied autonomy, competence, and relatedness
needs, as shown in Table 10, were related positivexitoand neglectbehaviors, and
negatively tovoice behaviors.Yet, Table 10 showed a significant positive correlation
betweenthe dissatisfied aahomy need antbyalty behaviors. As this link could not be
found incompositebasic psychologicaleed dissatisfactigrthecking all subscales to see
different patterns could be beneficialfind unique associationghe positive relationship
between disatisfied autonomy need ardyalty behaviorsshows that if individuals
encounter a conflictual situation, the only constructive behaviorateeyilling to doabout

thdr relationship idoyalty behaviors This can be interpreted as they do not preféake

an active role in saving thieelationshis.

For psychological need thwarting situatipnsore passive behaviordofyalty and
neglectbehaviorsiand less active behaviomx{t andvoice behaviors)vere expected since
individuals could feel as ifhhey were incapable of changing the situations into something
satisfying. Yetthe findings partially supported this hypothe@it6a and H6¢)indicaing
that individuals with thwartedasic psychologicaleeds could show moreyaltyresponses
to relatiorship problemsandfewerexitresponsedPeople whose basic needs are oppressed
by their partners do not see themselves as capable of creating a better life, which prevents
them fromtakingaction {foiceresponse) to improve their relationship. As theirregpor
partner might retaliateanexit responseould be perceived asdifficult decision to make.
The fear of retaliation might cause them to show more passive beh#yals/@ndneglect
responsespys depicted in the correlational table (Table 7). Because of this, all they can do

is hopetheir partnes somehow figure out their mistakes and impraiéhen Table 10 (the
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correlation table with subscales) is examined, it is seen that the positivensHaiio

between aggregated basic psychological needs thwartddyaatity responses comes from

thwarted autonomy need. None of the other basic psychological needs were related to
loyalty behaviors Moreover, all the subscales were positively relatedxiband neglect
behaviorsAutonomy and relatedness were negatively associatedaiitbresponse, while

thwarted competence need was not associated itvith could be argued that when

i ndividual sé6 autonomy and r el atdesomaethtng needs
constructive for the relationship decreases. The absence of a relationship between the
thwartedcompetence need ardiceresponse lack of association may be related to learned

helplessness as they would not think that they can changedlagiomships for the better.

3.7.2. Vignettes

In the firstvignette more than threguarters oparticipants stated they would talk
to their partner abouwthat upsethem(voicebehavior) followed by 14.87%electing they
would patiently wait for thingsto 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 declarethat they would criticize their partnersn issues
unrelated to thenain problem which falls into the scope @assiveaggressive behaviars
Similarly, almost threequarters oparticipantpreferredo talk with their partner about the
upsetting situationvoice behavioj in the second vignettdollowed by onefifth (25
paricipanty choosing tobreakup with their partnerexit behavior) Again, these two
options invignette2 generated 94.2% of the total responsainglittle roomfor the other

options.
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These results can xplained intwo ways The first onecould bethe quality of
the vignettesf the vignettes failed tengageparticipants to feel the dilemma and empathize
with themselves in such situation, itmight have triggered them to choose the non
emotional, rational, option. This contrastith the fact tlat people do not act rationally in
every decision It is possible that vignettes failed to capture the impulsiveness of
i ndi v idecisienmakidg processThe secondone may bethe social desirability
(Grimm, 2010. It could be why most participants selectbdvoiceresponse with so little

room for others.

3.8. Limitations and Future Directions

The findings of this study should be interpreted cautiQusbnsidering the
limitations.Results haveelied oncorrelational data; and therefdhedirection of causality
cannot be determined. Longitudinal and experimental studies are needed to prargde

substantialkevidence regarding the nature and direction of the relationships found in this

study. This studyexaminedonly threepr edi ct or s6 effects on EVLN.

predictors in the literature have been previously shown to be related to romantiajseak
(e.g., commitment) and have not yet been found to be related. It will be possible to shed
light on romantic breakips with comprehensive studies on how Iheakup 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 sp&tittions
and hey were forced to select only one reaction. Although a variance between amasers
expected to be seen, as discussed, vignettes .fdileete was no usén measuring

i ndi vi du a withdhese tevs vigoetiesSecsl desirability, like in angelfreported
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study, maybe the reason falightvariance. Yet, if the reasonn d i v sirdilar aespsndes
was not social desirability, then the vignettaight be problematic

Along with collecting data for the two other research questiB@il and RQ), to
understand if and what is wrong with the vignettes, 18 focus group studies were conducted
in late 2016Since the answers to the research questi@ns presented in Chapter 2 and
Chapter 4, only the findings related to vignettes from the focugpgessionsverein the

following section.

3.9. Findings of the Vignette Evaluations inthe Focus Group Sessios

The vignette evaluations of each focus group session were combined to see the
pattern (if any) (see Appendl¥ Separate vignette evaluations for women, men, singles,
and couples were also tabulated (see Appeiddls, JZ and AppendixK[K1, K2],
respectively). In general, the first and second vignettes made participants indecisive. While
some of them liked the vigiites, some utterly disliketiem 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 Ti&ble

Regardless of gender and relationship statagjcipants seem unable to decide if
they like the second scenario, about seeing partner being intimate with someone else. They
also identifythemselveawith the protagonist in the fourth @wrio, abouthep ar t ner 6 s
behavior even though he/she knowattarticipantsvon't like it The fifth scenaridailed
to engage participants,in about | e amlimidatiny agaacountn er 6 s

Women and singles tended to like the third scenario and disliked the first one, about

thepart ner 6 s f utheominieThefistvignetteimade man ind couples identify
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with the protagonist, while the third made them unable to decide what to feel about catching

apartner 6s I|ie.

Table 12
An Overviewof theVignette Evaluations

1stvignette  2"vignette 3“vignette 4" vignette 5" vignette

Women Fl U [ | Fl
Men [ U U | Fl
Singles FI U I | Fl
Couples I U U I FI
All sessions U U [ | Fl

Note | = identify with the protagonist; FI = failed to identify with the protagonist; thable to decide what
to feel.

In each sessiongpticipantsagreed on ngtstchoosingan optionif they would be
the protagonistSome said they would choose one opfiost (e.g.,voiceresponse)and
according to the situatiofollow the othes (e.g.,exit or neglectresponse)For some, the
four alternative options did not provide the variety they were looking for. For example,
shouting or arguing witpartnersis not covered by theoice option. But they said that if
they needdto pick one ption, they would have selected thaceone.

Some stated thaome of the situations narrated in the vignetteald nottrigger
negative emotiomorconflictual situatios. Although there was no need for them to make a
decision, each vignetended wih an expression of discomfort with the situateord did
not give them theption to feel something differenthose who could not identify with the
protagonist stated that the situation wdmubtful to happen. As identifying with the
protagonist is essaat for vignettes to be successful, only the fourth vignette managed to
trigger that identification The first and third vignettes followed, ibut only some

participants, not allcould identifywith the protagonist.
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As a result of theignette evaluations in tHecus group sessions,dfvignette is to
be used, it is seen that preliminary data should be collected from the target sample on what
disturbingconflictual situations areAlso, instead of creating a structured vignette (e.g.,
providing multiple choice questiopsopenre nded questions (for exam
would you do?0 question) should be wused. Th
more easily and can indicate their responses closer to the decisions theyenilhthgc

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 repaiother issue thateeds to
be examinedregarding breakups is the reasons that caug® romantic breakups
Therefore this chapter focuses on the third research question of this thesis: What are the
reasons foromantic brealups? (RQ3).The reasons for breakps have beepresented 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
& Mclsaac, 2009; Sprecher, 2002)). Though studieglgnexamine the nature of only one
type of reason for romantic breabs, indepth examinatiosof the reason$or romantic
breakups were also published in recent years (Chandra & Parija, 208kt al., 2018).

This study aims to contributbein-deph studiesabout romantic brealqps.

4.1. Method

The data was collected from th8 focus group sessionsow these sessions were
carried outwaspresented in detaih Chapter 2 (ppl2). To avoid repetition, the method

was brieflydescribedn this section.
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4.1.1. Participants

The datavascollected through one pilot and 17 foegr®up sessions in November
and December 2016. Eligibility requirememtsrebeing heterosexual, at least 18 years old,
being in a romantic relationship for more thhreemonths or haé romantic relationship
that lasted more thahreemonths and not being engaged, married, or widowed. A total of
131 undergradnd gradstudents (74 women, 56.49%tbé&total) participatedn this study.
They ranged in age from 18 to 28ays, with a mean age of 23eventyfour participants
(56.49%) were currently in a romantic relationship.

Ninety-seven of the 131 participants attended shsgbe sessions. Initially, focus
group studies were planned to be performed only in segpesesions. However, after the
completion of thel3 singlesexsessionsadditionalfive mixed-group sessions were held.
The main reasons for doing additional mixg@upsessions were to reveal whether there
was any difference between singlex andmixed-group sessions, and when thevasa
representative of the opposite sex in the room, how wWmyld express their opinions.
During the focus group studiespmenp ar t i ci pant s were represent e

and couplsthaaaens essi on

4.1.2. Measurement

All focus group sessions were sestiuctured with opeended questions (see
AppendixB). Questions were related to three phaseesmfnticrelationships: initiation of
the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of theredhaips. Followed by
participants were asked to write five reasons for brgekon a blank papésee Appendix
L). Then, they were given another blank evaluation form to evaluate the reasons for break

ups they wrote on the blank papésee AppendiM). They also read five vignettes at the

85



end of the focus group sessions to evaluate and discuss the texts (see A@petidix

findings of which were presented in Chapter 3

4.1.3. Procedure

A call for participation in focugroup sessions was made througle 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 morthteamonths or
had a romantic relationship that lasted more tthaee monthsbut not involved in a
romantic relationshipt the time of the data collectioBtudyannouncements wenploaded
to SONA systems separately Bingle men, single women, couple men, and couple women
Interested individuals selected the time slots Wexesuitable for them on the system and
made an appointment for a grgerview meeting

Participants attended a greaerview meeting and a focus group sessidreywere
informed about the study and the confidentiality of the sessiorthe preinterview
meeting. They were aldold that theycouldwithdraw from the study anytim&/hen they
come for the focus group session if they do not want to talk about their privatin lthes
presence of someone they know, attending another focus group seasaiso possible.

They filled out someuestionnaires, answered sode@nographic questionand picked a

date fora focus group sessioon the pranterview day Focus groupsesionsverecarried
outintheMETU Department of Business Administration focus grstygly room. All focus

group studies lasted approximatélyo hours and sessions wemdiovisualy recorded.

Some complimentary food and drink were offered before and throughout sessions. Sessions

were held after the classesweekdays.

86



Before the sessns stamtd the importance of confidentiality was stressed and
demanded from session members. Since sharing experieasdsased on willingness,
participants answered questions anytime they wanted to share with the group. The structure
of questonsvaed depending on participantsdé relati
romantic relationshigt the time of data collectiothey were asked to talk specifically
about that relationship. There were also participahtswere not in a romantic relationship
at the time ofdata collection They have had at least one romantic relationship that has
lasted more thathreemonths Single participants with more than one romantic relationship
experiencevere free to talk about one of their romantic relationships as lotigegmet
the study conditions. Yet, they were asked to choose the most vivid one in their memory or
the most recent one so that tleeyldremember events relatively easy.

All sessionsbegin with questions about how they met their partners. With these
guestions at the beginning of tkessionsit was aimed to provide the participants an
environment in which thegould feel much more comfortable before talking about the
issuedn theirrelationshipghey might hesitate tdiscuss Although the sessions proceed
semistructured, participants answered questions relatedrée phases of relationships:
initiation of the relationships, during the relationships, and termination of thienslaips.

In the final step, they providesbme reasons for brealps,and evaluatedhemandthe

vignettes.

4.2. Findings and Discussion

4.2.1. Relationship Structure

The relationship structure did not vamyong 18 focus group sessiofbe duration

of relationships ranged between medium to long {@18a-aion = 805 days ~ 2 years ariis
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months) Two-thirds of the participants were in a romantic relationfdrimore than a year.

Even though they were young on average, there wemnge participants in a romantic
relationship for more thathreeyearslt 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, aistrone participant in each session reported living

in a different city from their partner, even for a particular tifibose in longerm
relationships kept in touch with their partners throtegthnologyassisted communication

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

4.2.2. The Reasondor 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 witaisto understanidg
what is forgivable in a relationship and what is beyond repaiiank sheetvasgivento
all participantsat the end of each sessiwonlearn their five reasons fosmanticbreakups
They were asked to fill out the sheets individuaiithough thereasonsvere writtenin
many ways and forms in 18 focus group sessions, theyga#rered undesomecategories.
The breakup reasons and their definitionsed in this studyere derived from Joel and
colleagues (2018) study. Joel and colleagatsgoried 25 reasons for romantic breas,
while in this study, the breakp reasons fit only 21 categoridfiese categories, definitign
and a fewexamples for each brealp reasongarticipants provided in Turkistand their
English translatiorjsvere tabulatetbelow(see Tabld 3).
Somereasons whose meaning could not be determined were coded as uncodable.

For instance, a singwomanwr ot e fAyetersizlik hissiyle

with a sense of inadequacyo into her |ist.
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on whether this feeling of inadequacy originated from a paidnigen source. Likewise

neski sevgipadtmedfakft@ct¢cdrex could be catego
actual/perceived threat to the relationship), alternative partners (il stggrtner wants

to reunite), and violation of expectations and lack of validation (if the partner makes a

comparison between the current anepaxtners). Thus any assessment attempt without a

context could bénconclusive Another reason thamanlist ed fdi |l i kki nin kar a
gel mesi / having relationship |Iike a black hol
demandingSimilarly,ie]J | enmek i - i nt bhb & a@mpasdmightisésms & /

to be relevanto the categories of violation of expectations, lack of enjoyment, and
incompatibility. However, this sentence alone is not clear enough to understand which

categoryis more suitable for the reason

89



SIS Jue)Suo))
SJOT[JUOD DIOASS
SIYSTF s[qeIeaqu)

Bur)se) SNONUTUOO 10J POdU ST
uos1ad 191)0 o1} Sur00]
Jowred a1} 3sny 0} Aiiqeuy
Arrsoursuy

T

ssaunyyreyur)

[eAeneg

9S[ SUOAWIOS 10J SUTIOUIOS FUT[ ]
MU SUOATOS FULI'T
9S[0 SUOAUIOS 10J STUTSS] SUIABE]

e3Aey IS

AZISWISAS MOPPIS
ISewI[e [ey] JIq YeoeAewrueAep ULIe[eSAL]

0RATIUT SUI)S J$9) T{OINS

ewifoy surraA Tejde ruesur yepuIstSIEY]
QUWIMWOUANS BJeIe) 1818
YzisyeArunues

ue[e X

AZIsjexepes

10uRTY]

Yeur[o I0ATpassTy 49§ 11q 1816y auLIq eySeqg
eTuuR[$0Y USPULIIQ TUS X
SUIUR[IY) USpUILIIq BYSeg

waqoxd

J1J Jo oey,, Joor e 0} pasoddo

Se JOI[Ju0d a1 Jo ssemueseajdun

pue Kouanbaig a1} uo st siseydure a1}
et} Ut ANIqUedwWodUT WO JUSIJJIP
—ow) JY) [[e Sunysy ‘suore

3ur)es ), usIe om ‘SUINSIE Yonuw 00 ],

Jemred o1} )s1L1) J UP[NOD ‘FuTjLSYD
Jo pajoadsns sem 10 pajearo 1eupred
ot ‘oandedsp sem reupred oy

19))9q QUOATOS J23 UBD NOA dAdI[aq

noA ‘as[e suoawos 10y drgsuorjear
JUSIIND 7]} SUTABS] ST SUOSWIOS ‘DS[d
SUOJWIOS THIM SAO] UT [[9] SUOSWOS

PIFuo)

1S Jo [oeaIg

1omred aATjeUIR) Y

[SI[SUF UI pue ysoym[ ur suoseay  syuedionyred

uonydrrsaq

SO11039)8))

suosvay  sjundiong puv ‘suonydriosa(q ‘sa11032ip) dn-yva.ag o] [0 M21A1DA() [DI2UIL) |

€1 3IqeL

90



ISTJOTR JUO 0} 950]0 Furaq uaym Jede Surfre,f

1SOUINNP BWINTOY Yezn epue IIq USNUIye §

9AO[ JO Yor] JOUWIOWIASS,/ISEUI[BZE UTUISASS SSOUASO[O YBNOUS Jou ‘Fury[e) ORR——
9A0] JO SSOT aunaqAey nyse oA 1415495 jou ‘)rede MaIs ‘9AO0] JO Yor[/SSOT ISIp etionowd
TOTJROTUNUIUIOISTIA] NIZIswisna[|
Toured
1)) JO pea)sur ‘Jfos o) uo st siseydurd
digsuorjerar snotas A1 A {ST[T IPPId YOy S}—>o[3urs aq 0} JueMm ‘SUO[E JUSUNIUITIOD
JUSUHIUITOD SUIPTOAY BULIND YBZN UBII[I[Seqg 9q 0} Pa3U ‘SNOTIdS 00} FUTYAT ST )M JIOJTOdSI(]
11 “ooeds pasu ‘padder) 1o parerjows
[99J }SBJ 00} SUTAOWI ST J1 99 NO X
K1adoid e se fred 1o130 o1 SunjeaI] ISBW[TURIARD 1QI3 STWAIQIUES UIjeIe) 1§1e] yorpa Burkjao quawﬁm_wwﬁwwmmwwww
JresAw 103 oty oreds 0) SSoUSUI[IMUN S ISR ISETIRUI[O TZE]1 BUTRTILIAR JI{BA SUWIIPUS] gl « ) i o e
PRJOLISaI SUI[3 J/AATIOINSAY YoumassT STWURIISTY TUIPUS/TOIARTIISTY 5 E:%MWWM q &Ew@oﬂ.:’w::wo 55D Ioyealg [eaqg
901809 PO DISeE ,ﬁoaﬁma. ‘swajqoxd Eo&&oao\nm&
RSP RPISIR RPN ‘SonsST [e39] ‘Osnqe “UONRIPPY
[sI[3ug Ul pue [SDyIN] ur suosedy  sjuedonred uondruosaq S11039)8)

(ponunuoy)) suosvay , suvdion.av g pup ‘suondiiosa(q ‘sa1i032p)) dn-yvaig ay) Jo mala42a() [p.1oUdL) T

€I 31qeL

91



(syysno ‘smara Teonrod) purar Jo JO1[FU0))
SOOUSISJJIP MOTA PIIOAM

suoneadxe JuaIelyiq

suerd amyny JuaIofIq

Addeq Sunyew jou ; Addey Sureq JoN
[nyaoead Surjesy JoN

wopalog

I9T[JO T[OBS SPIEMO) SJUBIS[0} MO

(se1nunoo ‘senro

JUSISJJIP) JUSUIUIOIIATS SUIAI] ST} UI 93URYD Y
SOLOUNOD 10 SANID JUSISJJIP UT SUIAT]
Qoue)sIp 3u0J

soue)sI(q

(eouménp ‘$n103 1seATS) 131]ZRTISNAN BJRY]
LreITIIe] nénigs eAunq

ISeWIO I[3Te] ULI[NUaog

IO[YR)ST T[Te] JNUuQp 93999[00)

BUIeUIE[O /oUW apa NINJAL
QUIUISSST N[IMZNnH

AULRg
ISowISnp UISURIS[0) T8IeY SULNQIIg

(3079910

‘1o1MIya$ 114R) 1SoWSIZOp ULIS[I0A te[Tuese X
yeure$e£ spay[n ‘myas 1jIe ]

oJesow UNZN oIS BARIY

SJesaIAl

guore

193 } uop noA ‘senieuosiod SursIoAp
‘sonyeA JUSISHJIP ALY NOK ‘So[A)SaT]
JUSISIJIP ‘949-0}-348 935 J UOP NO X

"uo
os pue ‘1omied Aq pejensniy,,  ‘ow
sejeyin oujred,,  ‘pakoume,,  ‘SoATOU
Awr uo s)e3 1emired,, ‘sjdurexs 10,1
-o1y100ds 0} paje[eI UOT)ENSILI UBT)
ISTJeI UOTJRI)SILIJ [BISUSS 0) SISJoY

[onuoo  sioured

130q Jo apIsino 1o drysuore[al
o) SPISINO s Jetp) SUMpAuy "Keme
sAour 0} pey| duoaswios ‘d[durexs
I10J ‘SOOUSN[JUT [B)USUIUOIIAUL

Ayiqueduoouy

UOTeOSILY [eIoUaD)

suoseal [euIg)Xy

USI[Sug ur pue ysoymnJ ur suoseay syuedronied

uondrossq

So11039)R)

(ponujuoy)) suosvay  suuvdioyang puv ‘suondriosa(q ‘sario3aip)) dn-yvaag ayj Jo malaipa() [DioUL) |
€1 91qeL

92



oJ1] Aur Ut Op 0} JeyMm SUT)TEM JO JUSTIS[NI[OG

st ayj/oys se Joured a1} Surdeooe JoN

ISOUIURSTININY
uruLIs[Ipa)st yewdeX epelery
sureune [nqey 1q13 ngnpjo 1yere) 1SIey]

pajueIs 10y
uaYe) [99] NOA ‘pIeaT| [99] . UOP NOA

TOT)EPI[eA JO OB

yusuy JoreeH ‘poojsiapun ‘pajoadsar ‘pajeroardde
yoadsarsiq NI[ZISISARS 1997 3. uop nok ‘sydurexs 10,1
digsuonerar a1} ur sSo[}IoM FUI[99,] QUmASSIY ZISISZap TUIPUSY opurdt IySIy|
QouBIS[OJU] NNznsniQ35or]
wmmﬁﬂﬂﬂwawm . mm_ﬁﬁm s10WAUE UNJ ), USIE SUIY Y JO
i oﬂ..w 0 a:wmv_zﬂ o_wz,u S jno SuryLue Sur)e3 1e8uo] ou a1, N0k JuswAolus Jo yoeT
A TUOIOUON ‘Burioq ‘oe)s jo3 drgsuorjeal oYL
JUSTISIIOXS JO SSO'T 1SoUmIq UTUROSASH 1 . >
Asnojear (ewonxd) Nrdueysty (§y) Asnorear Asnoear
TUOTJOASP OU SUIALD QWAUIISYSQST YI[TeNepa ] SSOUIELIN ST
drysuorear oy ur JsIy Jjesauo suryng I1SOUIIQT [[WSUQ BYEP SPIYSI[T TUISTPUS] S SRS % .
03g o3g ) "PeRYRUSq-Iopun S ) Tsuonera: Smbauy
e S 37} JO I9qUISUI SUO ‘paoue[equn
T S 10 papIs-auo st dIysUOTje[aI oY T,
Sseuysy[es RHIISR S ’ s '
[SI[3UF Ul pue [SIYIN] UT suoseay  sjuedonred uondroseg So11039)e)

(panunuoy)) suosvay  spuvdiong puv ‘suondiiosa(q ‘sa1103210)) dn-yva.ag ay) Jo ma1a424() |D.1oUDD) T
€I 9IqeL

93



uotnjoayye TeorsAyd

M xes ATHIRSTED [3NOUs JOu ‘9JI] Xas OU “9JI[ Xos peqg SO e AR
SUIMBIPTIIM
dn weArn ysraeasog st oym 1eupred oty A[Tea[o ST J1 JeT))
Sun Jeureurereqed UT 90UR)SIP [EUOTJOWS 10 UOT)oRI)e

JOU ‘IS 995 0) aw) [eroads e SureaId JoN YewreuneIeA UewRZ [9ZQ UIST YowIQ3 nuQ JO SSOJ WO JUSIRJJI(] RIOWAUR  [EMEIPTIIM IoULIRJ
SOURIIJIPU] IZISI3]] 9)JBUOT}OSJE } UST )SAISJUT SUTSO]
ISTJO [OBS pue)sIopun 0} Surk1) 1030y ON Jeureurereqed eAeure[ue TULIQIQ YOIV 9q 0} SWISAS ‘PAPIWIOD I9FUO[ OU
‘aantoddns 1o3uof ou st 1eujred o],
oToym e se digsuonefar
ST} 10 S[ENPIAIPUT OM] JT]}
opud Aressedsuu) min3g zIsyo1en 70 101po3d € J0U PUE (o8I0 30 WY

uroqqunys sureg 1sewrjo 1dyeuy N Aeuostad
: 1omred oY) Jnoqe oq 03 Se “ANe[F

WSTWISSS J IpIesueresy g 7 p s Jomred
——— s 00} pue ‘3urioq ‘Azef s1 uosiad sty
T Sl ‘ordurexs 10, "9AeS[ 0} juem uosiod
© oYU P[NOD JBT) SME[J IoUIe

[SI[3UF Ul pue Ysn{n] ur suoseay  syuedonred uondrossg So11039)8))

(ponunuoy)) suosvay  Siupdid g puv ‘suoydriosa(J ‘sa11032)p) dn-yva.g oy Jo Ma1a42A() [D.12UDL)

€I 9IqeL

94



soeds Teuosiad Aw Sutaey JoN
uonjus)je yonw 00} sunoadxyg
Asnq Sureg

o Jo joeT

amssaid Arure g

SIOTJO 10 ATIUIE] SB [OnS ‘Sasned [euIa)Xg
amssaid puatrj/Arunurmo))

(drgsuoryera1 oy Jo) Juswaaoxddestp syuareg

uosiad a1y
0} Mau FurgAue ppe jou seop diysuone[ar sy,
spaau a1} AJsnes o) s[rey drysuone[a1 oy ],

ISRTIRTI[O UTUITIR[R JTB SWIPUS]
Jowapaq I3[T ¥[ze ]

1oATN3SN

131]Z1510)04 UewRZ

1SB[seq Ity

Io1daqas S1p 1q13 TIR[RySEq Bp BA O[Ty
1sTyseq Sepexrymnydo ],

ISBUDIS 1818 ULIS[R[TY

1sewe[$eq
eAewewmey £o§ 11q uak aA1S1y ururySIp
1sowewaIeA deasd eredeAnyr ururySI[[

uonuaye Jo Jo| & papasu 1emed o
pue ‘drysuorje[aI a1} I0J SUIT) ALY
},UOp A91]) ‘owum) [onur 0o} Jurye}

st drgsuonerar o) ‘ojdurexs 10,
‘BuI)SNRYXS 10 ‘SUIPUBWISP ‘SUIXe)
Areuonjows st drysuonjeyar oy L

AJrurey 1o spuaLIy

s Jomred yyim Suofe Suryes jou
‘aAea] 0) amssaid [eroos—sdryspuaLy
oA Sururrey st digsuonerar

o1 “oaoiddestp syuared mo x

9A0qQE $203 oM s1oured

SATjeUId)E JOU Jsnf—pooys[3urs

JO WopaaIy Yy Juem ‘YmoiIs Jeuosiad
10 JUSUISNONS

a1ow Juem noK ‘sjdurexs 10,

Surpuewsp 00

soouenbasuod
[e190S

senyunyroddo
I9T)0 JO Jmsing

95

USI[SUZ UI pue [SIyI] ur suoseay  sjuedronied uondioseq sar1089)e)

(panunuoy)) suosvay  sjuvdion g puv ‘suondiiosa( sa1.10321p)) dn-yva.g ayj Jo Malala() [DA2USL) |
€I 9IqeL



107 Jjoe[q B 1] drysuonjerar Suraep 1SOW[e3 sulfey YI[operey urunySi] T —_—

I0)oe] sromred-xg NIQYYR] IOI[I5ASS TS 10 ‘Ueow Aoy JegM snoNFIQUIE § 1] s1qepooun)
unj 103 uesaq I 1sewrjo 10AT[$eq WIdT Yowua3g :

$911039)e0

or1oads 910 “ISTJO Y} UI JIJ J UOP

TUoTORISTIESSIT zisurune ], yetp suostredwos 103 dn pausis
suorjeyoadxs ‘sprepue)s Y3y A10 A\ I[MUSYeq ‘IB[MEPUR)S YOSYNA YOy 1 JeyMm ) UST ST}, [ISUSL) "9q 0) suoneyoadxe
suotjejoadxa pare,f 1sewrewnq deaso uLLIRULOg Surod sem J1 JySnoYy noK yeym 3 usT JO UonR[OTA

uotjensnIj By [eAey  diysuor)e[ar sty) ‘pasuero sey Ioumred

a1 “pasueyd dARY SBUMY) ‘@Iom noK

Jgsnoy) noA oym jou st uosiad STy
UsI[SUZ Ul pue [sIyIn] ur suoseay  syuedonied uondrsaq Se11039)8)

(ponuyuo))) suosvay , suvdiding puv ‘suondiiosa(q ‘sa11032jp)) dn-yva.ig ay) fo Mo1a424() |DA2USL) |
€I 91qel

96



The analyses revealed that breach of truas whe only reason repeated in all

sessions, regardless of par Thefadttpahtrudtisthe gen d e |

main reasorfor breakups evenat this young agewhere individualshave just begun to
experience committed relationships, can be interpretedegardless of how old the
individual is trust in a relationship as the mesisentiafeature that nourish&testroyshe
relationshig. So much so that the loss of trust inevitatdies the relationship to the
dissolution phas&ubsequently, incompatibility, emotional distance, and lack of validation
were listed as the reasons for romantic brngadk in at least 80% of each gender subgroup,
relationship status group, and tiggre@tedfocus group sessigiffor the common reasons
for breakups see Tablé4, for detailed info see Appendit). Compatibility and validty
reasonsnay bethe features thamdividualsrarely pay attentioat the relationship formation
phase. Becausehenthey are noticed before the relationshipegins at least one of the
parties is expected tme more reluctant tetart that relationshig-or this reason, it can be
arguedthat these three reasons arise or are noticed when individuals spend more time
togeter in a relationship.

Jealousy and external reasons were repeatéaliifths of singles and couples
sessios as well as theomposite sessiomn the original breakip reasons categorization
(Joel et al., 2018)ealousy wascodedin the dealbreakercategory Though some
participantsin this studyperceivel jealousynegatively,l noticed that in some sessions,

jealousy was ngperceived smegatively.Because for some, jealousy was expresseshas

indicator of par t nmscossilerddoceptablatmsdomesektdSiacet i o n

the data was collected from university students, winter and summer breaks, internships in
other cities or countries, beiramn exchange student for a semester or academic year, and

graduationcould be possibleexternal reasontor individuals tobreakup. Although some
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participants statedhat they managd to have longdistancerelationshi, they also
emphasized that they were in the same city at the relationship formation phase. As their
relationships bemme morestableovertime, 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 relationshifharndtal focus
group sessions mentioned. Individuals who are in a romantic relationship can remember
problems they encounter mogeickly than those who are not in a romantic relationship,
which makes it easy to remember them when it comes to writing tteexcommon reasons
for breakups. Among the reasons for women, singles, couples, and the aggregated session,
partner withdrawal was listed as another reasomrfeakups The fact that this reason is
less frequent in the men's group can be interprettdtben being theelatively 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 moerel@king behaviors
in romantic relationships.

Socid consequences, unli ke in menos, singl esb
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
consequenced, can be said that the friend factor is more decisive for this specified age
group. The family approval expected to bkess common reason for breags, considering
that in Turkish culture, families are generally unaware of relationgbigzecially heir
daughter sdé r o mabeforé acmarriagd detisioosntakbn. phss)can be
interpreted as that women initiate relationships after getting apdrowatheir friendspr

not keepingheir friendswho dsapprove of their relationships around. Lack of enjoyment
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was another reason faymanticbreakups. 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 ¢ o u pdspdively)r easons

Table 14
The Common Reasons for Braghs

The Common Reason 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 Xin at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the X¢aaatdeast more
than three féfths of the sessions, these categories
ups.

As mentiond above the data was collected from 13 singdex andfive mixed
group sessions. Although the numbenoted-group participants (17 women and 17 men)
was onethird of theparticipants in thesinglesex sessions (57 women and 40 men), this
still gives an idea of whether there is a difference between session types15 aas
generated to provide a comparison between the hpakasons collected from singlex
andmixedgroup sessions. THeur common reasons (i.e., breach of trust, incompatibility,
emotional distance, and lack of validation) were listed in allsadsions, strengthieig the

argument that thes®ur reasons can be the main reasons for bugek Individuals in
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singlesex sasions appeared to list a greater variety of reasomerfaanticbreakups than
those in themixed-group, regardless of which session they were in (i.e., women, men,
singles, and couplegjor detailed information see Appendil andR2). There may be
some reasons to explain this differené@wermixed-group sessions may have resulted in
fewer reasons for brealps listings. Another explanation might behat mixedgroup
session participantmay feel less comfortable imn environment where people of the
opposite sex were present.

Table 15

Comparison between the Reasons for Braagbetween SingiSex and Mixed Group
Sessions

Comparison between Women Men Singles Couples
the Reasons for
BreakUpsbased on Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed

Session Type -Sex  Group -Sex Group -Sex Group -Sex  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 consequence  X* X X X* X
Partner withdrawal X X X X* X X X X
Dealbreaker X X* X*
External reasons X* X X X X X* X
Lack of enjoyment X X* X* X X* X

Note Xin at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the Xéasatdeast more
than three f &f tthhse scef ctahtee gsoesiscisommser e st ated as the reasons
ups

Participantdater rated their romantic breaip reasons between 1 (I would keep my
relationship) and 5 (I would definitely brealk with my partner)for their romantic

relationshipsThe reasons scored faur and above were treated as the reasons for a definite

100



breakup. The analysis revealed that individuals came up with a much narrower list to end
their romantic relationships (see Tall6). Although individuals listed their owfive
common reasons for brealps, when it comes ta decision about the future of their
relationships, only breach of trust, emotional distance, incompatibility, and lack of
validation would stand for a brealp (for detailed info see Append8). Inequity and
external reasongere counted akegitimate reasns for a breakup only for singles, while
partner withdrawal was retained in women, singles, and the total of the focus group sessions
(for detailed information see Appendid, T2, Ul, andU2 for women, men, singles, and
couplesd6 reasons respectively).

Table 16
TheCommon Reasonie End Their Relationship

TheCommon Reasons
to End Own All Women Men Singles Couple
Relationships

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 Xin at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the X¢aaatdeast more
than three féfths of the sessions, these categories

ups.

WhenTable14 and Tablelé were compared, turns out that some of the common
reasons for brealps listed earlier doot apply when it comes to ending their relationships
Although the participantm all sessions stated that they attach importance to jealousy and

lack of enjoymentthey did not see theenough tderminat their romantic relationshgp
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While conflict, social consequences, and deal breaker were listed in some séisgipns
aggregated session, wondeemerod ,ssingle§) and coupladsessionsas reasons for break
ups,they were not seen as crucial reasons for ending their romantic relatiotrsbdpsty

and external reasonthough mentioned as a reason for brapkin all sessionsyere
countedas a reason to end their romantic relationships iontyngle® sessionsAlthough
partner withdrawalvasrated as a common reason in all sessiongstmentonedonly in
thewomen,singles and the totasessions. Thus, the differences in these two tables (Table
14 and Tabl€el6) can also be interpreted @asense that people tolerate some of what they
see as a reason to bragkto maintain theirelationships.

Another table, Tablel7, was generated to provide a comparison between the
reasons to end their romantic relationships collected from s&egleandmixed-group
sessions. As beforementionéour common reasons (i.e., breach of trust, inpatibility,
emotional distance, and lack of validation) were listed in allsmgsionswhich supports
the claim thathesefour reasonsareindeed perceived as the main reasons for buogak
Similar to Tablel5, individuals in singlesex sessions appedrto list a greater variety of
reasons for brealdp than those in the mixed group (for detailed information see Appendix

V1 andV2).
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Table 17
Comparison between the Reasons to tBed Relationships between Singex and
Mixed Group Sessions

Comparison between  \omen Men Singles Couples
the Reasons to End

their Relationships
based on Session

Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed
Sex Group Sex Group Sex Group Sex Group

Types
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 consequence: X* X*
Partner withdrawal X X X
External reason X X
Lack of enjoyment X* X*
Note Xin at least four fifths of the sessions, these categories were stated as the X¢aaatdeast more
than three féfths of the sessions, these categories
ups.

4 3. Conclusion

The data obtaied from 18 focus group studies revealed that2@gories (the
reasons other than uncodabikat individuals perceive as valid reasaiwsend romantic
relationshipsouldbe classifiednto three personal reasonpartner's personal reasoasd
the relational factorslt 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 affectadibpnmental
factors. Among the reasons listed in Tali® with their explanations and examples,
emotional distance, lack of validation, social consequerioesdemanding, alternative
partner, partner withdrawal, partner's personalitylation of expetations, deal breaker,

discomfort with commitment, and pursuit of other opportunitisld be classified under
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the first and second categorieand breach of trust, incompatibility, inequity, physical
distance, conflict, external reason, lack of enjoymeeneral frustration, and jealousy
under the third category.

Regardless of the focus group sséssions (by sex, relationship status, and session
types), items from these three categeiconstitute the most common reasfam romantic
breakups. 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 eftions.

While they have control over personal and relational factors, there can always be a partner

related factor that can bring the relationship todiseolution phase
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CHAPTER 5

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This thesisaimedto understandomantic brealups in young adulthoodvith a
guantitative and qualitative studghapter Zoresentedhe first step of the qualitative study
and aimed to answer the first research question: What is alnyp@alt hough the findings
showed different interpretations of romantic bregis, individuals, regardless of their
gender, generally evaluated romantic braggk s a s more negative evVve
|l onel i ness, depr es s The negative avaation of domanecpneaki nt me n 1
ups can also be considered as a feature that makes the decision-tgplaigféult or causes
individuals to avoid taking this decision as much as posdialeziduals tended to perceive
romanticbreakupsmore positively onhyif they are already unhappy in their relationships
(e.g., Al think it's a relief. | felt so sul
was ended, | was relieved t ha tParticipawtd, wiho n ot h a
were neutrako this notion, described romantic bregis 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 (
thing, it can be experiencedo).

The findings revealed thahe connotations participants presented urfder

dimensionsbeliefs about brealips,emotions, (re)adjustment of self and tingeieving,

andexpectations for the futur&he first dimension emerging from the focus group sessions

105



is beliefs about romantic brealps. The answers given by the participants were closely
related to how they perceived theeakup as an event. If the connotations were considered
in the continuunof good and bad, some participants gave more neutral answers, while
others evaluated it at more extreme erdsw they perceive romantic brealps also
influences how they respond to a bregk So much so that those who sreakupsas an
ordinary evenstated that thewould not wear themselves out during the breglprocess.
For them, it is a phase that they must go through.f¥esome others, romantic breags
are sad, devastating events.

The emotion dimension contains both positive and negath@iens.As noted
above, people who were happy in their relationships expressed more negative emotions
(e.g., longing, sadness, emptiness, pain, disappointmentontrast those who were
unhappy stated more positive emotions (e.g., relief, happinessaxaion, peaceful).
Anot her argument could be that -upsnackiald dual s 6
closely related to the emotions theyperienceThose who perceive brealpsasneutral
may experience and express less intense emotions (e.g., relief, relaxation, peaceful,
emptiness, disappointment) after a break

Whatever emotion it triggers, a romantic bregkmeanshey cannot do the things
they once did together. They ndedthange their routine or develop neabits. During the
breakup procesghey decide what they will devote to the time they plan to spend with their
partners.Individuals can acquire new habits or revertheir old habits. Therefore, the
romantic brak-up creates the need to reconstruct their selves andbyrfiading out who
they are after losing their extendsdf (.e., partners).

Romantic brealup also means a loss, which brings with it a complex structure of

grieving Cooley et al., 2010, 20i4Reimer & Estrada2021). Thoughts, behaviors,
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feelings, support system, eating and drinking patterns, and music enardbdsub
dimensions ofyrief. Although their expartnersvere not gone, they perceiveeakupsas
death because they can no longer see thefrand do things they once did togetheor
some, romantic breakps mean the loss ofpartnerand a best friend, as theyannotreach
out to themfor affection andsoothing They may engage in stalkingHaviors because
being unable to reach them openly and find themselves cbimgttheir loss.Developing
different eating and drinking habits¢pgeriencing rapid mood swingand depression are
also common in romantic brealps(Davis et al., 2003McKiernan et al., 2018Rhoades
et al., 2011; Studley & Chung, 2019 hey 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; SaarikallioE& k k 2007} Data collected from
individuals who choose to listen to sad music when experiencing negative events revealed
that listening to sad music enabthem to validatenegativeemotions regulateemotional
experiences, andssistrecollection ofand reflection on past events (Garrido & Schubert,
2011;Sachs et al., 201F:aruffi & Koelsch, 2014)Social support from close others helps
individuals get through the breaip period by strengthening the adaptation progesisnee
et al., 1990; McKiernaet al., 2018Bar uvttd Wl ér é m & ). Bltaoughrfriend2 0 1 5
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. Thmoie likely for
people whowere happy in their romantic relationships and ot think they wuld ever
breakup because these people do not believe that they will be as happy in anoth@icoma
relationship as in their ended one. They ttiyk that they have lost the possibility of being

happy againYet, this perception may also be related to the grieving proCessersely,
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it is the opposite for people who are unhappy in their endalationships. 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 romanticupeaka
complex phenomeam. Although the connotations are generally related to the grieving
process, it can be said that the perspective on romantic-bpsakay 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 brealups. It is possible that after a romantic brepk people will go to
reconstruct themselves and their time. For this reasonbréfekup phasecan ato 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 situatioAstachment security, basic psychological
need satisfamn, dissatisfaction, and thwartingnd relationship contingent se#fsteem
were the predictors investigated in Chapte6®idy variables were analyzed for gender
differences. Men showed moiteyalty 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 taimtain romantic relationshighanwomen.

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 b selection bias by neandom sampling.

The results of four regression analyses illustrated thdine 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, 1993he exit behaviors seems to be taken more when
individuals have higher attachment anxiatyd attachment avoidanc&Vhile individuals
prefer to show morexit behaviors when their basic psychological nheeds are dissatisfied,
they avoid anexitbehavior vinen their needs are thwart&hly basicpsychologicaheed
satisfaction was relatgabsitivelyto the voicebehaviors, while only attachment avoidance
waspositively corelated withneglectbehaviorsLoyalty behaviorsare shown moravhen
individuals have higher relationship contingent safteem and thwarted basic
psychological needs. These 7 variables examined were closely reltiteddoisions about
the future of the relationshsp

In addition, when the suiimensions of basic psychological needs are examined,
it is observed that each sdimension is not related to EVLN outcomes in the same way
(see Table 10). This can be evaluated as each basic need satisfaction, dissatisfdction, a
thwarting may be related to different response behaviors. Findings showed that the
dissatisfied and thwarted autonomy need was positasdpciated withoyalty behavior,
while the thwarted autonomy and relatedness needs were negatively relateideto
behavior. These results can also be interpreted as individuals who are not autonomously in
the relationship give up taking an active role in probsatving and show a more passive
stance. In particular, dissatisfied three basic psychological needs tegg/oicebehavior,
and dissatisfied and thwarted basic psychological needs were positively correlatedtwith
andneglectbehaviors suppdrig this view.

Although vignettes weresedin this study, they were not preferred due to their
failure to dstinguishactions Focus group sessions revealed participeoid notidentify
themselves with the characters without context. They raised questions about the duration of

the relationship and/or how well they interagth their supposed partneklso, they did
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not likethat eachvignette ended with an expression of discomfort with the situation and did
not give them the option to feel something different. They also disbk&ty forced to
select only one option. They mentioned they wauidage imorethan one EVLN reaction
simultaneously or sequentiallt.or t hi s r eason, i f individual s6 r
situations aréo be measured using vignettes, it would be more approprigémératehem
in a more flexible structuresuch aswith openrended questian In addition, some
conflictual conditions should be presented on a list, and participants should be asked which
onescould create a conflicTherefore, vignette measurements of individuals' responses to
unsatisfying situationsowld be moe realistic.
Chapter 4 aimed to answer the third research question: what are the reasons for
breakups? The reasons fobreakups have been presented in different studies in the
literature (e.g., breach of trust (Negash et al., 2014; Shackelford 20@2), alternative
partners (Ritchie et al., 2021), unmet psychological needs (Connolly & Mclsaac, 2009;
Sprecher, 2002)). Yethese studies examine the nature of only one type of reason for
romantic breakups. One yearafter the focus group sessiomgere conducted Joel and
colleagues (2018) published an article alamih-depth examination of stay/leaglecisions
in romantic relationshig where the categories used in this thesis were originated from.
In the 18 focus group sessionarticipants weresked to list five common reasons
to end romantic relationships and evaluate their list for theimantic relationships.
Findings revealed that breach of trust, incompatibility, emotional distance, and lack of
validation wererecurrent reasons acroat sessionsJealousy was a brealp reason for
singles and coupl es. I nequity was mentioned on
withdrawal was ment i anmde du p Ine seaGERrRIEeaEreagooss i ngl es 6,

were valid causes for singles and cosplghile lack of enjoyment was mentioned in only
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coupl esd sessions. H o w@ thedr romantic lredationshipsll ¢ o me s
reasons mentioned above were not perceived as valid reasons to end their romantic
relationships.Only breach of trust, eational distance, and lack of validation were
mentioned in all sessions. Inequity was a reason to end their romantic relationships for
mends, § siamgll ecsoupl esd6 sessions. Singles add
reasons to their listThese findigs showed that although individuals perceive some
problems as reasons for romantic bregk, the existence of these problems will not be

enough to give upntheir romantic relationships, and they may not warihém

Table 18

The Breakup Categoriesmerged from Focus Group Sessions
Alternative partner General frustration  Partner's personality
Breach of trust Incompatibility Physical distance
Conflict Inequity Pursuit of other opportunitie:
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 ChapteB findings and Chaptet findings together will bénelpful in
approaching romantic breakps from a more holistic perspectivies mentioned above,
attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, basic psychological need dissatjséection
basic psychological need thwarting were found to be retatexit behaiors. Twenty-one
reasons emerged from the focus group sessions (see Ba#leibng then, breach of trust,
conflict, inequity, jealousy, lack of validation, physical distance, and too demanding reasons
could be argued to be relatemattachment anxiety-laving more negative mental models

of self, anxiouslhattached individuals invest more in their romantic relationships than their
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partners $impson & Rholes, 20)}7This could creatéinequityd andfilack of validatiom
problems in their romantic relatiomgs.

No matter how much their partners inyestxiously attached individuagserceive
them as umterested irtheir romantic relationshipdo not trust their partnerand interpret
more situations as threatening eve@arqpbell et al., 200Bavis etal., 2004;Mikulincer
& Shaver, 2012)They showmnore jealousyNlikulincer & Shaver, 2012Rodriguez et al.,
2015, experience fear of being abandon&wbwers et al., 2008\ ei et al., 200y, and
engage in frequent conflicts (McClure et al., 2013; Overall et al., 2Uhd)r. beliefs about
their partner 0#8reacmdfteusttelevated e \aelcaxflet fzne Also
fjealousy. They demand intimacy and closeness their romantic elationships
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, 2016; Spielmann et al., 2088)ich may cause them to be
perceived as fAtoo de Meyneddnnsg sexudl yntertotrseifar par t ner s
reassurance about how their relationship is goingranéivingcarefrom their partners
(Davis et al., 2004Ren et al., 200)7 Therefore, if there is @physical distanae(bad, low
sexual relationship, not enough physical affection) problem in their romantic relationship,
they may interpret this as a sign of relationstigsolution.

Of the 21 breakip reasons,idcomfort with commitment, emotional distance, and
partner withdrawal couldlso be relatedto attachment avoidancévoidantly attached
individuals have more negative mental models of others, they distruspaintsiers, avoid
being dependent, suppress their attachment neeuklimit the closeness in their romantic
relationships Besharat et al., 201Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012\ ei et al., 200Y. Unable
to trust their partner, even when they need support,dhppress their negative emotions
and show less setfisclosure(Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991Mikulincer & Shaver,

2007). However, heir behaviorscan be interpgeda s fiemot i onal di stanceodo and

112


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

wi t h ¢ o mirheit umellingnésao express their feelings and thoughts causes them

to leave conflictual situations unresolved KBalomew, 1990; Fraley & Shaver, 1997;

Spielmann, Maxwell et al., 2013; Overal al., 2013 which can be interpreted by their

partners as fpartner withdrawal o0, a sign of
Of the 21 breakip reasonsemotional distancegeneral frustration, partner

withdrawal,and prsuit of other opportunitiesould also be relatett 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 a2013; 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, 201

needs are dissatisfiethey may experiencafi g e ner al i whiclsthey dotnbto n 0

understand exaly what the problemjs and t hey may want to fApurs

They could also feel t hei r wjhdrawron.e r H cavse viee mo |t

individuals whose basic psychological needs were frustratedtiiagxperience ageneral

frustratior, yet they may not actively want fipursue other opportuniti®sven if they see

their partner as femotawndnalThg di fanencanieg

two categories is that one no longer feels autonomous and comghegetopressurgand

does not take an active role in meetimg/herown needsTherefore, while investigating

i ndi v idetigi@gamakibg mechanisms in romantic bregbs, it should be checked

whether basic psychological needs @issatisfied, as well awhether they are thwarted.

113



5.1 Limitations and Future Directions

This study alsdvassome limitations that need to be addres$ée. most important
limitation of this study is thatelational commitment was not included in this study,
although its importance romantic brealups has been shown in the literatugecheverry
& Le, 2005; Finkel et al., 2002; Finkel & Campbell, 2001; Le & Agnew, 2003etLal,
2010; MenziesToman & Lydon, 2005Merolla & Harman, 2018; Rusbult et al., 1991
Future studies should ad@lational commitment to the research design. The second
limitation was seHreport measurewhich create the social desirability riskoi@ining
them withotherpartnerreported meages or observatioris expected to remove the social
desirability effect.

The current findings are basemh only crosssectional dataAlthough this
dissertation combines qualitative and quantitative methadd, establishesthe links
between attachment orientations, basic psychological needs, relationship contingent self
esteem, and responses to relationship probldmas;ausality between thesenstructs can
not be derived from the results. Establishing a causal link arigitudinal studies is needed
to understand the romantic breaj process. Using couple dyad samples along with the
longitudinal design willalso be helpful, as it allowsis to observe how couples go in
different directions irarelationship, what eventsdd them t@omantic brealup, and how
they go through the brealp phase.

The generalizability of quantitativetudy resultsis potentially limited due tdahe
convenience sampling methdthe data were collected frattne METU students. It did not
provide randomness in young adult samples and created a legpre$entativenestt is

alsoimportant to emphasize that théseno claim of generalizability for qualitativetudy:
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The findings revealed that thgyle ofquestons and théype of focus group sessions
were important. Because, as shown in Chapter 4, asking the participants common reasons
for breakups and whether theyowld end their relationship willeadresearchers to get
different resultsln addition,reseachersseeking diversity imnswers may want to conduct
singlesex focus group sessions.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 ndi vi dual s6 affect, t houghtugswill and be
vary over time (for example, two days after the separation and six months after the
separation). For this reason, it would be useful for brgakesearchers to define the post
break-up time period in which they will collect the data.

The factors that directly or indirectly affect the bregk process should be
investigatedo understand romantic brealks betterWho initiates the brealtp could be
one of these prediate. Studies have shownonflicting results about the relationship
between experiencezinotions and the brealp initiator. Some studies have reported that
those who initiate the brealp feel better aftevard (DeLecce & Weisfeld, 201@8arajas
M8 r g etalz2017).In contrast, some studies found no significant bugaknitiator
difference in adverse brealp symptoms(Robak & Griffin, 2012). As there are
contradicting findings, future studies should focusdeterminingunder which conditions
the breakup intiation affectsfive dimensions of romantic breaips

Another factor could be the power dynamics in romantic relationships. Those who
hold power inarelationship make more decisions about the relationship and benefit more
from these decisions. In a wgyower dynamics seem to be related to inequity, which was
stated in Chapter 4 as a reason for bugadk Investmenn the relationship iglsoanother

predictor. It was found that individuals who hold power in a relationship typically invest in
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less and more men were fountb havethe power (Sprecher et al., 2008)dditionally,
anxiously attached individuals invest more in their romantic relationgRigole et al.
1995; Simpson & Rholes, 20 7Therefore, 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 the®sjousstudies
show gender differensdn experienced emotion&hao et al, 1996; Hill et al., 1976;
Sprecher, 1994; Sprecher et al., 199@pressiofMearns, 1991 yeadjustment after break
ups (Preetz, 2022)t will be useful for the brealap literature for future studies to
investigate (if any) gender differencefegft and to find out under which conditions this

effect is observed.

5.2.Contribution and Implication of the Study

Romantic breakips have receivedelatively less attention in the romantic
relationship literature. Therefore, this thesis makesimamortant contribution to the
literature by first examining how youraglults perceive romantic breaps, then the role
of individual and relational predictors in decisions taken in ungatgfituations, and
finally by investigating the reasons of romianbreakups. Using quantitative and
gualitative data together to deepen our understanding is one of the unique features of this
study. Thereforehis thesis makes it possible to deepen and broaden our understanding of
romantic brealups

Basic psycholgical needs and their role in individual wbking 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 tthe SDT literature by examining not only basic psychological need
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satisfaction but also need dissatisfaction and thwarting in the of romantieupreaktext.
The findings of this study revealed that all three components have unique explanatory power
onresponses to unsatisfactory situations.

Establishing safe and satisfying couple and family relationships is important to
physical and psychological wedleingKans ky & Al l en, 2018; Oi shi
& Demir, 2019. Young adulthood is a periodivhich 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' weltbeing, behavigrand later romantic relationships (Fincham & Cui, 2011,
Shulman & Connolly, 2013; Xia et al., 2018). Tthesis can be used by therapists to help
treat and heak | | disttessdi relationships atmlcreate more secure bonds between
closepartners. Thy can also help tiveclients 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 wasleptin research
aboutthe causes of romantizeakupsin the literatureOne of the purposes of this research
is to reveal the reasons that push individuals to decibietdkup in romantic relationships.
During the thesis preparation processi@pth publications were madboutthe causes of
romanticbreakupsin the US ad Canadaamples However, to the author's knowledge,
this is the first indepth study of the reasons of romantic brepk inthe Turkish sample
Therefore, this thesis also contributes to the existing literature on romantieupeeakd

romantic relatioships in young adulthood in Turkey.
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APPENDIX B. FOCUS GROUP STUDY QUESTIONS

i K ki Kur unitiatan Phases ma s € /

1. Kendini zi késaca tanéeteér mésénez?

2. Sevgilinizle ne séekleéekla g°r¢kegyordunuz?
olanlar olabilir.

3. Size g°re iyi bir i1 ixkki naséel ol mal éder
Ge-mik ilikkilerinizden iyi bir i1ikki o]
Kl'iknizin haegb°9kel bl BUpunusd¢égkegnder de?

4. Sevgilinizle nasél tanéktéenéz bize anl at

5, Peki tanékma «kekl: bir i 1ikkiyi daha dej

¥rn. Sosyal medya, ya da dating sitel
araceéel éejepldekhada batak bir etkinlik
yakadekl are il i kki farkl e medeéer ?

6. Sosyal medya ¢zerinden ilikkiye baklayan

7. Onl ine arkadakl ék sitelerine ¢yelijiniz

8. Dating sitel em@mMeSqgyywdli fmendyzawéarkul | aneéy

i K ki DBujng Bdatiomship Phase

9. 6The Oned ya da ruh exine inanéyor musun

100.Hangi °zellikler kikiyi O6The Oned yapar?

161



K |

Ya da 6The Oned hangi °zelliklere sahip o

11.Daha °nwekiikkit e bhe Onedé dedijiniz oldu mu? E:
6The Oned méyde?

122Bazé insanlar hayatta tek bir kikinin The On
insanlarsa bir yakamda ki kinin birden fazl a
hangi g°epeer?yakéns

13.Kl i kkil ere baklarken o il i kKki i-in bir raf ©
uzun °m¢grl ¢ olur, ya da maksimum 2 aya biter
(Peki ya yaz akkl areée?)

14.Si zce ilikkiye baxl arken bi-ilen raf ©°mrg¢ il

15.Sevgilinizle ne sékleéekla tartéekéyordunuz?
KIl'i kkinizde neler tartékma konusu oluyordu?

16.Peki baréekmal arénéz? Barékérken sadece tek b
cstleniyordu, yoksa i ki Ki ki de bar ékmak i -i
i KKki nin Soé&lérmimatoaPhAse a ma s

177Ayrél ek denince akléenéza neler geliyor?

18 Ter k eden ol makla terk edilen ol mak arasénda
Siz hangi tarafta olmak isterdiniz? Neden?

19Kl i kkiniz bittikten sonra neler yakadénéz?

20.Si zce ayréleklar ivyi veya k°t¢ megder ?
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KT i kbkiitnmensi , o il ikkinin aslénda ivyi bir

.kimdi sizlere birer kajét dajeétacajém. D
konukaca] €z ama °ncelikle sizin cevaplar
il i kKkileriniXiiniyakkal-eevmermiizdreesi ne seb
yazeénez

.L¢etfen sizlere dajétacajéem 2. kaj éettaki

(o]
—

ilikkinizde partneriniz sizin burada s

i gili hangi klaymiar &€ verirdiniz, ikKkaret

.Bildijiniz gibi sosyal p e dokto

n
>
o
o
o

ol arak bazé hikayeleri okutmak istiyorum

en bejendijiniz hikayeye 5,en bejenmedil]j

notl ayéenez.

.Hkayel er deki bejendijiniz késémlar nel erc
.Hi kayel erdeki bejenmedijiniz késéemlar ne
.Size ger-ek-i gel di mi ?

.Daha ger-ek-i nasél yapabiliriz? ¥nerile

163



APPENDIX C. EXPERIENCES IN CLOSED RELATIONSHIPS REVISED SCALE

Akajéedaskivgilereniyle beraberken hissedebil ecek
L¢etfen her bir i fadeye ne °1-¢de katéel déjenezeé
yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yanseéttejéné d¢kende] ¢
MHal i hazérda bir romanti k il i kKki i -erisinde dej
sevgililerinizle beraberken naseél hissettijiniz
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi - katml| méyoru Ne kateél eyorum Tamamen
Ne katél méyor um katéel éyorum

_________ 1. Sevgilimin beni bakka insanl ara de
duyar ém
_________ 2. ¥zel duygu ve dg¢Kkyg¢ tkendinhier i mi sevgil
rahat hissederim.
_________ KIi kkil eri mi kafama -ok takar ém.
_________ Sevgilime g¢venip dayanmak konusun
zorl aneéer ém.
_________ 5. Séklekla, sevgilimin beni ger - ekt e

6.Sevi | i ml e yakén ol ma konusunda -ok rahateéem
_________ 7. Sevgilimin beni, benim onu °nemsed
duyar ém
_________ 8 . Sevgilime a-él ma konusunda kendi mi
_________ 9. Sevgilim kendi mden kK¢phe et meme ne

10. Ger-ekte ne hissettijimi sevgilim
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APPENDIX D. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SCALES

APPENDIX D1. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED SATISFACTION IN

RELATIONSHIPS SCALE

K i

her

Ki l
bi

r. Si zin

Ak aj
L¢etf
yokt

éda
en
u

[ Hal i hazeéer d
romanti k il ik

1 2
Hi -

KI'i kki mde. . .

11.
12.

kat @l méyor um

O.t Piglzewil mde® | Bulakne&u] u

erihi ssemdebi kecéekké&rieb

r i fadenin

nédei f ac
uy
d¢ Kén

ede

o
D
-
(¢
(@)

si ze ne

M

durumunuzu yanséttejeéen

akkiriremanst nKe iz |
Ki hi ssetti]ini:
3 4 5 6 7

dejil sen ot

|l erinizde nasél

Nekat él eyorum Tamamen

Ne katél méyorum kat él eéyorum

Hayatemé nasél yakayacaj] éma kat

Genel ol ar ak cel eri mi ve f

Genl ¢k
Genl ¢k

d¢ Keén

hayatta muhattap ol duj ul

kendi i
Tanédeéj yaptéejém i
Y a k éyeni beceriteaadidedildim.] gi -
¢oju
Et ki

Kl eti ki mi min

hayatta yeterince

em kikiler Kt ¢
ekici

b
g ¢

l erl e i

géende, ujrakteéejém
K i
K i

m Ki

Keyde

e
l eki mde ol duj um Kil eri

ol duj u K i

Kil erir

Hayat emdaki ki kiler bana

k1l e, i

dej el

Genel | nsanl ar bana kar.

165



APPENDIX D2. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED DISSATISFACTION IN

RELATIONSHI PS SCALE

Akajéda kikilerin romantik ilikkilerinde hissed
L¢etfen her bir i fadenin size ne derecede uydujou
yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yainsiénten écne@] g Kyamdgf tgé
I Hal i hazérda bir romanti k il i kki i -erisinde d
romanti k ilikkilerinizde nasel hissettijJinizi d
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hi - kateél méyorum Ne katél éyorum Tamamen

Ne katél méyorum katéeleyorum

KI'i kki mde. ..

_________ 1. Genellikle kendi mi i Kl eri nasél y

_________ 2. ¢ojunlukla oldujum kikiden far kI €

hissederim

_________ 3. ¢oju zaman yaptéjém Keyi yapmakt s

hissederim

_________ 4 Géenl ¢k hayatta ne yapt éj ém, -oju

olmuyor.

_________ 5. Go°r ¢k ve degkegnceleri mi -ojunl ukl &

hissederim

_________ 6. Genelde yaptéjem ikte bakareée sajl

_________ Sékl ekl a kendi mi geliktirebilece]j

hissederim

. 8. Genellikle yaptejém ikte kendi mi K
9. ¢oju zaman dijer insanlara kéyas|l

ol dujumu d¢gKeéengr ¢m.

10. ¢ojunlukla performansémdan t at mi
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11. kendilpder hkyat Eendbhe il eti ki me

12. Etrafemdaki ki kilere ger-ekt
13. ¢oju zaman bakkal aréyl a etKki

14 . al@ernéenlélni kylaen ébnadkak huzur suz hi s

15. Kendi mi dijer insanlardan uz
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APPENDIX D3. BASIC PSYCHOLOGICAL NEED THWARTING IN

RELATIONSHIPS SCALE

Akajéda kikilerin romantik ilyekilVerihohexkhissed
L¢etfen her bir i fadenin size ne derecede uyduju
yoktur. Sizin durumunuzu yansétteéejéne de¢egkende] ¢
I Hal i hazéeérda bir romafmenmn ksodulk&krné igemelsi mldaer al
romanti k ilikkilerinizde naseél hi ssettijinizi d
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi - kateéel méyorum Ne kateél eyorum Tamamen
Nekat €l méeyor um katéel éyorum

Kl'i kki mdeé
_________ 1. Se-im yapmamén engell endijini hi ss
_________ 2. Bel | i Kekill erde davranmaya zorl an
_________ 3. Benim adéma al énmék kararl aré taki

__ 4. Benim adéma yapél mék planlara uymak z
_________ 5. Potansiyel i mi kull anabil mem i -in g

6 . Kendi mi aci z hi ettijim dur

Ss u
7.Bana kendimiyeterhiz ssettiren Keylerin s°ylendifi
n

_________ 8. Bir kKkey bakardéjemda dijer insanl a
_________ 9. Yetersiz hissettirildijim durumlar
_________ 10. Etrafémdaki kirmiler tarafeéendan re
_________ 11. Dijer insanl arén beni dékl adeéekl ar

12. Bakkal arénén benden hokl anmadéj én
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APPENDIX E. RELATIONSHIP CONTINGENT SELF ESTEEM SCALE

Letfen akajedaki sorularée 1 ile 5 ar
1 2 3 4 5
Bana hi- uymuBama késmen uyBwmyar - ok fazla uy
___________ 1. Sevgilimle iyl anl aktéjeméze
hissederim.
___________ 2. Sevgilimle aramdaki duygusal l
hissederim.
___________ 3. ilikki midnenree ikna dna r® nbeandar élie I
________ dej dri ke i1 gili hislerim ilikkimin
___________ 5. KI'i kkim ivyi gittijinde, genel
_____ 6 . Kl'i kkim yarén bitecek ol saydé, b

7. Kl'i kkimde i kideijeyolmued&i ¢iethme

___________ 8. Sevgilimle kavga odtatriajki rk °ztagmat
hissederim.

___________ 9. KIli kkliefnek 3 tmieei gigi tijhndéer?m
___________ 10. Bakkal aré sevgilimle ivyi bir
iyi hissederim.

___________ 11. Sevgida mbeéreinml e lielkgiilridi j @ ynale
ujraméek g°z¢ktegjeéende kendi mi ger-ekten k°t ¢
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APPENDIX F. MY RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS SCALE

0O = Bunu asla yapmam, 2 = Bsa@aua-pv&pawmé@my §apabBe!
sék yaparém, 8 = Bunu her zaman yaparém
Partnerim/flort¢egm/ -éktéejeém kiki

1. keyifsizken beni keracak bir kKey s°yledijind
-al exkér em.

2. bana °fkelendijinde viendeyr syrel mayne groaegid
3. bana karké kaba ya da d¢keégncesi z davrandéj eén
d¢zel mesini bekl eri m.

4. d¢k¢ncesiz veya hok ol mayan bi-imde davrande
durumla ilgilenmekten ka-énér ém.

5.key f si zken beni keracak bir key s°yledijinde, o
isterim.

6. d¢ke¢egncesiz veya hok ol mayan bi-imde davrandeé
unuturum.

7. bana °fkelendijinde ve bir skdurerunbve ni g°r mezl
sorunla il gilenmekten ka-énér ém.

8. bana karké kaba ya da d¢k¢egncesiz davrandeéej én
iyilektirmeye -al ékér ém.

9. keyifsizken beni keracak bir kKkey s°yledijind
kal maya.-al ékérém

10. bana karké kaba ya da d¢kégncesi z davrandéj e
bakl ar e m.

11. d¢kencesiz veya hok ol mayan bi-imde davrand
bi-imde tarteéekeéer ém.

12.ban® f kel endi jinde ve bir s¢re beni g°rmezl i kter
°fkesinin ge-mesini bekl eri m.

13. d¢kegncesiz veya hok ol mayan bi-imde davrand
ol mayan bir kKey yapar ém.
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14. bana °fkelendijzinidlet ee deélrdisjoreddenbi g°-+
-al ékarak onunla ne olup bittijJi hakkénda k-«
15. keyifsizken beni keracak bir kKkey syl edi
st eée¢nde dur mam.

l6.bank ar k&€ kaba ya da d¢keéencesi z davrandéjeéend

daha az zaman ge-irmeye -al ékér ém.
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APPENDIX G. VIGNETTES

APPENDIX G1. VIGNETTE #1

Arkadakénézla bir kafede otururken, tel ef onu
Ameri kabdbdaki bir ¢niversiteden kabul al dejéne v
Sevgilinizin sizinle korgykmaddmebaowvauwrau dyearmpmea &
d¢kensimnden rahatséz olursunuz. Arték ilikkinizl

gerekmektedir.

x  Ne karar verirdiniz?
" Klikkiyi bitirirdim,
" Her Keynilma Zdgmael ecej i ni inanérdéem, sadece s
" Rahatseéz ol dujumu dile getirirdim.

" Konu hak kmmaldtaak oknaskénér , fakat daha ufak so

gesterirdim.
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APPENDIX G2. VIGNETTE #2

Arkadakéenéez ve sevgilinizle beraber Dbir
i -in arkadakénézla birlikte ma skaadrakné uczianksltaekn
birisinin sevgilinizle samimig¢tigderekridhaet sod
ol ursunuz. Arteéek, ilikkinizle ilgil:@i bir kail

x Ne karar verirdiniz?

" KIikkiyi bitirirdim,

" Her Keyin zamanl a,sddesabledipdoekierdim.i i nanérde
" " Rahatseéz ol dujumu dil e getirirdim.
" Konu hakkéenda konukmakt an ka-éneéer, f aka

gesterirdim.
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APPENDIX G3. VIGNETTE #3

Her sabagh bol gejinie f acebooka girerek bakl arsén
ol madéjenéez arkadakl aréenéezén etiketlendiiji bir
ger¢rsenegz newsfeed in en ¢st séralarénda. Fot o
fotojraf kaeefarknedderbBinigd En son en son dg¢n
hat érl arsénéz. Size kendini biraz hasta hissett
g¢eneg partisine gidecejini sizden sakl amék ol mas
ol ur s unu z .izle Agili birsk&rar vetmienizlgerakmektedir.
x  Ne karar verirdiniz?
Klikkiyi bitirirdim.
" Her Keyin zamanla d¢zelecejini i nanérdéem, ¢
" Rahatséz ol dujumu dile getirirdim.
""Konu hakkénda konukmakt anlagitegkin ér , f akat de

gesterirdim.

174



APPENDIX G4. VIGNETTE #4

Sevgilinizin, onunla ortak ders alan ve kendisinden pdkdek | anmadéej énéz &

cinsinizin sosyal medyada payl aktéejée fotofjr:
yorum yazdéjéné g°re¢rsegnegz. O kikiden hokl al
bir key yapmaséndan r ah alilGirkaarwelimanizs unuz. Art ¢

gerekmektedir.

x Ne karar verirdiniz?

Klikkiyi bitirirdim.

" Her Keyin zamanla d¢zelecejini i nanérde
" Rahatséz ol dujumu dile getirirdim.
" Konu hakkéenda konukmakt an k ategkiner , f aka

gesterirdim.

175



APPENDIX G5. VIGNETTE #5

Telefonunuz -al ar; arayan arkéddmé@anézder. Si
birinde sevgilinizi gerd¢j éneg s°yler. Sevgilini
ve aktif Dbir hesabénén ol maséndan rahatséz ol ur

vermeniz gerekmektedir.

x  Ne karar verirdiniz?

" Klikkiyi bitirirdim,

" Her Keyin zamanla d¢zelecejini i nanér dém,
" Rahatseéz ol dujumu dile getirirdim.
" Konu hakkenda konukmakt an ka-éneéer, f akat d

gesterirdim.
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A

PPENDIX H. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION QUESTIONS

Cinsiyetiniz: Ka d é nl Erkek

Yakénez:

Cinsel y°neliminiz:

IHet er oseks¢el (kar si cinsten etkileniyoru
'Homoseksy¢el (kendi cinsimden etkileniyoru
'Bi seksg¢el (her i ki cinsten de etkileniyor
IAseks¢el (hicbir cinsten etkilenmiyor um)
Sevgiliniz var mé?

| Evet IHay ér

4. sorunun cevabé evetse:

Ne kadar s¢redir birliktesiniz? _ _ Yél
Daha blankckea r omanti k il ikkileriniz oldu mu?
| Evet IHayér

6. sorunun cevabeée evetse:

¥nceki ilikkilerinizde hi- terk edildiniz
| Evet IHay ér

¥nceki ilikkilerinizde hi- terk ettiniz mi
| Evet IHayér
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APPENDIX I. VIGNETTES and PART | CI| P ANSSESSMENTS

F%:;‘tsé gg‘;‘i (s'f/ﬁ)ions Yl Vil V1 vl Vil V2 V2 V2 V2 V2 V3 V3 V3 V3 V3 V4 va V4 V4 va V5 V5 V5 V5 V5

Color Cc%%epTeSingle / (erst) 2 8 4 (Bgst) (Wgrst) 2 3 4 (Bist) (W;rst) 2 8 4 (Bist) (Wérst) 2 3 4 (Bist) (W(}rst) 2 3 4 (Bgst)
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
2011F 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 REASONSfor BREAK -UPS

KIlikkilerin/ilikki(leri)nizin bitmesine seb¢
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APPENDIX M. SELF-EVALUATION TEMPLATE of the REASONS

Bu bek fakt°r¢ akajédaki tabloya yazéeneéez.
Akajéda ilikkinizde karkél akabi

her bir durumu tek tek dejerle

halinde ilikkinizle ilgili ne t

cetvel czekama&aeyuvagilakri-ine a 1 2 3 4 5
1 3 5

KI'i kki mi s¢rdegrerdem KI'i kki me bi

1. 1(12|3|4]|5
2. 112 |3]4]|5
3. 112 |3]4]|5
4. 1(12|3|4]|5
5. 1] 2 314|565
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APPENDIX N. REASONSfor BREAK-UPS

Snge. | Singe. | Snge | Snge | Sngl | Snge | Sngl | Sngle | Srngle | Snge | Sigle | SNGS | SUE | e, | e, | M | Med: | Med: | M | M | e | e | ik
Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group
Reasons for Brealdps . . . .
Couples| Singles| Singles| Couples| Singles| Singles| Couples Singles| Couples Couples Couples Singles| Couples Couples| Couples Singles| Singles| Couples| Couples Singles| Singles| Couples Couples
Women| Men Women| Men Women| Men Women| Women| Men | Women| Men Men | Women Women| Men | Women| Men | Women| Men |Women| Men | Women Men
15 Nov. | 18 Nov. | 21 Nov. | 23 Nov. | 25 Nov. | 28 Nov. | 29 Nov.| 1 Dec. | 2 Dec. | 5 Dec. | 6 Dec. | 7 Dec. | 8 Dec. | 2+ D€C:| 21 Dec.| 26 Dec.| 26 Dec.| 28 Dec.| 28 Dec.| 29 Dec.| 29 Dec.) 30 Dec.| 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
X 1 1
commitment
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 ofvalidation 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
o 1 1
opportunities
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. REASONSfor BREAK -UPSfor OWN RELATIONSHIPS

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Single

Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Sex Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed- | Mixed-
Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group | Group
Reasons for Breaklps
(for own relationships) Couples| Singles| Singles| Couples| Singles| Singles| Couples| Singles | Couples| Couples| Couples| Singles | Couples Couples| Couples| Singles| Singles | Couples| Couples| Singles| Singles | Couples| Couples

Women| Men Women| Men Women| Men Women | Women| Men Women| Men Men Women Women = Men | Women Men | Women| Men | Women Men | Women Men
15 Nov. | 18 Nov. | 21 Nov. | 23 Nov. | 25 Nov. | 28Nov. | 29 Nov.| 1 Dec. | 2 Dec. | 5Dec. | 6 Dec. | 7 Dec. | 8 Dec. | 2+ De¢:| 21 Dec.| 26 Dec.| 26 Dec.| 28 Dec.| 28 Dec.| 29 Dec.| 29 Dec.| 30 Dec.| 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 1

opportunities

Social consequences 1 1 1 1 1 1

Too demanding 2 2 3

Violation of expectations 1 1
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