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Forgiveness; Relationship used to examine the predictive effect of independent variables of the couples on
Investment; Relationship their dependent variables (actor) and their partners’ dependent variables (partner).
Satisfaction; APIM. In this study, dependent variables are relationship satisfaction, quality of

alternatives and investment size, independent variable is subjective partner
forgiveness. Subjective Partner Forgiveness Scale, The Investment Model Scale
were used for data collection. The results suggest that as the level of forgiveness
experienced by men and women increase relationship satisfaction increases in the
relations between relationship satisfaction and perceived partner forgiveness.
Results of the quality of the options and perceived partner forgiveness indicate that
the partners' assessment of the quality of alternative decrease as the perceived
forgiveness level of both men and women increase. Results of relationship
investment and perceived partner forgiveness indicate that the partners' assessment
of relationship investment increases as perceived forgiveness in women and men
increase. The results were discussed in the context of relevant literature.

Scientific interest in forgiveness studies is generally focused on the positive aspects of forgiveness that can be
defined as an important virtue (Bono & McCullough, 2004; Seligman, 2002). In recent years, forgiveness
studies have received attention and meta-analysis (Fehr et al., 2010; Riek & Mania, 2012) have been published
on the topic of forgiveness and its positive effects. For example, empirical evidence suggests that people who
can easily forgive have low hematocrit and white blood cells, one of the variables considered as a criterion of
health (Seybold, et al., 2001), a lower tendency to anxiety and depression (Sheffield, 2003) and high levels of
individual development, self-acceptance, positive relationships with others, and total psychological well-being
(Sahin, 2013) and are highly aggregable and less neurotic than those who do not forgive (Ashton, et al., 1998).

Enright (1996) formulated forgiveness in three different dimensions: interpersonal forgiveness, perceived
(subjective, feeling of being forgiven; these will be used interchangeably throughout the text) forgiveness, and
self-forgiveness. We only studied the perceived forgiveness dimension in the context of this study because it
can be considered that feeling forgiven by one's partner is an important issue that operates mutual processes to
maintain romantic relationships.
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Self-forgiveness and interpersonal forgiveness were both extensively studied in the context of direct
forgiveness (Enright, 1996). Forgiveness studies also have focused on two specific sub-dimensions: granting
forgiveness and seeking forgiveness; While the perspective and feelings of transgressors have been given less
attention in forgiveness studies (Asbhy, 2003; Aydin, 2017; Riek, 2010; Riek et al., 2014; Sandage et al.,
2000;).

The understanding of transgressors’ perspective in forgiveness process, primary activity should be seeking
forgiveness (Ashby, 2003). Perceived forgiveness is regarded as the concept of subjective partner forgiveness.
The conceptualization of this part of forgiveness is not sufficient to explain it. This concept is expressed in the
literature with the terms “perceived partner forgiveness” and “subjective experience of forgiveness” (Friesen,
et al., 2005; Pansera & La-Guardia, 2012). In general, different phases of seeking forgiveness are described in
the literature as; “seeking forgiveness”, “receiving forgiveness,” “feeling forgiven” (Enright & Coyle, 1998;
Exline & Baumeister, 2000;). All these dimensions are different in terms of assessing forgiveness from the
perspective of transgressors. Seeking forgiveness is related to owning up to one’s mistakes and wanting to fix
the broken heart of the partner (Sandage et al., 2000). There are some variables found to be related to seeking
forgiveness. For example, narcissism is negatively related to seeking forgiveness, on the other hand, feeling
guilty is a facilitator to apologizing and seeking forgiveness (Sandage et al., 2000; McCullough & Oyen-
Witvliet, 2002). After seeking forgiveness, transgressors take place in a passive role, receiving forgiveness.
In this phase, people who got hurt can forgive or decide not to (Asbhy, 2003), so transgressors have to wait to
be forgiven.

In the field of couple research, several studies report the positive effect of forgiveness in the quality of romantic
adult relationships (Fenell, 1993; Haselton & Buss, 2000; Kachadourian et al., 2004; Karremans & Van Lange,
2004; McCullough, et al., 1998; McCullough, et al., 1998). Maintaining a relationship is particularly difficult
after being hurt in close relationships such as romantic ones. Many previous studies investigate factors that
affect relationship stability, such as social interest, relational self-esteem, and spirituality (Akarsu-Uslu, 2018),
childhood traumas (Mamati, 2018), attachment styles (Biiyliksahin & Hovardaoglu, 2007; Uzun, 2017), early
maladaptive schemas (Sahin, 2015), forgiveness (Tangney, et al., 2015), and empathy (Cramer, 2003). In these
studies, factors affecting the relationship stability are also affected by the personal and positive characteristics
that both partners share in the relationship.

Forgiveness is seen as an important means of self-protection that helps to eliminate the hurt caused by the other
person, to get rid of the damaging situations that occur and to maintain the relationship (Fincham, 2000). Also,
after hurtful events, forgiveness is task for partners in all long-term romantic partnerships (Waldron & Kelly,
2005)

Many factors affect the behaviors of individuals in maintaining romantic relationships. The investment model
is one of the most important models explaining the relationship maintenance and termination of relations in a
healthy way (Rusbult, 1980, 1983). This model examines relationship stability over three basic dimensions
related to the continuation processes of relationships. First one these variables is relationship satisfaction which
expresses an individual's overall satisfaction with his or her partner, is an important variable for relationship
continuity. Relationship satisfaction can be defined as a concept that allows individuals to define their
relationships as near ideal and to express their satisfaction with their relationships (Le & Agnew, 2003). Second
variable is quality of alternatives. When people do not find sufficient satisfaction in their relationships and
their relationship commitment wanes, they tend to turn to alternative relationship options. The quality of the
most attractive relationship compared to the existing relationship can, on average, be accepted as a criterion
for determining the quality of individuals' options (Rusbult, 1983). Third variable is investment size which are
divided into two as internal and external resources, are considered as powerful motivational tools for
maintaining the relationship (Rusbult et al., 1998).

Sub-dimensions of this model are closely related to forgiveness. For example, the studies investigating the
relationship between relationship satisfaction and forgiveness determined that forgiveness is an indicator of
relationship satisfaction (McCullough et al., 1998; Rusbult et al., 2011) and tendency to forgive a partner is a
factor that increases relationship satisfaction (Kachadourian et al.,2004).
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Another factor related to forgiveness in the investment model is investment size. The size of the investment
can be explained as the amount of resources that an individual will lose if he / she terminates the relationship
(Rusbult, 1980). Partners invest in each other in the hope of a lasting future by spending time and effort in the
relationship and sharing (Rusbult et al., 1998). It is revealed that romantic relationships are thought to be
important emotional source, so individuals are more willing to forgive their partners by thinking about their
relationship investments (McCullough et al., 1998), and want to protect the relationship especially if it is high
quality relationship, and therefore they have a high tendency to ignore the mistakes of their partners (Rusbult
et al., 1991; McCullough et al., 1998).

The last factor relating to forgiveness is the quality of alternatives. The quality of alternatives also considered

as the earning value that individuals receive from their partners in their current relationships, is an important
variable that affects the motivation of individuals to continue their current relationships and refuse the other
options (Le & Agnew, 2003). People who see their partner as more favorable than others, show more positive
attitudes towards them, and regard the other options as less valuable (Rusbult, 1980). Partner cognitions are
also important for maintaining a relationship (Davis & Gold, 2011). People with high level of commitment to
their dating partners do not have the tendency of being with someone else. Additionally, individuals who are
satisfied with their current romantic relationship do not need other relationships, and their tendency to choose
other options is low (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). These partners also idealize each other or derogate other
possible alternatives to avoid the fear of abandonment (Ogolsky et al., 2017).

Studies show that forgiveness promotes closeness (Bono, et al., 2008) and effective communication (Fincham
& Beach, 2002) in romantic relationships. Also, forgiveness facilitates reconciliation between partners
(McCullough et al., 1997). While there are initial findings investigating the relationship between forgiveness
and investment model (Tsang et al., 2006; Wieselquist, 2009) however, forgiveness studies that using dyadic
data are quite few (e.g., Chung, et al., 2009; Knobloch & Theisis, 2010; Stoeber, 2012). In intimate
relationships, it is important to examine how change in one partner depends on the characteristics of the other
partner. These changes can be related to cultural differences (Kadiangandu et al., 2007). It has been noted that
there are cultural differences in forgiveness. Bonding to partners in romantic relationships and underlying
mechanisms in forgiveness are affected by some variables that are related to cultural outcomes. Findings about
cross-cultural forgiveness studies in romantic relationships indicated that individuals who have high level of
positive romantic relationship factors (closeness, satisfaction etc.) have high tendency to forgive their partners
(Karremans et al, 2011) regardless of cultural context. However, some of study conducted in different cultural
contexts concluded that participants in individualistic cultures (e.g., in USA) focused on more personal reasons
to forgive others, participants in collectivistic cultures (e.g., in Japan) focused on more social norms than
personal reasons (Terzino et al., 2010). Turkish culture has both individualistic and collectivistic elements and
studies show that Turkey cannot be placed on one side of these dimensions. (e.g., Uleman et al., 2000; Uskul,
et al., 2004). So, forgiveness in romantic relationships in Turkish young adults cannot be studied under one
side of individualistic-collectivistic context because of ambiguous cultural status of Turkey.

In the context of relationship maintenance and relationship satisfaction, some studies investigated the actor-
partner effects (Stoeber, 2012; Papp, et al., 2012) For example, the results of a study investigating relationship
satisfaction and long-term commitment showed that dyadic perfectionism in romantic relationships cause
pressure on partners and affects the perception of the quality of the relationship (Stoeber, 2012). Another study
investigating the usage of Facebook and relationship satisfaction in dyadic contexts showed that disagreements
about the relationship status on Facebook was associated with lower level of relationship satisfaction on
females, rather than males (Papp et al., 2012).

The investigation of romantic relationships in dyadic context is very crucial to understand mutual effects on
relationships. Relational factors are generally investigated on personal or individual bases, and this creates a
weakness to fully understand relationship dynamics from dyadic or couple perspective. This study goes beyond
the previous research about seeking forgiveness in romantic relationships and plans to investigate the
relationship between relational investment and perceived partner forgiveness in dyadic context, aiming to elicit
actor and partner effects in the romantic relationship. Promoting positive behaviors such as being forgiven by
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the partner is critical to the stability of the relationship. At this point, it is thought that investigating perceived
forgiveness will help the problems of couples who have difficulty in forgiving their partner and reflecting that
in the relationship.

In this study, a dyadic approach was adopted and the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (AP1M, Kenny, et
al., 2006) was used. This model makes it possible to examine the effect of the independent variables of couples
on their dependent variables (actor effect) and the effect of the dependent variable of partners (partner effect)
as well (Aydogan & Ozbay, 2018; Karakdse et al., 2023). Generally, partner effects are typically smaller than
actor effects (Karakose, et al., 2023) In our study, we expect for the actor effects, previous studies (Guerrero
& Bachman, 2010; Kachadourian et al., 2004) results on a positive relationship between relationship
investment model and interpersonal forgiveness show similar results. Particularly, we expect that relationship
satisfaction and forgiveness both women and men are significantly related. We do not expect any gender
differences in satisfaction and forgiveness relations. However, previous studies suggests that in heterosexual
romantic relationships, investment size of women is higher than their partners generally. So, we expect that in
investment size and forgiveness relationship, there has a significant positive relation only for women on both
actor and partner effects. We also expect that perceived forgiveness and quality of alternatives are negatively
associated with for both men and women based on previously mixed findings (Guerrero & Bachman, 2010;
Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult et al., 1994). Based on discussions above, general hypotheses of this study were that;

HI1: subjective partner forgiveness of men and women is positively significantly related to relationship
satisfaction of both men and women.

H2: subjective partner forgiveness is negatively significantly related both men and women’s assessments of
the quality of alternatives.

H3: subjective partner forgiveness of men and women is positively significantly related to investment size
of both men and women.

Method
Participants

In this study, a purposeful sampling method was used. Inclusion criteria for the study were both partners being
in the 18-30 age range, unmarried couples, both partners being willing to participate, being in a committed
heterosexual relationship, and having a relationship for at least six months (Table 1). The sample of this study
consists of 116 heterosexual romantic couples (116 women, 116 men, N =232 participants) from Turkey who
provided complete data. It was constituted criterion sampling method and reached 436 Turkish young people
(266 females, 170 males) however, 178 of them did not meet the dyad criteria because their partners did not
complete the study, 26 of them were outliers and they were excluded from the data set. Finally, 116 dyads (116
females, M .5 = 22.67, SD=2.58; 116 males, Mae, =23.63, SD=2.77) constituted data set and all studying at
different universities in Turkey. No payment was made to the participants. Kenny and Ledermann (2010)
recommended at least between 80 and 100 couples to estimate APIM we followed this sample size
recommendation. We also set a limit for sample age because having a romantic relationship is an important
place for emerging adulthood (18-29 age) (Arnett, 2000).

The ages of the participants ranged between 18-30 (M=23.15, SD 2.90). Educational level of the participants
was 1 with primary (0.4%), 1 with secondary (0.4%), 10 with high school (4.3%), 186 with undergraduate
(80.1%), and 34 with graduate degree (14.1%). The mean duration of the romantic relationship of the
participants was 34.30 (SD=2.38) months and the duration of the romantic relationship varied between 6 and
122 months.

In terms of past relationships, 38 (32.8%) of the female participants stated that they had a single romantic
relationship and 78 (67.2%) had more than one romantic relationship while 28 of the male participants (24.1%)
had a single romantic relationship and 88 (75.9%) had more than one romantic relationship. According to the
participants' living together with their partners, 10 romantic couples (8.6%) live in the same house, 65 couples
(56%) live in the same city but in different houses, 40 couples (34.5%) live in different cities.

Three instruments, one of them being personal information form created by the researcher, the other two
instruments are The Investment Model Scale (Turkish version) and Subjective Partner Forgiveness Scale.
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Data Collection Tool
Demographic Form. The personal information form includes demographic variables such as age, sex,
educational attainment, socioeconomic level, relationship duration.

The Investment Model Scale. This scale was initially developed by Rusbult, Martz and Agnew (1998), and
adapted to Turkish form (Biiyiiksahin et al., 2005). It has been used to measure the commitment level (e.g., /
want our relationship to last a very long time.), satisfaction level (e.g., (Our relationship is satisfying to me),
quality of alternatives, (e.g., Other than the person I'm with, there are very attractive to me) and investment
size (e.g., [ have invested so much in our relationship that I would have lost a lot if it ended) in dating and
married couples. The scale consists of 37 items and four subscales, namely, relationship satisfaction (10
items), quality of alternatives (10 items), investment size (10 items) and commitment level (7 items). The first
five items of the relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives, investment size subscales were of the four-
point likert type (1 = completely false, 4 = fully correct), the rest were of the nine-point likert type (1 =
completely false, 9 = fully correct). Commitment subscale were of the nine-point Likert type (1 = completely
false, 9 = fully correct). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient in this study was .87, .87, .86 and .82 respectively,
relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives, investment size and commitment level.

The Subjective Partner Forgiveness Scale. The scale was developed by Giilgiin and Ozbay (2019) and aims
to measure the feeling of being forgiven or perceived forgiveness by partner. The scale was developed to
determine the status of feeling forgiven by of dating, engaged and married couples, aged 18 and over. The
scale is a single factor consisting of 28 items. Each item (e.g., “My partner treats me more understanding over
time in the face of negative situations we experience”) is rated on a 5-point scale (1=strongly disagree to 5=
strongly agree). Higher scores on this scale represent that they are forgiven by their partner. The Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient calculated for is .94 in this study. In the analysis for the criterion validity of the scale, the
correlation with the relationship satisfaction sub-dimension of relationship investment model scale was found
to be r=.68 (p <. 001).

Procedure

Firstly, ethical permission was obtained (2018/50). Participants were recruited through various ways, such as
social media posts, university e-mails, personal and professional contacts. The couples were asked to use the
same nicknames with their partners.

Actor-Partner Independence Model (APIM). One method frequently used in studies in recent years to explain
the dynamics of family and couple relationships is the actor-partner interdependence model. In this study, the
Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM, Kenny, et al., 2006) was used to examine the relationships
between dependent and independent variables.

Looking at studies in the field of close relationships in general, we find that processes involving interpersonal
relationships, such as commitment and conflict, are traditionally assessed independently of their partners.
However, according to the nature of these relationships, individuals should be treated jointly with their partners
(Kenny, et al., 2006). The use of the APIM model in research on close relationships contributes to the
explanation of the personal characteristics of the partners and the effects of the relationship-related
characteristics on them, as well as the effects of the partners on each other.

Data Analysis

For the data screening purposes, single and multidimensional extreme values were examined, standard z-scores
were calculated, and it was found that 13 dyads were outside the range of -3, +3, these couples were excluded
from the data set. No data was extracted from the data set since no participant produced a value less than .001,
according to the Mahalabonis distance (Penny, 1996). Analyzes were performed on the remaining 116 (n =
232) couple dyads. Then, missing value analysis was performed, and no missing value was found in the data
set.

In the normal distribution analysis, it was observed that the commitment subscale was not normally distributed
for both male and female participants, they are positively skewed and aren’t appropriate for APIM.
Logarithmic transformation, square root transformation and inverse transformation (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010) were
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performed to ensure the normal distribution of the data, but it was observed that the data related to the sub-
dimension of the commitment did not show a normal distribution. Therefore, the analyzes of the sub-dimension
of the commitment were excluded from the subsequent analyzes since the normal distribution could not be
achieved. Data were analyzed with the Statistical Package for Social Science for Windows, version 21. Firstly,
descriptive statistics were performed and then, Spearman’s correlation analysis (Spearman’s rho) was used to
present variables.

Findings and Interpretation
Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations between the study variables are shown in Table 1. Also,
measurement invariance was determined in this study. Subjective partner forgiveness scores of men and
women are relatively high (Table 1). Average of the quality of alternatives subscale points scored below the
scale’s mid-point. They get high scores in terms of investment size. Also, unpaired t-tests showed that
satisfaction level [(t (684) = 2.04, p <.01)] and investment size scores [(t (428) =-3.16, p <.01] of males were
significantly higher than females. There was no significant gender difference in subjective partner forgiveness
and the quality of alternatives. When the correlations between the variables were analyzed, satisfaction level
of each partner had a significant positive correlation with other variables in the study. On the other hand, the
quality of alternatives of each partner had a significant negative correlation with their own subjective partner
forgiveness as well as the partner’s subjective partner forgiveness. Additionally, significant positive
correlations were found between man's and woman’s subjective partner forgiveness and (+=.40, p <.01),
woman’s investment and woman’s relationship satisfaction (+=.19, p <.05) and man’s relationship satisfaction
and woman’s subjective partner forgiveness (=26, p <.01) man’s quality of alternatives and man’s
relationship satisfaction (7=.29, p <.01) woman’s relationship satisfaction and woman’s subjective partner
forgiveness (r=.32, p <.01) (Table 1).

Table 1. Correlations Between Relationship Satisfaction, Relationship Investment, Quality of Alternatives and
Subjective Partner Forgiveness and Mean and Standard Deviations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Mean Sd
1. W_SPF 1.00 86.26 7.92
2. W_RS 32*%% 1.00 59.04 5.89
3.W_QA - 21%%.27" 1.00 25.31 9.57
4. W _RI A2 .19% -29%*% 1.00 45.68 11.39
5.M_SPF A40%* 30** -08 .11  1.00 84.13 10.25
6. M_RS 26%* 50%* -07 .25%*% -42%* 1.00 60.43 4.42
7.M_QA = 30%*%30%*% 41%* - 19*% 20** _ 07 1.00 23.58 10.43
8. M RI 9% -21% -20% 35%* 30*%* 06 .45%* 1.00 50.20 10.13

Since the analysis was conducted primarily on gender; the sub-dimensions of the relationship stability
(satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, investment size) and subjective partner forgiveness were tested using
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to determine whether the same structure was maintained for men and
women. Then, the measurement invariance was tested for male and female participants on all variables.

Table 2. Measurement Invariance for The Investment Model Scale and Subjective Forgiveness Scale
Investment Model Scale Subjective Forgiveness Scale

Steps y2/df RMSEA CFI %2 /df RMSEA CFI
Formal invariance 1.79 .08 .90 2.12 .09 .92
Metric invariance 1.82 .08 .89 2.07 .09 .92
Measurement inv. 1.84 .08 .89 2.07 .09 92
Strict invariance 1.87 .08 .88 2.09 .09 91

Note: Measurement inv.: Measurement invariance

It was tested whether the fit indices of the investment model and subjective partner forgiveness given above
are invariant for male and female participants. Since actor-partner model was tested in this study, only the
formal invariance has been examined in terms of measurement invariance. In other words, examining whether
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the items of the scale were collected under the same factor was thought to be sufficient. Also, metric and scalar
invariance were examined, and they are ensured in these two scales according to the CFI values changes (seen
that less than .001). Multi-group CFA was performed to test the formal invariance. Providing formal invariance
indicates that the male and female participants use the same conceptual points of view to respond to the scale
items. According to confirmatory factor analysis results, for the subscales of satisfaction level, investment size
and the quality of alternatives included in the analysis for the male and female participants, the structure
maintained in the adaptation study. Also, one-dimensional factor structure obtained during the developmental
stage of subjective partner forgiveness preserved as a result of exploratory factor analysis.

APIM Results

The fit indices obtained for the models in the hypotheses were examined. Fit indices (RMSEA = .06, NFI =
.96, AGFI = .94) obtained in the model for the relationship between the first model of satisfaction level and
subjective partner forgiveness show that the model is quite good (Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Cokluk, et.
al., 2012; Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003). All fit indices were found to be significant
(RMSEA=.06; NFI=.96; AGFI= .94).

The first hypothesis of the study to explain the relationship between subjective partner forgiveness and
satisfaction level indicates that both the actor and partner effects are significant. Women's subjective partner
forgiveness positively predicts their own relationship satisfaction (f = .14, p <.05) and likewise, men's
subjective partner forgiveness positively predicts their own relationship satisfaction (5 = .23, p <.05). In other
words, both the male and female subjective partner forgiveness has actor effect on their own relationship
satisfaction.

The partner effects show that the subjective partner forgiveness of both women (f = .19, p <.05) and men (S =
.20, p <.05) predict the satisfaction of their partners. In other words, feeling forgiven by a partner increases
their relationship satisfaction. When the effect size values of the model were examined, the effect size of the
female relationship satisfaction was found to be .08 and the male relationship satisfaction was .13. These values
indicate small and medium effect sizes (Cohen, 1988).

When the fit indices (GFI = .97, AGFI = .86, CFI = .90) obtained in the second model for the relationship
between the quality of alternatives and subjective partner forgiveness are examined, correlation indices show
that the model is quite good (Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996, Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003).

The second hypothesis of the study to explain subjective partner forgiveness is negatively significantly related
both men and women’s assessments of the quality of alternatives.

The relationship between subjective partner forgiveness and quality of alternatives indicates that only partner
effects are significant. The subjective partner forgiveness of women (f = -.12, p <.05) and men subjective
partner forgiveness (f = -.16, p <.05) have a negative impact on the quality of alternatives of their partners. In
other words, both the male and female subjective partner forgiveness has partner effect on evaluation of
alternatives. However, no significant actor effect was found. There was not a significant relationship between
the feeling of forgiveness of women and men and their own evaluation of alternatives. When the effect size
values of the model were examined, the effect size of the female quality of alternatives was found to be .03
and the male quality of alternatives was .04. These values suggest small effect size (Cohen, 1988).

In the last model, the fit indices for the relationship between subjective partner forgiveness and investment
size (RMSEA = .00, GFI = .99, AGFI = .98) show that the model is quite good (Baumgartner & Homburg,
1996, Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003). The third hypothesis of the study to explain subjective
partner forgiveness of women has a positive relation to their own relationship investment but not related to
partner’s investment size. The relationship between subjective partner forgiveness and investment size
indicates that only partner effects are significant. The subjective partner forgiveness of both women (f =13, p
<.05) and men (B = 15, p <.05) subjective partner forgiveness has an effect on their partner’s investment size.
However, no significant actor effect was found. There was no relationship between the feeling of forgiveness
of women and men and their investment size. When the effect size values of the model were examined, the
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effect size of the female investment size variable was found to be .03 and the effect size of the male investment
size variable was found to be.02. These values show small effect sizes (Cohen, 1988).

Discussion

The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between perceived partner forgiveness, relationship
satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and relationship investment variables in a dyadic context. The results
supported first hypothesis that one’s own subjective partner forgiveness associated with their own relationship
satisfaction and also partner’s relationship satisfaction. This finding is consistent with reports from other
studies examining the tendency of forgiveness and the satisfaction received from relationships (Friesen, et al.,
2004; Reis, et al., 2004).

Braithwate et al., (2011) concluded that the tendency to forgive partner is related to relationship satisfaction
because forgiveness is related not only lower-level negative responses but also increased motivation to
relationship. Relationship satisfaction is also related to replacing negative emotions with the positive one.
High relationship satisfaction is found to be related to feeling guilty after harmful behavior (Riek, 2010). In a
study examining the relationship between accusatory behavior and forgiveness towards the partner, when both
partners were asked about their citations about the same negative situation, couples who had high satisfaction
with their relationship stated that their negative attributions were low towards their partners (Friesen, et al.,
2005). In other words, partner’s relational factors such as relationship satisfaction, investment size or quality
of alternatives rather than their own relational factors exerted more influence on their perception of
forgiveness.

The results also partially supported second hypothesis that one’s own subjective partner forgiveness negatively
associated with their own assessments of the quality of alternatives and also partner’s assessments of the
quality of alternatives. In this model, only partner effects are significant. When the individual evaluates his/her
current relationship as more attractive and have more relational gain than the alternative relationship options,
the tendency towards relational options decreases (Rusbult, 1980). The average relationship satisfaction and
relationship investment scores of women and men in this study can be considered as two other important
variables that explain individuals not seeking a relationship and wanting to maintain their relationships. The
research indicated that relationship satisfaction is an indicator of evaluation about quality of alternatives. When
couples are satisfied with their relationships, they negatively consider alternative relationships (Johnson &
Rusbult, 1989), and if they are not satisfied with their relationships, the existence of deception increases (Treas
& Giesen, 2000).

The results partially supported of third hypothesis that subjective partner forgiveness of men and women is
positively significantly related to investment size of both men and women. The other “partner effect”
contributing the subjective experience of forgiveness is investment size. When people invest in their romantic
relationships, it affects their partner’s subjective experience of forgiveness. A number of studies have also
found a connection between investments and forgiveness in romantic couples (McCullough, et al., 1998...). It
is stated that investments in romantic relationships are perceived as a psychological power and increase the
tendency to continue the relationship. Individuals can also develop a defense mechanism for the mistakes of
their partners mistakes to protect their satisfaction. Also, individuals tend to forgive more in their relationships
that they perceive as high quality and satisfaction (Rusbult et al., 1991).

In accordance with the nature of the relational investment, especially in the relationships with a high
relationship quality, the investment made by both parties show that the partners get mutual satisfaction.
Individuals tend to behave in favor of their partners in a relationship they want to maintain (McCullough et
al., 1998). In the current study, the increase in relationship investment towards their partners are highly related
to the positive attitudes of partners, such as the feeling of forgiveness.

The existence of trust as a relational power is another concept that can explain the relationship between
investment and feeling forgiven. There are studies explaining that the feeling of trust mediates between the
investment and seeking forgiveness (Gordon et al., 2009; Wieselquist, 2009) In current study, there was a
significant effect between the feeling forgiven and the relationship investment. In other words, the increase of
confidence in the partners who feel that they are forgiven will be positively reflected in their relationship. As
long as they trust their partners, people continue to invest in their relationships.
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Looking at the reasons of individuals who turn to alternative relationships, it is seen that men and women offer
different reasons. In the current study, the fact that the average point of satisfaction was high and individuals
who had a romantic relationship unlike the marriage relationship can be considered as factors explaining the
decrease in the orientation towards the options. In particular, it is stated that an individual who is satisfied with
the relationship uses different cognitive manipulation methods such as underestimating the features of
alternative relationship options. Individuals who are satisfied with their relationships use these cognitive
mechanisms to avoid anxiety that may arise from questioning their relationships and turning to alternatives in
order to preserve their existing relationships (Rusbult et al., 2001).

There was only one ‘actor’ effect in our study that affects subjective partner forgiveness. In the model, when
partners’ own relationship satisfaction increases, their subjective experience of forgiveness also increases. The
relationship satisfaction model is the only model that have both significant actor and partner effects. In
romantic couples, it is important to feel that it is understood by the partner in having high satisfaction
relationships and their expectations are also high (Pansela & La Guardia, 2012). In this study, relationship
satisfaction scores were above average for both women and men. It is possible that the couples participating
in the study have high expectations for understanding and forgiveness by their partners, depending on their
high satisfaction with the relationship. This situation can be interpreted as a situation explaining that the actor
and partner effects are meaningful in the relationship between the feeling of being forgiven and relationship
satisfaction.

Limitations and Future Suggestions

The present study has several strengths, including the collection dyadic data from heterosexual romantic
couples, the testing of actor and partner effects, studying the concept of feeling of being forgiven that studied
little in forgiveness literature. There are also some limitations. One is the focus on heterosexual romantic
couples which may limit the generalizability of the findings to married couples. Therefore, future research may
focus on married couples’ relationship stability and feeling of forgiven. Also, few of sample is consisted of
cohabitated people and this creates some marital outcomes, and it can cause some limitations about romantic
relationship qualities and its generalizability.

In current study, correlations are generally weak. This can be caused by the characteristics of the sample such
as duration of relationship, cohabitation etc. Mean length of relationship of sample was almost three years (34
months), but nearly half of couples (44.82%) has a relationship period less than two years. Previous studies
suggest that relationship length is important for romantic couples in terms of some relational factors affects
relationship satisfaction, investments. In long term relationships, individuals invest more their relationships
than short ones (Stoeber, 2012). In future studies, it may be useful to work with a study group that has a longer
relationship period so that the results of the investment model can be more apparent. This study does not
generate a causation as the research design and the data collected in this research are cross-sectional and non-
experimental. For instance, that high level relationship satisfaction precedes or even results in subjective
partner forgiveness or not that subjective partner forgiveness is the reason of relationship satisfaction. To
identify the reasons of forgiveness, at least quasi-experimental design and longitudinal design can use to
determine patterns in intimate relationship.

Also, this study group consisted of romantic couples from Turkey, which is a collectivistic society. Although
the current findings can be generalized to other cultures like Turkish culture in relational context, still more
studies outside of western countries are needed to generalizability of research findings. The current study used
data of 116 couples (or 232 individuals), for dyadic data analysis. Although the number of dyads is found to
be decent for dyadic data analysis (Kenny & Ledermann, 2010), it is seen that it may be beneficial to work
with a larger sample when effect sizes are examined.

It is important to consider these relational systems together with the concept of forgiveness. From the
perspective of forgiveness from a broader perspective, the fact that individuals experience events that require
forgiveness is a factor that can improve their relational resilience in the relational process. The phenomenon
of forgiveness, which can be interpreted as the positive support of the partner, can be addressed with different
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variables in the context of relational resilience. In this study, we can find evidence that feeling of forgiveness
is associated with the relationship investment model variables. In future research, forgiveness related issues
can be extended. In dyadic studies, some important relationships such as parent-child, sibling relationships,
friendship, and friendship relations can be studied under the forgiveness studies.

Subjective partner forgiveness is not a commonly studied concept in the context of studies related to
forgiveness in Turkey. In this regard, it would be useful for family and couple counselors and researchers to
examine different variables related to the concept of subjective partner forgiveness apart from the general
concept of forgiveness.

It is important to study dyadic relationships between forgiveness and feeling forgiven so that these research
results can be better tested and forgiving cycle based on forgiveness can be explained under a conceptual
framework. Additionally, studies can be conducted in this field by looking into the effect of forgiveness-
oriented psycho-education activities on forgiveness and the relationship satisfaction of individuals.

The sample consisted of romantic couples, considering the importance of pre-marital counseling in terms of
establishing a healthy family, it is important to increase the number of pre-marital psycho-education studies.
Psycho-education programs can be organized to increase forgiveness and focus on relationship maintenance
skills. These programs can be applied in the pre-marriage period.

Conclusion

Overall, the results of this study indicate that subjective experience of forgiveness is related to the relationship
maintenance factors (relationship satisfaction, relationship investment and quality of alternatives). The
hypotheses within this study were confirmed especially in the context of partner effects. Both actor and partner
effects were found to be significant only in the relationship satisfaction variable. Subjective partner forgiveness
had a predictive effect on the satisfaction of both men and women in terms of actor effect. Among partner
effects, in the dimension of evaluating the quality of options, the feeling of being forgiven was found to be
related to the negative view of the relationship options. In other words, women feeling forgiven by their
partners was found to be related to men not turning to alternative relationship options and vice versa.

Finally, when looking at the relationship between investment size and subjective partner forgiveness, a
significant relationship was found between the feeling of being forgiven and the relationship investments
partners. In other words, the feeling of forgiveness is highly related to their partners' investments in the
relationship.

Author Contributions: This study was produced from the dissertation prepared by first author under the
supervision of second author. All authors contributed to the conception and design of the study. All authors
read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Disclosure: No funding was provided for this study.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.
Data Availability: Data is available upon request from the corresponding author.

Ethics Approval and Consent to Participate: Authors declared that study carried out within ethical scope.
Participants were given informed consent form and were volunteer to participate to study. Ethic committee
approval was obtained from Hasan Kalyoncu University Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee
(2018/50).

References

Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through the twenties.
American Pychologist, 55(5), 469. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.5.469

Ashby, H. U. (2003). Being forgiven: toward a thicker description of forgiveness. Journal of Pastoral Care &
Counseling, 57(2), 143-152. https://doi.org/10.1177/15423050030570

282


https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.5.469
https://doi.org/10.1177/154230500305700205

TURKISH PSYCHOLOGICAL COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE JOURNAL

Ashton, M. C., Paunonen, S. V., Helmes, E., & Jackson, D. N. (1998). Kin altruism, reciprocal altruism, and

the Big Five personality factors. Evolution and Human Behavior, 19, 243-255.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(98)00009-9
Aydm, F.T. (2017). Forgiveness as a positive character strength. The Journal of Happiness & Well-Being,

5(1), 1-22.
Aydogan, D., & Ozbay, Y. (2018). Mediation role of dyadic coping on parenting stress and relational resilience
in couples. Marriage & Family Review, 54(2), 128-147.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2017.1302900

Baumgartner, H., & Homburg, C. (1996). Applications of structural equation modeling in marketing and
consumer research: A review. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 13(2), 139-161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(95)00038-0

Bono, G., & McCullough, M. E. (2004). Religion, forgiveness, and adjustment in older adulthood. In K. W.
Schaie, N. Krause, and A. Booth (Eds), Religious influences on health and well-being in the elderly
(pp. 163-187). Springer Publishing.

Braithwaite, S. R., Selby, E. A., & Fincham, F. D. (2011). Forgiveness and relationship satisfaction: Mediating
mechanisms. Journal of Family Psychology, 25(4), 551. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024526

Brown, RP. (2004). Vengeance is mine: Narcissism, vengeance, and the tendency to forgive. Journal of
Research in Personality,38(6), 576-584. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jrp.2003.10.003

Biiyiikoztirk, S. (2010). Manual of data analysis for social sciences (12. ed.). PegemA Publishing.

Biiyiiksahin, A., & Hovardaoglu, S. (2007). Investigation of investment model in terms of some relational
variables. Turkish Journal of Psychology, 22(59), 69-90.

Biiyiiksahin, A., Hasta, D. & Hovardaoglu, S. (2005). Relationship Stability Scale: Validity and reliability
study. Turkish Psychology Articles, 8(16), 25-37.

Chung, M. L., Moser, D. K., Lennie, T. A., & Rayens, M. K. (2009). The effects of depressive symptoms and
anxiety on quality of life in patients with heart failure and their spouses: Testing dyadic dynamics
using Actor—Partner Interdependence Model. Journal of Pychosomatic Research, 67(1), 29-35.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipsychores.2009.01.009

Cramer, D. (2003). Facilitativeness, conflict, demand for approval, self-esteem, and satisfaction with romantic
relationships. The Journal of Psychology, 137(1), 85-98. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980309600601

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2. ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cokluk, O., Sekercioglu, G., & Biiyiikoztiirk, S. (2012). Sosyal bilimler icin ¢cok degiskenli istatistik: SPSS ve
LISREL uygulamalar: (Vol. 2). Pegem Akademi.

Davis, J.R., & Gold, G.J. (2011). An examination of emotional empathy, attributions of stability, and the link
between perceived remorse and forgiveness. Personality and Individual Differences, 50(3), 392-397.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.paid.2010.10.031

Enright, R.D. (1996). Counseling within the forgiveness triad: on forgiving, receiving forgiveness and self-
forgiveness. Counseling and Values, 40,107-126. https://doi.org/10.1002/}.2161-
007X.1996.tb00844.x

Enright, R. D., & Coyle, C. T. (1998). Researching the process model of forgiveness within psychological
interventions. In E. L. Worthington,Jr., (Ed.), Dimensions of forgiveness.Psychological research and
theological perspectives (pp. 139-161).

Fehr, R., Gelfand, M., & Nag, M. (2010). The road to forgiveness: A meta-analytic synthesis of its situational
and dispositional correlates. Psychological Bulletin, 5, 894-914. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019993

Fincham, F.D. (2000). The kiss of the porcupines: From attributing responsibility to forgiving. Personal
Relationships, 7, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1475-6811.2000.tb00001.x

Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. (2002). Forgiveness in marriage: Implications for psychological aggression
and constructive communication. Personal Relationships, 9(3), 239-251.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00016

Friesen, M., Fletcher, G.O & Overall N.C. (2005). A dyadic assessment of forgiveness in intimate
relationships. Personal Relationships, 12, 61-77. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1350-4126.2005.00102.x

283


https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(98)00009-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2017.1302900
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(95)00038-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024526
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2003.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2009.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980309600601
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.10.031
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.1996.tb00844.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.1996.tb00844.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019993
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2000.tb00001.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00016
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1350-4126.2005.00102.x

EKER DURMUS & OZBAY

Gordon, K. C., Hughes, F. M., Tomcik, N. D., Dixon, L. J., & Litzinger, S. C. (2009). Widening spheres of
impact: The role of forgiveness in marital and family functioning. Journal of family psychology, 23(1),
1-13. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014354

Guerrero, L. K., & Bachman, G. F. (2010). Forgiveness and forgiving communication in dating relationships:
An expectancy-investment explanation. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 27(6), 801—
823. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510373258

Giilgiin, S. & Ozbay, Y. (2018). Subjective Peer Forgiveness Scale: Validity and Reliability Study.1. Anatolian
International Multidisciplinary Studies Congress. Turkey: Diyarbakir.

Haselton, M.G., & Buss, D.M. (2000). Error management theory: A new perspective on biases in crosssex
mind reading. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 81-91. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.78.1.81

Exline J. J & Baumeister, R.F. (2000). Expressing Forgiveness and Repentance: Benefits and Barriers, in
McCullough, et al., Forgiveness: Theory, Research, and Practice. The Guilford Press, (pp. 133-155).

Fenell, D. (1993). Characteristics of long—term first marriages. Journal of Mental Health Counseling, 15, 446—
460.

Kachadourian, L.K., Fincham, F., & Davila, J. (2004). The tendency to forgive in dating and married couples:
The role of attachment and relationship satisfaction. Personal Relationships, 11(3), 373-393.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1475-6811.2004.00088.x

Kadiangandu, J., Gauché, M., Vinsonneau, G., & Mullet, E. (2007). Conceptualizations of forgiveness:
Collectivist-Congolese versus individualist-French viewpoints. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
38(4), 432-437. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107302312

Karakose, S., Urs, M., Marshall, J. E., & Ledermann, T. (2023). Depression, anxiety, stress, and sexual
satisfaction in couples. Journal of Sex & Marital Therapy, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2023.2166637

Karremans, J. C., Regalia, C., Paleari, F. G., Fincham, F. D., Cui, M., Takada, N., ... & Uskul, A. K. (2011).
Maintaining harmony across the globe: The cross-cultural association between closeness and
interpersonal forgiveness. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2(5), 443-451.
https://doi.org/10.1177/194855061039

Karremans, J.C., & Van Lange, P.A. (2004). Back to caring after being hurt: The role of forgiveness. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 34(2), 207-227. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.192

Kaya- Akarsu, S. (2018). Universite 6grencilerinin iliski istikrari ile sosyal ilgi, iliskisel benlik saygisi ve
maneviyatlart arasindaki iliski. [The relationship between social interest, relational self-esteem,
spirituality and relationship stability of university students] (Publication no: 527725) [Master
dissertation, Gazi University]. Council of Higher Education Thesis Center.

Kenny, D.A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W.L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. Guilford Press.

Kenny, D. A., & Ledermann, T. (2010). Detecting, measuring, and testing dyadic patterns in the actor—partner
interdependence model. Journal o Family Psychology, 24(3), 359. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019651

Knobloch, L. K., & Theiss, J. A. (2010). An actor-Partner interdependence model of relational turbulence:
Cognitions and emotions. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 27(5), 595-619.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510368967

Le, B., & Agnew, C. R. (2003). Commitment and its theorized determinants: A meta—analysis of the
Investment Model. Personal Relationships, 10(1), 37-57. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00035

Lewis, J. T., Parra, G. R., & Cohen, R. (2015). Apologies in close relationships: A review of theory and
research. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 7(1), 47-61.

Mamati, G. (2018). Heteroseksiiel ¢ift iligkisi icindeki kadinlarda ¢ocukluk c¢agi travmalarmmin ve
semptomlarmin iliski istikrart ile arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesi. [Investigation of the relationship
between childhood traumas and symptomps of the investment model women who have a heterosexual
romantic relationship]. (Publication no: 492060) [Master dissertation, Arel University].

McCullough, M.M., Exline, J.J., & Baumeister, R. E., (1998). An annotated bibliography and research on
forgiveness and related concepts. In E.L. Worthington, Jr. (Ed), Dimension of forgiveness (pp.193-
317). Templeton Foundation Press.

284


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014354
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510373258
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.1.81
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.1.81
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00088.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107302312
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2023.2166637
https://doi.org/10.1177/194855061039
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.192
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019651
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407510368967
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00035

TURKISH PSYCHOLOGICAL COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE JOURNAL

McCullough, M. E., & Van Oyen Witvliet, C. (2002). The psychology of forgiveness. In Snyder, C. R., &
Lopez, S. J. (Eds.). (2001). Handbook of positive psychology. Oxford university press.

McCullough, M.E., Rachal, K.C., Sandage, S.J., Worthington, E.L., Brown, S.W., & Hight, T.L. (1998).
Interpersonal forgiving in close relationships: II. Theoretical elaboration and measurement. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1586-1603. . https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1586

McCullough, M. E., Pargament, K. ., & Thoresen, C. E. (Eds.). (2000). Forgiveness: Theory, research, and
practice. Guilford Press.

McCullough, M.E. & Worthington, E. L. (1999). Religion and the Forgiving Personality. Journal of
Personality, 67, 1141-1164. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.00085

Ogolsky, B. G., Monk, J. K., Rice, T. M., Theisen, J. C., & Maniotes, C. R. (2017). Relationship maintenance:
A review of research on romantic relationships. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 9(3), 275-306.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12205

Papp, L. M., Danielewicz, J., & Cayemberg, C. (2012). “Are we Facebook official?”” Implications of dating
partners' Facebook use and profiles for intimate relationship satisfaction. Cyberpsychology, Behavior,
and Social Networking, 15(2), 85-90. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0291

Pansela C. & La Guardia J. (2012). The role of sincere amends and perceived partner responsiveness in
forgiveness. Personal Relationships, 19, 696—711. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1475-6811.2011.01386.x

Penny, K. 1. (1996). Appropriate critical values when testing for a single multivariate outlier by using the
Mahalanobis distance. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series C (Applied Statistics), 45(1), 73-
81.

Riek, B. M. (2010). Transgressions, Guilt, and Forgiveness: A Model of Seeking Forgiveness. Journal of
Psychology and Theology, 38(4), 246—254. https://doi.org/10.1177/009164711003800402

Riek, B. M., Luna, L. M. R., & Schnabelrauch, C. A. (2013). Transgressors’ guilt and shame. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 31(6), 751-772. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407513503595

Riek, B. M., & Mania, E. W. (2012). The antecedents and consequences of interpersonal forgiveness:A meta-
analytic review. Personal Relationships, 19, 304-325. https://doi.org/10.1111/.1475-
6811.2011.01363.x

Rusbult, C.E. (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in romantic associations: A test of the investment model.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,16(2), 172-186. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-
1031(80)90007-4

Rusbult, C.E. (1983). A longitudinal test of the investment model: The development (and deterioration) of
satisfaction and commitment in heterosexual involvements. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 45, 101-117. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.101

Rusbult, C. E., Agnew, C., & Arriaga, X. (2011). The investment model of commitment processes. Purdue
University Department of Psychological Sciences. Faculty Publications. Paper 26.

Rusbult, C. E., Drigotas, S. M., & Verette, J. (1994). The investment model: An interdependence analysis of
commitment processes and relationship maintenance phenomena. In D. J. Canary & L. Stafford (Eds.),
Communication and relational maintenance (pp. 115-139). Academic Press.

Rusbult, C.E., Martz, J. M., & Agnew, C. R. (1998). The investment model Scale: Measuring commitment
level, satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, and investment size. Personal Relationships, 5, 357-
391. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1475-6811.1998.tb00177.x

Rusbult, C.E., Verette, J., Whitney, G.A., Slovik, L E, & Lipkus, L. (1991). Accommodation,processes in close
relationships: Theory and preliminary empirical evidence. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 60, 53-78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.1.53

Sandage, S. J., Worthington, E. L., Hight, T. L., & Berry, J. W. (2000). Seeking Forgiveness: Theoretical
Context and an Initial Empirical Study. Journal of Psychology and Theology, 28(1), 21—
35. https://doi.org/10.1177/009164710002800102

Schermelleh-Engel, K., & Moosbrugger, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of structural equation models: Tests of
significance and descriptive goodness-of-fit measures. Methods of Psychological Research Online,
8(2), 23-74.

285


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1586
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.00085
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12205
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0291
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01386.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164711003800402
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407513503595
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01363.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01363.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(80)90007-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(80)90007-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.101
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1998.tb00177.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164710002800102

EKER DURMUS & OZBAY

Seligman, M.E.P. (2002). Handbook of positive psychology. C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eds.), In Positive
psychology, positive prevention, and positive therapy (pp. 3-9). Oxford University Press.

Seybold, K.S., Hill, P.C., Neumann, J.K., & Chi, D.S. (2001). Physiological and psychological correlates of
forgiveness. Journal of Psychology and Christianity, 20(3), 250-259.

Sheffield, C.J. (2003). An Investigation of Relationships Between Forgiveness, Religiosity, Religious Coping,
and Psychological Well-Being. [Unpublished doctoral thesis, Brigham Young University].

Stoeber, J. (2012). Dyadic perfectionism in romantic relationships: Predicting relationship satisfaction and
long-term commitment. Personality and Individual Differences, 53(3), 300-305.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.04.002

Sungur, M,Z.(2009). You, me and everything between us. (12 .ed). Goa Publishing.

Sahin, M. (2013). Affedicilik ile psikolojik iyi olma arasindaki iliskinin cesitli degiskenler acisindan
incelenmesi. [Examining the relationship between forgivingness and psychological well-being in terms
of different variables]. (Publication no: 336038) [Master dissertation, Sakarya University].

Tangney, J.P., Boone, A.L., & Dearing, R.L. (2005). Forgiving the self: Conceptual issues and empirical
findings. E. L., Worthington, Jr. (Ed.), In Handbook of forgiveness (pp.143-158). Routledge.

Terzino, K. A., Cross, S. E., Takada, N., & Ohbuchi, K. (2010). 4 fresh look at forgiveness: A cultural
perspective. Unpublished manuscript.

Treas, J., & Giesen, D. (2000). Sexual infidelity among married and cohabiting Americans. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 62(1), 48-60. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1741-3737.2000.00048.x

Tsang, J. A., McCullough, M. E., & Fincham, F. D. (2006). The longitudinal association between forgiveness
and relationship closeness and commitment. Journal of social and clinical Psychology, 25(4), 448-
472. https://doi.org/10.1521/js¢p.2006.25.4.448

Uleman, J. S., Rhee, E., Bardoliwalla, N., Semin, G., & Toyama, M (2000). The relational self: Closeness to
ingroups depends on who they are, culture, and the type of closeness. Asian Journal of Social
Psychology, 3, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00052

Uskul, A. K., Hynie, M., & Lalonde, R. N. (2004). Interdependence as a mediator between culture and
interpersonal closeness for Euro-Canadians and Turks. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35,174-
191. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103262243

Uzun, K. (2017). Baglanma stilleri ve eviilikte iliski istikrar: arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi. [Examining the
relationship between attachment styles and relationship stability in marriage] (Publication no: [Master
dissertation, Istanbul Ticaret University].

Waldron, V. R., & Kelley, D. L. (2005). Forgiving communication as a response to relational transgressions.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22, 723-742.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407505056445

Wieselquist, J. (2009). Interpersonal forgiveness, trust, and the investment model of commitment. Journal of
Social and Personal Relationship. 26(4),531-548. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407509347931

Williamson, 1., & Gonzales, M. H. (2007). The subjective experience of forgiveness: Positive construals of the
forgiveness  experience. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 26(4), 407-446.
https://doi.org/10.1521/js¢p.2007.26.4.407

286


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2006.25.4.448
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00052
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103262243
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407505056445
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407509347931
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2007.26.4.407

