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OZ: Bu calismanin amaci, Lopez ve Rice (2006) tarafindan
gelistirilen  Iliskide  Otantiklik  Olgegi’nin  Tiirk
orneklemindeki psikometrik &zelliklerini  incelemektir.
Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubu, 263 lisans O§grencisinden
olusmaktadr. Iliskide Otantiklik Olcegi’nin yap1 gecerligini
degerlendirmek amaciyla dogrulayict faktér analizi
yapilmistir. Bulgular, uyum 1iyiligi indekslerinin yeterli
diizeyde oldugunu ve Olcegin iki faktorli yapisinin
dogrulandigint gostermistir (x2 / df= 1.8; GFI= 0.88; CFI=
0.90; TLI= .88; RMSEA= 0.05). Olgegin Cronbach Alfa i¢
tutarlilk katsayis1 .80 bulunmustur. Olgegin yakinsak
gecerligini saptamak amaciyla, Otantiklik Olcegi ve Iliski
Doyumu Olgegi kullanilmistir. Buna gére, liskide Otantiklik
Olgegi ile Otantiklik Olgegi ve Iliski Doyumu Olgegi
arasinda pozitif yonde anlamli iliskiler bulunmustur. Yanm
sira, Olgme degigmezligi analizinin sonuglari, kadinlarin ve
erkeklerin dlgek maddelerine verdikleri yanitlarin benzer bir
oriintiide oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu nedenle, Iliskide
Otantiklik Olgegi’nin cinsiyet faktorii acisindan Glgme
degismezligine sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Sonug¢ olarak,
mevcut ¢alismanin bulgular, iliskide Otantiklik Olgegi’nin
Tirk kiltirinde gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek olarak
kullanilabilecegini gostermektedir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Iliskide otantiklik, diiriistliik, gecerlik,
giivenirlik, 6lgcme degismezligi

Bu makaleye atif vermek icin:

ABSTRACT: The aim of the current study is to investigate
the psychometric properties of Authenticity in Relationships
Scale (AIRS) developed by Lopez and Rice (2006) in Turkish
sample. The study carried out with 263 undergraduate
students that were included with purposive sampling method.
To examine the construct validity of AIRS, confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted. The results showed that
goodness of fit indices meet the model fit requirements for
the two-factor structure of the scale (2 / df= 1.8; GFI=0.88;
CFl= 0.90; TLI= .88; RMSEA= 0.05). The internal
consistency coefficient was found .80. As an evidence for the
convergent validity, Authenticity in Relationships Scale was
found to have significantly positive correlations with the
Authenticity Scale and Relationship Assessment Scale.
Moreover, the results of measurement invariance analysis
showed that scale has the same measurement body of items
in females and males and the answer patterns are similar in
both genders indicating a sound metric variance for AIRS. In
conclusion, it can be concluded that AIRS is a reliable and
valid measure of relationship authenticity in Turkish culture.
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reliability, measurement invariance
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UZUN OZET
Giris

Kisinin kendini acik ve diiriist bir sekilde ortaya koymasi -diger bir deyisle, otantik bir bicimde- insanlik
tarihi boyunca 6nemsenmis (Harbus, 2002) ve bir¢ok teorisyen tarafindan da saglikli iliskinin 6nemli
bir parcasi olarak kabul edilmistir. Buna karsin, otantik davranis ile ilgili yapilan arastirmalar ¢ok sinirl
sayidadir; mevcut calisma bulgular1 ise birbiriyle tutarli degildir (Harter, 2002). Bu nedenle,
literatiirdeki otantiklik kavrami halen tartigmali olmakla birlikte olduk¢a merak uyandiricidir (Lopez ve
Rice, 2006). Otantiklik iizerine yapilan arastirmalarin az sayida olmasinin nedenlerinden birinin
literatiirde otantiklik kavramina iligkin ortak bir goriise varilamamasi ile ilgili oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.
Bazi arastirmacilar, otantikligi bireysel farklilik degiskeni olarak degerlendirirken; bazilar1 bunu
iliskisel bir kavram olarak ele almaktadir. Benlik yapisinin kritik 6zelliklerine odaklanan insan merkezli
bakis agisina gore, ebeveyn isteklerini karsilama ve/veya reddedilmekten kaginma temelinde bir benlik
imaj1 gelistirmeye yol acabilecek benlik deneyimleri, kisileraras: iliskilerdeki davranis bi¢ciminin de
benzer sekilde ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olur (Winnicott, 1960). Bu agidan bakildiginda, otantiklik, bazi
arastirmacilar tarafindan bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ote yandan, bazi arastirmacilar
otantikligi; partneriyle karsilikli diiriistlik ve seffafliga dayali bir romantik iligkiyi, kisisel sikinti,
onaylanmama veya reddedilme riskine yegleyen iliskisel bir sema olarak degerlendirmektedir (Kernis,
2003; Lopez ve Rice, 2006). Buna gore, otantiklik, iliskinin dinamiklerine bagli iliskisel bir yap1 olarak
ele alinmaktadir. Kendini agma kavramu ile ilgili aragtirmalar, kisinin baskalarina kendisi hakkinda bilgi
vermesinin birgok riski olabilecegini gostermektedir (Kelly ve McKillop, 1996). Bununla birlikte,
yapilan ¢aligmalar, iligkilerinde diiriist olmayan bireylerin partnerine kars1 daha az yakinlik duydugunu
ve kendini oldugu gibi ortaya koyabilen bireylere gore iliskilerinde daha az samimiyet hissettiklerini
bildirmektedir (Cole, 2001). Dahasi, otantik olmayan davransslar, kisilerarasi iliskide giiveni tehdit eder
ve iligkilerde yakinlik kurmay1 engelleyebilir (Bok, 1978). Buna gore, yakin iligkilerdeki otantik
olmayan davraniglar, kendini diiriistge ortaya koymanin iliskinin devamliligini tehdit ettigi durumlarda,
partnerin onayin siirdiirme ve gatigmay1 6nleme konusundaki asir1 kayginin bir sonucu olarak ortaya
cikabilmektedir (Lopez ve Rice, 2006). Cocuklarda otantik davranis ile ilgili oldukga genis bir literatiir
olmasina karsin; yetigkinlerle yapilan caligmalar ¢ok sinirlidir (Bussey, 1992; Peterson, 1991).
Tiirkiye'de bilindigi kadariyla iliskide otantikligi arastiran bir ¢alisma yoktur ve bu yapiy1 incelemeye
olanak taniyan bir 6l¢ek de bulunmamaktadir. Bu a¢idan, iliskide otantikligi degerlendirmek igin
yapilacak bir 6lgek uyarlamasi Tiirk kiiltiiriinde ilgili literatiiriin genisletilmesine katkida bulunabilir.
Mevcut arastirmada, iliskide Otantiklik Olgegi'nin Tiirkgeye adaptasyonu, gegerlik ve giivenirlik
analizleri yapilmustir.

Yontem

Calismanmn  &rneklemi, amaglh ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak segilen, Istanbul'daki farkli
tiniversitelere devam eden 263 {iniversite Ogrencisinden (214 kadin, 49 erkek) olugmaktadir.
Katilimeilarin yas ortalamasi 21.54 (SS= .27) olarak bulunmustur. Bu arastirma kapsaminda Iliskide
Otantiklik Olgegi, Otantiklik Olgegi ve liski Doyumu Olgegi kullanilmugtir. Aragtirmayn yiiriitebilmek
i¢in Istanbul Medipol Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Etik Kurulu'ndan etik izin aldiktan sonra, (1)
maddelerin hedef dile g¢evrilmesi, (2) maddelerin G6zgiin form ve uyarlanmis form arasindaki
esdegerliginin degerlendirilmesi ve (3) uyarlanan formun gegerlik ve gilivenirligi incelenmistir
(Hambleton ve Bollwark, 1991). Olcegin Tiirkce versiyonunun faktdr yapisi incelenmeden énce SPSS
20 istatistik paket programi ile veri tarama islemleri ger¢eklestirilmistir (IBM, 2011). Dogrulayici faktor
analizi sonuglar1 ise AMOS 18 programi ile elde edilmistir (Byrne, 2001).

Bulgular
Olgegin yap1 gegerligini test etmek amaciyla dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Bulgular, uyum
iyiligi indekslerinin, 6l¢egin iki faktorli yapisini dogruladigini géstermektedir (2 / df=1.8; GFI= 0.88;

CFI= 0.90; TLI= .88; RMSEA= 0.05). Ol¢ek maddeleri i¢in standardize edilmis faktor yiikleri .32 ile
.73 arasindadir. Tiim &lgek igin Cronbach Alpha i tutarlilik katsayisi .80°dir. Olgegin yakinsak
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gecerligini test etmek amaciyla Otantiklik Olgegi ve iliski Doyumu Olgegi kullanilmistir. Pearson
korelasyon analizinin sonuglarina gore, Iliskide Otantiklik Olgegi ve Otantiklik Olgegi arasinda pozitif
yonde anlamli bir iliski saptanmustir (r= .44, p <.000). Benzer sekilde, Iliskide Otantiklik Olcegi ve
Mliski Doyumu Olgegi anlaml diizeyde ve pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur (r= .45, p <.000). Olcegin
psikometrik Ozelliklerinin cinsiyete gore degismezligini test etmek amacryla yapilan olgme
degismezligi analizi sonucunda, kadinlarin ve erkeklerin 6l¢ek maddelerine verdikleri yanitlarin benzer
oriintiide oldugu anlasilmistir. Diger bir deyisle, Iliskide Otantiklik Olg¢egi’nin kadin ve erkeklerde aym
yapiy1 Oletiigii soylenebilir.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bu arastirmada, Iliskide Otantiklik Olgegi'nin Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlamasi, gegerlik ve giivenirliginin
sinanmas1 amagclanmustir. Calismanin bulgular, Iliskide Otantiklik Olgegi'nin romantik iliskilerde
otantikligi degerlendirmede gecerli ve giivenilir bir ara¢ olarak kullanilabilecegini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bu 6l¢tim araciin Tiirk¢eye kazandirilmasinin, Tiirkiye’de iliskide otantiklik konusunda daha fazla
calisma yapilmasina katkida bulunabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ote yandan, calismanin bazi siirliliklart
vardr. Ilk olarak, 6z bildirime dayali bir l¢iimiin dogas1 geregi katilimcilarin 6lgek maddelerine sosyal
olarak arzu edilen yanitlari vermis olabilecegi; bu nedenle arastirma sonuglarmin giivenilirliginin
olumsuz yonde etkilenmis olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Caligmanin bir diger kisithiligi kadin ve erkek
katilimcilarin  esit sayida olmamasidir. Cinsiyet dagilimindaki dengesizligin, sonuglarin
genellenebilirligi agisindan bir sinirlama olusturabilecegi disiiniilmektedir. Son olarak, aragtirma
ornekleminin yalnizca {iniversite 6grencilerinden olusuyor olmasi, sonuglarin genellenebilirligini
olumsuz yonde etkilemis olabilir. Bu nedenle, gelecek arastirmalarda galisma sonuglarinin gesitli yas
gruplartyla test edilmesi onerilmektedir.

INTRODUCTION

Even though revealing yourself openly and honestly to other people -that is, authentically- has
been valued throughout the history (Harbus, 2002) and agreed to have an important role in healthy
relationship functioning in many theories, literature on authentic behavior is very limited and the
findings of the studies are inconsistent (Harter, 2002). Thus, the concept of authenticity in the
psychological literature is still controversial but also intriguing (Lopez and Rice, 2006).

Emprical research on authentic behavior is scarce, that might be partly because of the
ambiguous conceptualization of the authenticity in the literature. Some researchers claim that
authenticity is an individual-difference variable. That is, they emphasize a stable internal structure that
reflects the real self). Others claim that it is a relational construct. These researchers claim that it is a
unique experience of self with an “other” person). Furthermore, the ambiguity of the description elicits
the absence of appropriate measurement tools for the construct, hence further hindering to reach a
coherent body of literature (Lopez and Rice, 2006).

According to the person-centered theorists that calls attention to the critical features of the self-
formation, actual self-experiences that may lead to develop a self-image based on meeting parental
wishes or avoiding disapproval affect the interpersonal relationship style in a similar way (Winnicott,
1960). Similarly, Rogers (1951) asserted that early experiences with caregivers are critical for identity
formation. That is, childhood experiences of “conditions of self-worth™ lead to the development of a
negative, inauthentic, and incongruent self. Thus, from this point of view, authenticity is accepted as a
stable personality characteristic by some researchers. On the other side, some self-theorists point out a
temporal view claiming that the self is the subjective organization of meanings that the person builds
over time and it includes affective states and cognitive processes the person experience, rather than the
view that a stable, core self exists (Gergen, 1991; Mitchell, 1992).
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Recently, Kernis (2003) indicates that authenticity involves a process of revealing information
about yourself to other person (i.e., self-disclosure) and mutual trust and intimacy in a relationship. In
other words, authenticity in the relationship implies being ‘real’ in someone’s relationships with others.
Likewise, Lopez and Rice (2006) defines authenticity in relationships as:

“a relational schema that favors the benefits of mutual and truthful exchanges of real self-
experiences with one’s intimate partner over the potential risks of personal discomfort, partner
disapproval or rejection, and relationship instability.”

Thus, authenticity is evaluated as a relational construct that depends on the dynamics of the unique
relationship by other researchers.

Research examining self-disclosure shows that revealing information to others involves many
risks (Kelly and McKillop, 1996). Deceptively appeasing a partner might enable couples to avoid
conflict (Buller & Burgoon, 1998) and enhance harmony in relationship (Saxe, 1991). Researches
showed that individuals who have anxious attachment style have a tendency to assure their romantic
partner through conciliation and manipulation and also build a false image of themselves. However,
studies report that individuals who use deception feel less intimacy and closeness in their relationships
(Cole, 2001).

Authenticity was shown to be associated with some variables in the literature. Theran (2011)
found that authenticity with parents predicts depressive symptomatology in adolescents. Adolescents
that reported higher level of authentic behavior also reported higher level of unconditional positive
regard and support from their parents and peers. Also, they have higher self-esteem and more positive
affect in comparison with their peers who are less authentic (Harter et al., 1996). Moreover, authenticity
level strongly predicts well-being, self-esteem, life satisfaction, and healthy psychological functioning
in an adult sample (Goldman and Kernis, 2002; Neff and Harter, 2002a; Sheldon et al., 1997).
Furthermore, research asserts that adolescents’ level of authenticity in their relationships with parents
and peers may be different from each other (Harter et al., 1998), that also supports the view that
authenticity is a relational schema.

Actually, Neff and Harter (2002a, 2002b) showed that people who are worried about sustaining
relationship with their partners and solving conflicts by meeting their partners’ desires and needs were
most likely to report their relationship as inauthentic. Moreover, researchers that investigate deception
in close relationships showed that participants deliberately deceive their partner to avoid conflict and
disapproval or rejection (Cole, 2001; DePaulo and Kashy, 1998; Metts, 1989; Peterson, 1996). Thus,
these findings underline the importance of evaluating authenticity as a relational concept implying a
cost-benefit appraisement of the advantages and risks of honest sharing of self-experiences with your
partner. Relatedly, Lopez and Rice (2006) found that even when the variables of gender, self-esteem,
attachment styles, and commitment level were controlled, relationship authenticity significantly
predicts the relationship satisfaction.

These findings indicate that inauthentic behavior in romantic relationships reflects an over
anxiety about maintaining approval from partner and avoiding conflict when truthful exchanges may
risk the relationship. In other words, people can behave authentically in some relationships and not in
others and the perceptions of threat to relationship breakdown or expectations towards a possibility of
partner disapproval might predict inauthentic behavior (Lopez and Rice, 2006). Thus, using deception
in relationships is not uncommon in social relationships (Knox, Schacht, Holt, and Turner, 1993).
Moreover, it threatens interpersonal trust and may hinder building intimacy in relationships (Bok,
1978).

Although there is a wide literature on the use of deception in children; similar studies
investigating adults are scarce (Bussey, 1992; Peterson, 1991). Moreover, most of the studies have
concentrated on deception towards strangers rather than intimates (Lindskold and Walters, 1983;
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Lindskold and Han, 1986). Also, the results of adult studies are inconsistent. Although there are some
studies examining the relationship of authenticity with different variables such as social self-efficacy
(Satici, Kayis, and Akin, 2013a), psychological vulnerability (Satici, Kayis, and Akin, 2013b), and hope
(Akin and Akin, 2014) in Turkish university students, as far as is known, there is no study investigating
the authenticity in relationship in Turkey, as well as there is no scale to measure this construct.
Furthermore, the ambiguity of the description elicits the absence of appropriate measurement tools for
the construct, hence further hindering to reach a coherent body of literature. From this point of view,
adapting and validating a measure to assess authenticity in relationship may contribute to extend the
related literature in Turkey. In the present study, the validity, reliability and psychometric properties of
Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS) were examined in Turkish university students.

METHOD
Participants

The sample of the study consists of 263 undergraduate students (214 women, 49 men) attending
to the different universities in Istanbul. The mean of the participants’ age was 21.54 (SD= 2.27). The
purposive sampling method was used (Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun, 2011). Only participants having a
current romantic relationship were included in the study. 87.8% of the participants are in a relationship,
6.1% of the participants are in engagement, and 6.1% of them are married.

Instruments

Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS), Authenticity Scale (AS), and the Relationship
Assessment Scale (RAS) were used within the scope of this study.

Authenticity in Relationships Scale (Lopez and Rice, 2006) was developed to examine self-experiences
in romantic relationships. It is a 9-point Likert-type scale, 1 referring to “not at all” and 9 referring to
“very”. The initial form of the scale consists of 37 items that was applied to two independent group of
university students who report having a current romantic relationship. As a result of the exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses conducted with two independent samples, 24 items that are grouped under
the two factors were determined: Unacceptability of Deception (UOD) and Intimate Risk Taking (IRT).
UOD scores imply person-centered desires for self-disclosure and truthful relational exchanges;
however, IRT scores represents more relationship-centered evaluations of reliance on a specific partner
and mutual trust. The UOD consists of reverse scoring items and the scores of UOD and IRT can be
summed to obtain a composite score for AIRS. The subscale of Intimate Risk Taking includes such
items as “I share my deepest thoughts with my partner even if there’s a chance that he/she won’t
understand them”. The sample item from Unacceptability of Deception subscale is “To avoid conflict
in our relationship, | will sometimes tell my partner what I think he or she wants to hear even if it’s not
true”.

Initially, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted for 26-items to load on two factors based
on the findings of exploratory factor analysis. Model fit indices revealed a good fit for the sample of
the study (CFI= .93, SRMR= .072, and RMSEA= .058; 90% confidence interval [Cl]= .050—.066).
Nevertheless, factor loadings suggested some further elimination of items to a better model fit. One of
the items that was loaded on the UOD factor was found to have a coefficient value of .24 (coefficients
of remaining items were between .54 and .80). Internal consistency reliability analysis pointed out that
if that item eliminates from the scale, the reliability coefficient will improve. Likewise, one of the items
which was loaded on the IRT factor was found to have a coefficient of .35, which is also relatively low
(the remaining coefficients were between .47 and .78). Reliability analysis also showed that dropping
that item would improve reliability; however, omitting even one of the other items would decrease the
reliability coefficient. After these two items were omitted, another CFA was conducted. Model fit
indices was similar to the values found before missing out the additional two items (CFI= .94; SRMR=
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.071; RMSEA=.06; 90% [CI]= .051-.068). For the UOD factor, pattern coefficients were between .53
and .80 and for the IRT factor, these were between .46 and .75. The correlation coefficient between
UOD and IRT was found .59.

Internal consistency reliability of the scale was .88 for the UOD factor and .85 for the IRT
factor. Test-retest reliability analysis revealed that test-retest correlation coefficient was .70 for UOD
and .76 for IRT. Validity analyses yielded significant support for AIRS. The scores on each AIRS
subscale was found to be modestly correlated with self-esteem, self-concealment, splitting, and
attachment styles. Also, when gender, self-esteem, commitment level, and attachment styles were
controlled, AIRS significantly predicted relationship satisfaction. Thus, the AIRS is a reliable and valid
assessment tool to measure relational authenticity.

Authenticity Scale (Wood et al., 2008) consists of 12 items including three subscales which are self-
alienation, accepting external influence, and authentic living. The researchers confirmed that these three
dimensions obtained in both explanatory and confirmatory factor analyzes combined in the upper level
in the second level analysis. Internal consistency coefficients of the subscales were between .69 and
.78. Test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from .78 to .91. Validity studies of the scale showed that
authenticity scale was also positively correlated with the variables of self-esteem, subjective well-being,
and psychological well-being. The scale was also found to be correlated with the Big Five personality
dimensions. Accordingly, authentic people were shown to be less neurotic and more extraverted,
agreeable, conscientious, and open. These findings support the conceptualization of authenticity as an
indication of healthy emotional and social functioning. Thus, the scale is a valid and reliable tool for
measuring authenticity.

llhan and Ozdemir (2013) made Turkish adaptation study of the scale. Confirmatory factor
analysis yielded good fit indices (CFI= 0.95; IFI= 0.95; GFI= 0.92; RMSEA= .055). The internal
consistency coefficients of the subscales were in the range of .62 to .79. In this study, internal
consistency coefficient of the scale was .68.

Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988) consists of 7 items designed to measure the
individual’s satisfaction with his/her relationship. Factor analyses supported a single factor structure,
with the internal reliability coefficient of .86. The scale had significant correlations with the variables
of love, self-disclosure, commitment, and investment in a relationship. Thus, it is a brief, reliable and
valid measure of relationship satisfaction. Curun (2001) made the Turkish adaptation study of the scale.
The internal consistency coefficient was .86. In this study, internal consistency coefficient was also .86.

Procedure

Before carrying out the study, ethical permission was taken from Istanbul Medipol University
Social Sciences Ethics Committee. After that, scale adaptation stages were followed. Firstly, items of
the scale were translated to the target language. Secondly, equivalence of the items in the original form
and the adapted version of the scale were assessed. Lastly, the psychometric properties of the adapted
version were investigated (Hambleton and Bollwark, 1991).

At the beginning, AIRS was translated to Turkish by five experts from the department of
Guidance and Psychological Counseling who are both competent and fluent in both languages. The
experts then reviewed these five separate translations and agreed upon the most suitable form in terms
of comprehensibility. Secondly, two experts (one from Guidance and Psychological Counseling
department and one from English Language Teaching department) re-translated the Turkish form to
English to ensure linguistic equivalence. After that, the final version of the Turkish form was decided.
At the final stage, the scale was applied to 263 university students and the psychometric properties were
examined.
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Data was obtained from undergraduate students attending at various universities in Istanbul. At
the beginning of the study, an informed consent form was given to the participants in order to inform
them about the study and assured of confidentiality was given. No incentive was given to the
participants of the study. Participants who were voluntary to participate filled out the scales in a paper-
pencil format at about 15 minutes.

Data Analysis

Before examining the factor structure of the Turkish version of the scale, data screening
procedures were carried out with SPSS 20 statistical package program (IBM, 2011). At first, data entry
was checked to avoid error of fact. After that, participants who did not answer more than 5% of each
scale were removed from the data. When there was a missing value of less than 5% for any participants,
the mean value of the relevant items was assigned by using series mean method. Z scores were checked
for each continuous variable to detect the outliers. The participants exceeding the z score of + 3.29 were
excluded from the data. Thus, 41 participants were excluded from the sample.

The analyses for checking whether data meet the assumptions (normality and linearity) of
confirmatory factor analysis showed that the data distributed normally and linearly (Tabachnick and
Fidell, 2006). The results of confirmatory factor analysis were also obtained by AMOS 18 program
(Byrne, 2001).

RESULTS

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to test the factor structure of Authenticity in
Relationships Scale (Lopez and Rice, 2006).

Model Fit Indices and Standardized Parameter Estimates for AIRS

After obtaining satisfactory findings for the assumptions of CFA, a Maximum Likelihood
Estimation Method was applied to validate the two-factor structure of AIRS. At first, the model fit
indicators were examined. The criterion indices to determine the goodness of fit of AIRS are chi square
value, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and goodness of fit index (GFI) (Kline, 2011). The relevant findings are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1.

Model fit indices from measurement models of AIRS
Goodness of Measurement Model of MSCS  Criterion Ranges
Fit Indexes
x2/df 1.8 vldf < 3
CFI .90 CFI1>.90 or close to 1
TLI .88 TLI>.90o0rcloseto 1
RMSEA .05 .08 > RMSEA > .05
GFI .88 GFI1>.90

“Note: CFl=Comparative Fit Index; TLI=Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA=Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; GFl= Goodness of Fit Index”

As shown in Table 1, the normed chi square indicator of 1.8 is satisfactory because it is lower
than criterion value of 3 (Kline, 2011). Similarly, CFI (.90) value is within the acceptable ranges of .90-
1.00 (Bentler, 1990; Tucker & Lewis, 1973). Also, the RMSEA indicator of .05 refers a satisfactory
value since it remains between the range of .05-.08. Lastly, the GFI (.88) and TLI (.88) indicators are
not within the acceptable ranges but very close to the criterion value of .90 (Kline, 2011). Thus, the
findings indicated that almost all of the goodness of fit indices meet the model fit requirements for the
two-factor structure of AIRS.
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In the second step, standardized and unstandardized estimates for each item of two-factor AIRS
were investigated. The relevant findings are shown in Table 2.

Table 2.
Unstandardized and standardized parameter estimates for AIRS
Construct Item Unstandardized Standardized SE T R?
Factor Loadings Factor
Loadings
IntimateRisk AIRS 1 .78 .61 .08 10.16 37
Taking AIRS 2 1.30 71 A1 12.28 .50
AIRS_3 .92 .59 10 9.61 .35
AIRS_4 1.29 .64 A2 10.64 41
AIRS_5 .69 41 A1 6.35 .16
AIRS_6 74 49 10 7.74 24
AIRS_7 1.16 73 .09 12.87 .54
AIRS 9 1.16 .56 A3 9.15 31
AIRS 16 1.04 .40 A7 6.20 .16
AIRS 19 1.27 .67 A1 11.24 45
AIRS 23 .70 45 10 7.19 21
Unacceptability of AIRS_8 1.33 .53 16 8.23 .28
Deception AIRS_10 1.10 44 A7 6.65 19
AIRS 11 .86 .36 16 5.34 13
AIRS 12 74 .32 .16 4.68 .10
AIRS 13 .84 44 13 6.71 .20
AIRS 14 .56 49 .08 7.47 24
AIRS 15 .79 .58 .09 9.12 .34
AIRS 17 1.32 .63 A3 10.09 40
AIRS 18 .82 .35 .16 5.21 A2
AIRS_20 .86 37 16 5.54 14
AIRS 21 .83 34 A7 4.97 A2
AIRS_22 1.21 .60 A3 9.50 .36
AIRS 24 1.51 .60 16 9.55 .36

Note 1. All t values were significant, p <.001
Note 2. Some correlated errors were included: between items 10-13, 11-12, 11-15, 12-21, 14-15, and 21-22 on
Unacceptability of Deception; between 2-4, 6-7, 3-19, and 16-19 on Intimate Risk Taking.

The parameters presented in Table 2 revealed that the standardized factor loadings of the items
vary between .32 and .73. So, factor loadings of the items were greater than .30 which is the minimum
value to be acceptable (Brown, 2006). The explained variance of the items was in the range of .10 to
.54. So, all of them are statistically significant (p <.001).

Measurement Invariance Across Gender

Metric invariance and configural invariance were examined so as to check whether AIRS is
invariant across gender. Metric invariance was checked through a chi-square difference test. The
difference test yielded an insignificant chi-square value (Ax*= 92.6, Adf = 24, p > .05) showing that the
scale has the same measurement body of items in females and males and the answer patterns are similar
in both genders pointing to a sound metric variance for AIRS. The configural invariance was also
assessed through crosschecking the model fit indices for the baseline model and for all other subsequent
determined invariance models. The model fit indices emerged were all adequate to conclude that AIRS
has a sufficient configural invariance across gender (2 /df = 862.27/482, p <.001; GFI=.89; CFI= .91,
TLI=.88; RMSEA=.06). (Horn and McArdle, 1992).

Reliability
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The Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was .80 for the overall scale, providing
satisfactory evidence for the reliability of AIRS. The internal consistency coefficients were .74 for
UOD, and .81 for IRT.

Convergent Validity

To test the convergent validity of the AIRS, Pearson Correlation Coefficients with Authenticity
Scale (AS) and Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) was calculated. The results showed that there is
a significantly positive relationship between AIRS and AS (r=.44, p<.000). The relationship of AIRS
with RAS was also found significantly positive (r=.45, p<.000). In addition, simple linear regression
analysis showed that AIRS has a positively significant predictive role on relationship assessment (R?
=.38, F(2,55)=5.56, p<.01). and also authenticity (R? =.38, F(2,55)=5.56, p<.01).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, the adaptation of Authenticity in Relationships Scale in Turkish sample and its
psychometric properties were investigated. The findings provide psychometric support for AIRS and
contribute to understand the nature of the relationship authenticity. To determine the construct validity
of AIRS, confirmatory factor analysis was carried out. The results yielded acceptable goodness of fit
values for two factor structure of the 24-item scale (Bentler, 1990; Byrne, 2011; Schumacker and
Lomax, 2004). Factor loadings of the items were between .32 and .73. According to Brown (2006),
factor loadings of each item should be .30 and above. Thus, factor loadings of all items in the scale meet
this criterion, so the original two-factor structure with 24 items was supported in Turkish sample.

Reliability analysis showed that the internal consistency coefficient of .80 for the overall scale
is adequate. Also, the internal consistency values for the subscales were satisfactory. To test the
convergent validity of the scale, the relationships of AIRS with AS and RAS were investigated. Results
showed that both AS and RAS were moderately and positively correlated with AIRS. These findings
are in line with the literature. Lopez and Rice (2006) revealed that even gender, self-esteem,
commitment level, and attachment style were controlled, relationship authenticity significantly predicts
the relationship satisfaction. This means that feeling free and comfortable with sharing of accurate and
undistorted self-experiences and engaging in spontaneous self-disclosure with intimate partner is
significantly related to the relationship satisfaction.

Moderate correlation with authenticity is thought to be associated with the relational aspect of
AIRS. While authenticity scale includes statements evaluating authentic behavior in a more general
sense, AIRS focuses on self-experiences that emerges in romantic relationship. In other words,
authenticity scale evaluates the authentic behaviors as a personality trait; on the other hand, AIRS
evaluates authenticity as a relational construct that depends on the dynamics of the unique relationship.

Furthermore, metric invariance and configural invariance were examined to see whether AIRS
is invariant across genders. The results showed that scale has the same measurement body of items in
females and males and the answer patterns are similar in both genders indicating a sound metric variance
for AIRS. So, the measurement obtained from the scale are stable across the gender. Thus, the AIRS
can be used for both gender group.

Taken together, Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS) is a valid and reliable measure for
assessing authenticity in romantic relationship into Turkish culture. Adapting and validating this
measurement tool may enable to make more study in relational authenticity, so extend the related
literature in Turkey. On the other hand, the study has some limitations. Firstly, reliance on self-report
measures may cause the participants to respond in a socially desirable way. In other words, participants
may not have answered the questions honestly, that may have affected the reliability of the results in a
negative manner. Another limitation is the inequal number of male and female participants. In this
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study, female participants outnumbered the male participants, so the inequality of the gender
distribution in the sample may be a limitation in terms of the generalizability of the results. Lastly,
sample of the study was consisted of university students, that may be another limitation for
generalizability of the findings. So, the results of this study may be tested with various age-groups.
Thus, our findings provide psychometric support for the AIRS and give insight into the nature of
relationship authenticity. Yet, future studies with diverse and more representative groups are needed to
validate the Authenticity in Relationships Scale into Turkish culture.
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