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relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being have been tested first.
Subsequently, the moderating role of perceived partner sensitivity in the relationship
between victim sensitivity and forgiveness was examined. The study group consists of a
total of 398 participants, including 230 women and 168 men. Data were obtained using
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS), Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS), Marital
Forgiveness Scale- Event (MFS-E), Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale (PPRS) and
Victim Sensitivity in Romantic Relationships Scale (VSRRS). Furthermore, a demographic
information form prepared by the researcher was used to collect personal information
such as gender, age, monthly income, duration of marriage, and education level. Before
analyzing the data, assumptions such as sample size, outliers, missing values, linearity,
normality, and multicollinearity were also tested. The results indicated that avoidance
and benevolence serve as mediating roles in the relationship between victim sensitivity
and subjective well-being, while retaliation does not have a significant role.
Furthermore, when analyzing the results of the moderating variable, it suggests that
perceived partner responsiveness does not have a moderating role in the relationship
between victim sensitivity and forgiveness. In conclusion, high levels of victim sensitivity
in romantic partners may lead to negative experiences within the relationship.
Therefore, the development of intervention programs targeting this domain may offer
valuable guidance for future research and therapeutic practices.
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Research Article

Romantik iliskilerde Magdur Duyarliligi ile Oznel iyi Olus Arasindaki
iliskide Bagislamanin Araci, Algilanan Partner Duyarlihiginin Diizenleyici

Rolii*
Makale Bilgisi Oz
DOI: 10.14812/cuefd. 1464402 Romantilf iliskilerde magdur duyarhhk k“avranjnr-nn evli yetisk.inler tauraflnda.n. na5|!
algilandiginin anlasiimasi ve bu kavramin 6znel iyi olus ¢ergevesinde degerlendirilmesi
Makale Gegmisi: oldukga 6nemlidir. Mevcut arastirmanin temel amaci; bireyin 6znel iyi olusunu magdur
Gelig 04.04.24 duyarliligi, algilanan partner duyarlihgi ve bagislama degiskenleri cergevesinde
Diizeltme 11.11.24 degerlendirmektir. Bu dogrultuda oncellikle, magdur duyarhhg ile 6znel iyi olus
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Kabul 31.07.25 arasindaki iliskide partneri bagislamanin (uzaklagma, misilleme ve yardimseverlik) araci
rolleri test edilmistir. Daha sonra, magdur duyarlihginin bagislama tzerindeki etkisinde
algilanan partner duyarlihiginin diizenleyici roli sinanmaktadir. Arastirmanin ¢alisma
grubu; 230 kadin, 168 erkek olmak lizere toplam 398 katiimcidan olusmaktadir. Veriler,

Anahtar Kelimeler: A -. ”, . P o

Aznel ivi Olu Yasam Doyumu Olgegi (YDO), Pozitif Negatif Duygu Olgegi (PANAS), Evlilikte Affetme
Maédu\: Duyzlrllllgl Olgegi— Olay, Algilanan Partner Duyarlihgi Olgegi (APDO) ve Romantik iliskilerde Magdur
Bagislama ! Duyarlihg Olgegi (RIMDO) kullanilarak elde edilmistir. Ayrica, arastirmaci tarafindan

hazirlanan Demografik Bilgi Formu ile katihmcilarin; cinsiyet, yas, aylik gelir, evlilik stresi
ve egitim diizeyi gibi kisisel bilgileri toplanmigtir. Veriler analiz edilmeden énce érneklem
buyukligl, ug degerler, eksik veri, dogrusallik, normallik ve ¢oklu baglanti problemi gibi
varsayimlar da test edilmistir. Sonuglar, magdur duyarlligi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki
iliskide uzaklasma ve yardimseverligin araci rolleri oldugunu, misillemenin ise anlamli bir
rolii olmadigini géstermektedir. Ote yandan, diizenleyici degisken analizi sonuglari
incelendiginde, algilanan partner duyarliliginin magdur duyarliligi ile partneri bagiglama
arasindaki iliskide duzenleyici rolliniin olmadigina isaret etmektedir. Sonug olarak,
romantik partnerlerin magdur duyarlliginin yiksek olmasi iligkilerinde olumsuz
deneyimler yasamasina yol agabilir. Bu nedenle, bu alanda gelistirilecek mudahale
programlari gelecekte yapilacak ¢alismalar icin yol gosterici olacaktir.

Algilanan Partner Duyarhhgi,
Romantik iliskiler

Arastirma Makalesi

Introduction

Subjective well-being (SWB) is defined as individuals' cognitive and affective evaluations of their own
lives (Diener, 2000). SWB consists of three components; positive effect, negative affect, and life
satisfaction. While positive and negative effects are affective components of subjective well-being, life
satisfaction is considered as the cognitive component (Schimmack, 2008). Researchers have been
examining the factors affecting subjective well-being for many years has become a significant topic in
literature. It is clearly seen that many factors are associated with subjective well-being, especially in
romantic relationships. There are studies showing that SWB is associated with many factors such as
marital satisfaction, problem solving skills and locus of control (Canbulat & Cihangir-Cankaya, 2014), self-
compassion (Birni & Eryilmaz, 2022), age (Eryllmaz & Ercan, 2011), forgiveness (Bugay & Demir, 2010b;
Forster et al., 2020) and relationship quality (Eryilmaz & Dogan, 2013).

Subjective well-being is defined as the individual's evaluations of his/her own life and the satisfaction
he/she feels by meeting his/her needs, desires, and goals (Diener et al., 1999). In a romantic relationship
perspective, when an individual has positive attitudes towards his/her romantic relationship and feels
satisfaction with this relationship, his/her evaluations of his/her own life will also be positive (Londero-
Santos et al., 2021). Therefore, the quality of the relationship and meeting the needs of the individual
positively affect the level of subjective well-being (Eryilmaz & Dogan, 2013). On the other hand, it has also
been reported that being in a romantic relationship, interaction with the partner and spending more time
in the relationship have significant effects on subjective well-being (Hudson et al., 2020). Other most
important predictors of subjective well-being is relationship satisfaction (Londero-Santos et. al., 2021).
Researchers emphasize the importance of romantic relationships on subjective well-being and argue that
developing satisfying romantic relationships can contribute to a happier life. In addition, in the
relationship between hope in relationship and subjective well-being, it is stated that approaches that
shape hope positively or negatively will also be effective on subjective well-being (Pleeging et al., 2021).

Victim sensitivity is one of the dimensions (victim, offender, observer, and beneficiary) of justice
sensitivity theory (Schmitt et al., 2005). This concept functions as the individual's concerns about self, anti-
social tendencies, repetitive thoughts, and intense emotional reactions in cases of injustice (Gollwitzer et
al., 2005; Schmitt et al., 2010). According to Schmitt et al. (1995), the systematic approach to measuring
this concept consists of four indicators; the frequency of injustice experienced, the intensity of anger
following injustice, the mental strain of injustice, and the punishment of the perpetrator. Gollwitzer and
Rothmund (2011) stated that individuals with high victim sensitivity exhibit a defensive approach by
protecting themselves to avoid being abused, are closed to cooperation with other people in unfair
situations and focus more on justice for themselves (Gollwitzer et al., 2005). In contrast, the researchers
reported that observer and beneficiary sensitivity were associated with prosocial tendencies such as
empathy and social responsibility. According to Gollwitzer et al. (2005), beneficiary sensitivity was
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positively related to positive social behaviors such as solidarity, existential guilt, and compassion towards
disadvantaged groups, while high victim sensitivity predicted the likelihood of ignoring disadvantaged
groups and denying responsibility for them. On the other hand, the findings of a study conducted by
Pourmohseni, Koluri and Ranjbar (2022) indicated that victim sensitivity, hostile attribution bias, and
anger rumination significantly predicted marital problems in romantic relationships.

Interpersonal relationships are generally based on dynamics such as friendship, trust, and social
support. However, in close relationships, serious conflicts may arise when partners occasionally violate
each other's wishes, desires and blame each other. In this case, forgiveness seems to have a very
important function in terms of coping with negative situations such as avoidance and revenge (Fincham,
2000). Thus, forgiveness -the process in which the victim experiences a prosocial change in motivation
towards the violator- is very important in terms of maintaining and repairing relationships (McCauley et
al., 2022).

In the literature, there is not yet a consensus among researchers in defining forgiveness. According to
McCullough et al. (2003), forgiveness is a process of change in which negative motivation (e.g.
unforgiveness) towards the offender decreases and positive ones increase. Enright et al. (1998) define
forgiveness as a choice by the victim to decrease anger towards the offender and increase feelings of
compassion, love, and mercy. On the other hand, McCullough et al. (1998) stated that when individuals
forgive, their motivation to avoid the offender and to take revenge decreases. In addition to all these
definitions, the common opinion of researchers regarding forgiveness is that forgiveness does not require
a reorganization of the relationship between the victim and the offender (Fincham, 2000). However,
forgiveness can create empathy and compassion towards the offender, which can improve the
relationship (Hook et al., 2012). Researchers also have stated that forgiveness can be seen as a disposition.
This tendency is positively associated with empathy, cognitive flexibility, and appreciation, while it is
negatively associated with rumination, avoidant and anxious attachment, and narcissism (Mrdz & Kaleta,
2017). In addition, personality factors are also known to be important determinants of forgiveness.
Individuals with a strong sense of self-control are more likely to forgive others because they are better
able to regulate their emotions and behaviors in response to negative events (Balliet et al., 2011).
Violations that occur in marriage can be hurtful and can also damage the bond between partners. In this
case, forgiveness has a challenging but supportive function for the relationship (Mahoney et al., 2005).

Research on the relationship between forgiveness and victim sensitivity are quite limited (Coklar &
Donmez, 2014; Exline et al., 2003; Gerlach et al., 2012; Witvliet et al., 2008). For instance, Yao et al. (2017)
examined the mediating role of self-forgiveness and interpersonal forgiveness in the relationship between
subjective well-being and self-esteem and found that both interpersonal forgiveness and self-forgiveness
were significantly positively related to subjective well-being. In other words, people with high levels of
forgiveness were also found to have high levels of subjective well-being. Moreover, the researchers found
that both interpersonal forgiveness and self-forgiveness had a partial mediating role in the relationship
between self-esteem and subjective well-being. The results of a study by Allemand et al. (2012), which
examined the relationships between subjective well-being and forgiveness with 962 adult participants,
reported that forgiveness was highly related to life satisfaction, positive emotions, and optimism. Bono,
McCullough, and Root (2007) reported that well-being was highly correlated with forgiveness and that
the relationship between forgiveness and well-being differed according to how close and committed the
participants were to their partners before the violation. Balci-Celik and Oztiirk-Serter (2017) examined
the relationship between forgiveness level and subjective well-being in a study conducted with 329
participants in romantic relationships. According to the findings of the study, it was reported that as the
forgiveness scores of the participants increased, their subjective well-being scores also increased, and in
this case, increasing the level of forgiveness is a factor that increases the level of subjective well-being.

When defining the concept of perceived partner responsiveness, it is first necessary to understand
what responsiveness is. Sensitivity is a process that explains the needs, goals, and desires of individuals
with supportive behaviors in close relationships. Studies in the field of developmental psychology point
out that the sensitivity of the caregiver has important effects on the development of the child while
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explaining the parent-child relationship (Van-lJzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2008). In addition,
attachment theory also suggests that caregiver sensitivity is an important determinant of secure
attachment in infants (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1988). In this direction, Bowlby's perspective on
attachment regarding the development of attachment patterns in infants and children -attachment
theory- is that early experiences form attachment patterns that affect the whole life of the individual
(Bowlby, 1979, p.129). Hazan and Shaver (1987) also discussed attachment theory in adults and stated
that the relationship between the caregiver and the infant in romantic relationships is similar to the
emotional bond established between romantic partners. Perceived partner responsiveness (PPR) is
defined as an individual's perception of his/her partner within the framework of understanding, approval
and caring (Elliot & Reis, 2003). It is also known that perceived partner responsiveness is considered as a
process that affects how satisfying and intimate romantic relationships are (Reis et al., 2004; Reis & Clark,
2013). Reis and Shaver (1988) stated that partner responsiveness has an important role in individuals'
lives. When individuals perceive their partners as compassionate, understanding, and appreciative, they
are more likely to open themselves to their partners and respond to their partners, leading to increased
intimacy and satisfaction in the romantic relationship (Laurenceau et al., 1998). Recent studies show that
perceived partner responsiveness has positive physical and psychological effects on general health,
happiness (subjective well-being) and psychological well-being (Gable & Reis, 2006; Kiecolt-Glaser &
Wilson, 2017; Selguk et al., 2018; Stanton et al., 2019; Tasfiliz et al., 2018).

In conclusion, the present study examines the relationships between victim sensitivity and subjective
well-being, as well as the mediating role of forgiveness and the moderating role of perceived partner
responsiveness in these relationships. Accordingly, the hypotheses tested are presented below.

H1. Benevolence mediates the relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being.
H1(a). Avoidance mediates the relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being.
H1(b). Retaliation mediates the relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being.

H2. The indirect effect of victim sensitivity on subjective well-being through benevolence is moderated
by perceived partner responsiveness.

H2(a). The indirect effect of victim sensitivity on subjective well-being through avoidance is moderated
by perceived partner responsiveness.

H2(b). The indirect effect of victim sensitivity on subjective well-being through retaliation is moderated
by perceived partner responsiveness.

Method
Study Group

The study group consists of a total of 398 participants, 230 (57.8%) women and 168 (42.2%) men. The
age range of the participants was 23-74 years (Mean=43.64, SD= 12.40). The prerequisite for participation
in this study was that participants had been married for at least one year. A quota sampling method was
employed.

Of the participants, 191 (48%) were married for 1-10 years, 74 (18.6%) for 11-20 years, 71 (17.8%) for
21-30 years, 50 (12.6%) for 31-40 years and 12 (3%) for 41 years or more. 9 (2.3%) participants have
secondary school education, 66 (16.6%) of them have high school education, 228 (57.3%) of them have
university education and 95 (23.9%) of them have graduate education. Additionally, the distribution of
participants by monthly income were as follows: 8 (2%) of the participants have a monthly income of
2500TL and below, 20 (5%) of them have a monthly income of 2501-3500TL, 17 (4.3%) of them have a
monthly income of 3501-4500TL, 35 (8.8%) of them have a monthly income of 4501-5500TL, 34 (8.5%) of
them have a monthly income of 5501-6500TL, 39 (9.8%) of them have a monthly income of 6501-7500TL
and 245 (61.6%) of them have a monthly income of 7500TL and above (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of Participants
Variables N %
Duration of Marriage
1-10 year 191 48
11-20 year 74 18.6
21-30 year 71 17.8
31-40 year 50 12.6
41 year and above 12 3

Education Level
Primary school - -

Secondary school 9 2.3
High school 66 16.6
University 228 57.3
Post-graduate 95 23.9
Monthly Income

2500TL and below 8 2.0
2501-3500TL 20 5.0
3501-4500TL 17 43
4501-5500TL 35 8.8
5501-6500TL 34 8.5
6501-7500TL 39 9.8
7501TL and above 245 61.6

Note: The data collected in 2021. For this year, the gross minimum wage was 3,577.50 TL and the net minimum wage was 2,825.90
TL.

Data Collection Tools

Demographic Information Form: A demographic information form was developed by the researcher
to collect information such as gender, age, education level, socio-economic status, marriage duration and
divorce status of the participants.

Measurement of Subjective Well-Being: Subjective well-being was measured with the Satisfaction
with Life Scale (SWLS) and the Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS).

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS): The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) was developed by Diener,
Emmons, Larsen and Griffin (1985) to determine individuals' life satisfaction. Koker (1991) was adapted
into Turkish by Kéker (1991) and it has a one-factor structure. The scale consists of 5 positive items (e.g.,
“My life is close to my ideals in many aspects”) and is evaluated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1= Not at
all appropriate, 7= Very appropriate). Scores obtained from the scale range between 1-35. An increase in
the scores obtained from the scale indicates an increase in life satisfaction. In the original study, Koker
(1991) reported the test-retest coefficient is .85 and the item-test correlations are between .71 and .80.
In the current study, Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency value was found to be .88.

Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS): The Positive-Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) developed by
Watson et al. (1988) and used to assess the emotional levels of individuals. The adaptation of the scale
into Turkish were conducted by Geng¢6z (2000). The scale consists of two subdimensions, 10 positive (1,
3,5,9, 10, 12, 14, 16,17, 19) and 10 negative (2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 18, 20), with a total of 20 emotion
expression items. The scores obtained from the scale, which is evaluated with a five point Likert-type
rating (1= Very little, 5= Very much), vary between 10-50 for each subdimension. The increase in the
participants' scores on the scale indicates an increase in their positive or negative levels. In the original
study Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency values of the scale are .83 and .86 for the positive and
negative affect dimensions, respectively. In the current study, Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency
values were .84 for positive effect and .86 for negative effect.
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Marital Forgiveness Scale- Event (MFS-E): Marital Forgiveness Scale- Event (MFS-E) was developed
by Fincham, Beach, and Davila (2004) to assess the level of forgiveness of couples. The scale was adapted
into Turkish by Durmus and Manap (2018). As in the original form of the scale, the participants are asked
to provide information about the event they have experienced in the last 12 months, which they consider
to be hurtful, and the scale items are expected to be answered in line with this event. Then, they are then
asked to rate the event on a scale of 1-9 (1= Very little hurt, 9= Hurt more than ever) with the question
“How much were you hurt or upset by this event?”. The scale consists of 9 items in total and three
subdimensions: Benevolence (2, 7 and 9), Avoidance (1, 4 and 5) and Retaliation (items 3, 6 and 8). The
scale items are evaluated with a five point Likert-type scale (1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree). In
the Turkish version of the scale, similar to the original version, no total score is obtained, and each sub-
dimension of the scale is evaluated independently. An increase in the scores obtained from the scale
indicates an increase in benevolence, retaliation, and avoidance. In the original study, Cronbach's alpha
internal consistency values are .76 for benevolence, .63 for retaliation and .81 for avoidance. In the
current study, Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency values are .77 for benevolence, .86 for avoidance,
and .64 for retaliation.

Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale (PPRS): The Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale
(PPRS) is an 18-item scale that includes individuals' evaluations of the extent to which they feel
understood, cared for and approved by their partners. Participants rate their romantic partners on a
Likert-type scale with a nine-point scale (1=not true at all, 9=completely true). The scale was adapted into
Turkish by Tasfiliz et al.(2020). Reis et al.(2017) reported that the PPRS has a single-factor structure and
confirmed by the adaptation study conducted by Tasfiliz, et. al. (2020). The higher the scores obtained
from the scale, the higher the level of sensitivity perceived from the partner. In the original study,
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient of the scale was reported to be .97 and .93 in two
different samples (Tasfiliz et al., 2020). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency value was
found to be .97.

Victim Sensitivity in Romantic Relationships Scale (VSRRS): The Victim Sensitivity in Romantic
Relationships Scale (VSRRS) is a 17-item scale developed by Dogruyol (2023) that assesses the level of
victim sensitivity in individuals' romantic relationships. Participants evaluate their level of victim
sensitivity using a seven point Likert scale (1= Strongly disagree, 7= Strongly agree). The scale has a single-
factor structure. As the scores obtained from the scale increase, the individual's level of victim sensitivity
also increases. In the original study, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient of the scale was
reported to be .90. Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient for the current study was calculated
as .90.

Procedure

The aim of this study is to test the moderated mediation model. Accordingly, it was predicted that
victim sensitivity in romantic relationships has a direct effect on subjective well-being. Moreover, this
effect is mediated by partner forgiveness subdimensions- benevolence, avoidance, retaliation-. Finally,
the study tests the moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the effect of victim sensitivity
on forgiveness.

The prerequisite in this study was to be married for at least one year. In this context, the sample of
the study consists of individuals who have been married more than a year. The data were collected online
via Qualtrics Survey Program. All scales took approximately 15-20 minutes to be completed by the
participants.

The necessary permissions for the scales were obtained via e-mail from the researchers who
developed or adapted the scales. After that, ethical permissions were obtained from the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Ethics Committee to conduct the research (Decision Date: 05.03.2021 No. 03).
Finally, informed consent form and other measurement tools were sent to the participants via social
media using the Qualtrics Survey Program. Informed consent was obtained online before data collection.
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Thus, all participants were informed about the aim of the study and the voluntary nature of their
participation.

Data Analysis

Before conducting the necessary analysis within the scope of the research, assumptions such as
missing data problem, errors and missing data, normality, linearity, and multicollinearity problems were
tested to make the data ready for the analysis. First, it was observed that there is no missing and
erroneous data in the data of 403 participants. However, since two participants were found to have a
marriage duration of less than a year, they were excluded from the data. Then, Mahalanobis distance was
calculated to identify outliers in the data and three participants were found to be multivariate outliers
and excluded from the data. The normal distribution analysis was determined by calculating kurtosis and
skewness values. The relationships between the variables were reported using Pearson Correlation
Coefficients Analysis.

Skewness and kurtosis values were analyzed to examine whether the data exhibited a normal
distribution. As seen in Table 2, the skewness and kurtosis coefficients, obtained by dividing the skewness
and kurtosis values by their standard errors, fall within the +2 range. According to George and Mallery
(2010), the value of skewness and kurtosis between -2.00 and +2.00 is accepted normal distribution.
Therefore, it can be said that the data exhibits a normal distribution.

To test the moderating effects of perceived partner responsiveness on the indirect effect of victim
sensitivity on subjective well-being through forgiveness, Model 7 proposed moderated mediation
analyses in SPSS Process 4.0 Macro developed by Hayes (2018) was used. Moderated mediation analyses
are reported as a method used to test whether the magnitude of the mediating effect depends on the
value of the moderating variable (Muller et al., 2005).

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Variables and Univariate Normality

Lowest Highest

Variables Score Score X S Skewness Kurtosis
Subjective Well-Being -2.00 10.80 5.90 2.07 -.63 31
Victim Sensitivity 17.00 119.00 72.16 24.20 -.16 -.79
Perceived Partner Responsiveness 18.00 162.00 111.01 34.62 -.55 -.63
Benevolence 3.00 21.00 15.11 4.71 -.606 -.397
Avoidance 3.00 15.00 8.77 3.58 -.049 -1.09
Retaliation 3.00 14.00 5.20 2.26 1.03 .691
Findings

Descriptive Analysis

Table 3 reveals that victim sensitivity is negatively and significantly correlated with subjective well-
being (r=-.245, p< .01), avoidance (r=-.319, p< .01) and retaliation (r=-.129, p< .05). On the other hand,
subjective well-being is positively and significantly correlated with benevolence (r= .273, p< .01) and
perceived partner responsiveness (r= .471, p< .01). In this case, as partner benevolence increases,
subjective well-being also increases. In fact, subjective well-being increases with the increase in perceived
partner responsiveness. Victim sensitivity is significantly and positively correlated with avoidance (r=.511,
p< .01), retaliation (r= .377, p< .01), and negatively correlated with benevolence (r= -.265, p<.01) and
perceived partner responsiveness (r=-.267, p< .01). Accordingly, the higher the level of victim sensitivity,
the more distant they become from their partner and the more retaliatory behaviors increase. In addition,
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the level of perceived partner responsiveness and benevolence towards the partner decreased with the
increase in the level of victim sensitivity.

Table 3

Pearson Correlation Coefficient Values Among Variables
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1.Victim Sensitivity - - - - - -
2.Subjective Well-Being -.245%* - - - - -
3.Avoidance 511%* - 319** - - - -
4.Retaliation 377*%*%  -129*%  348** - - -
5.Benevolence -265%*  273%*% - 311** - 153** - -
6.Perceived Partner -267%*  471%*% - 459**% - 236** .385%* -

Responsiveness

**p< .01, *p< .05; Avoidance: Marital Forgiveness Scale-Event subdimension, Retaliation: Marital Forgiveness Scale-Event
subdimension, Benevolence: Marital Forgiveness Scale-Event subdimension.

Mediation Model Analysis

Regarding the theoretical model, mediation roles were examined to test indirect effects among
variables. The results show that the direct path from victim sensitivity to benevolence is statistically
significant and negative (B=-0.12, SE=0.03, 95% CI [-0.1966, -.0587]). Victim sensitivity (3=-0.27, SE= 0.07,
95% Cl [-0.4125, -0.1294]) and benevolence (B= 0.44, SE= 0.09, 95% ClI [0.2522, 0.6376]) also have
significant effects on subjective well-being. Therefore, it is determined that benevolence has a mediating
role in the relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being. When the direct pathway
from victim sensitivity to avoidance is examined, statistically significant and negative findings are obtained
(B= 0.34, SE= 0.03, 95% Cl [0.2771, 0.4144]). Victim sensitivity (B= -0.16, SE= 0.08, 95% Cl [-0.3209, -
0.0042]) and avoidance (B= -0.45, SE= 0.09, 95% CI [-0.6440, -0.2666]) are also found to have significant
effects on subjective well-being. In other words, avoidance has a mediating role in the relationship
between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being. Finally, the direct path from victim sensitivity to
retaliation is significant and positive (B = 0.18, SE= 0.02, 95% Cl [0.1309, 0.2311]). Victim sensitivity (B= -
0.33, SE= 0.07, 95% CI [-0.4855, -0.1834]) is found to have significant effects on subjective well-being,
however, retaliation (B=-0.11, SE= 0.14, 95% CI [-0.4013, 0.1691]) does not have any significant effects
on subjective well-being. Therefore, retaliation does not mediate the relationship between victim
sensitivity and subjective well-being.

Moderated Mediation Model Analysis

First, the moderation roles of perceived partner responsiveness in the relationships between victim
sensitivity and subdimensions of forgiveness- benevolence, avoidance, and retaliation- were tested. The
findings indicated that victim sensitivity had a significant effect on benevolence (f=-0.13, SE= 0.03, 95%
Cl [-0.1966, -0.0587]) and perceived partner responsiveness (f=0.18, SE = 0.02, 95% ClI [0.1334, 0.2356]).
However, the interaction effect between victim sensitivity and perceived partner responsiveness was not
statistically significant (B= -0.004, SE = 0.17, 95% ClI [-0.0396, 0.0306]). Similarly, victim sensitivity
significantly predicted avoidance (B = 0.34, SE = 0.03, 95% Cl [0.2771, 0.4144]) and perceived partner
responsiveness (B=-0.21, SE = 0.02, 95% Cl [-0.2702, -0.1685]); however, the interaction between victim
sensitivity and perceived partner responsiveness was not statistically significant (B= 0.02, SE= 0.17, 95%
Cl [-0.0132, 0.0568]). On the other hand, victim sensitivity had a significant effect on retaliation (f=0.18,
SE=0.02, 95% ClI [0.1309, 0.2311]) and perceived partner responsiveness (f= -0.05, SE = 0.01, 95% ClI [-
0.0928, -0.0186]). Nevertheless, the interaction effect between victim sensitivity and perceived partner
responsiveness was not statistically significant (B=-0.007, SE= 0.13, 95% ClI [-0.0332, 0.0179]).
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The moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the indirect effect of victim sensitivity on
subjective well-being through benevolence was found not to be statistically significant (index = -0.002,
95% Cl [-0.0225, 0.0153]) (see Figure 1). Similarly, the moderating role of perceived partner
responsiveness in the indirect effect of victim sensitivity on subjective well-being through avoidance, was
also not found to be statistically significant (index =-0.009, 95% ClI [-0.0275, 0.053]) (see Figure 2). Finally,
the moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the indirect effect of victim sensitivity on
subjective well-being through retaliation was not statistically significant (index = -0.0009, 95% Cl [-0.0032,
0.077]) (see Figure 3). To further assess the moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the
relationships between victim sensitivity and subdimensions of forgiveness- benevolence, avoidance,
retaliation-, simple slope analyses were conducted using the Johnson-Neyman Technique (Hayes &
Preacher, 2014) (see Figures 4-6).

Figure 1
Path Coefficients in the Moderated Mediation Model for Benevolence
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Figure 2
Path Coefficients in the Moderated Mediation Model for Avoidance
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Figure 3
Path Coefficients in the Moderated Mediation Model for Retaliation
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**p<.001

Figure 4
Moderating Effect of Perceived Partner Responsiveness on the Relationship Between Victim Sensitivity
and Benevolance
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Figure 5
Moderating Effect of Perceived Partner Responsiveness on the Relationship Between Victim Sensitivity
and Avoidance
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Figure 6
Moderating Effect of Perceived Partner Responsiveness on the Relationship Between Victim Sensitivity
and Retaliation
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Discussion & Conclusion

The current study investigates the mediating and moderating effects among victim sensitivity,
subjective well-being, the level of partner forgiveness, and perceived partner responsiveness. Accordingly,
first, the mediating roles of partner forgiveness subdimensions -benevolence, avoidance, and retaliation-
were examined in the relationship between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being. Second, the
moderating effects of perceived partner responsiveness on the indirect effect of victim sensitivity on
subjective well-being through forgiveness were tested.

The Mediating Effect of Forgiveness

Victim sensitivity is positively associated with uncooperative behaviors in socially uncertain situations
(Gollwitzer et al., 2009; Rothmund et al.,, 2011). It is known that victim-sensitive individuals are
predisposed to resist victimization (Baumert et al., 2022). The Sensitivity to Mean Intentions Model (SeMl)
argues that victim sensitivity makes individuals more prone to react to contextual cues that are specifically
associated with indifference and untrustworthiness (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009). Moreover,
individuals with high victim sensitivity react quite sensitively to situations in which there is a danger of
being exploited by other people. This fear of exploitation leads these individuals to behave less
cooperatively and more selfishly, resulting in non-cooperation. In the SeMl Model (Gollwitzer &
Rothmund, 2009), the non-cooperative behaviors exhibited by victim-sensitive individuals are defined as
a form of self-defense. Individuals with high victim sensitivity not only protect themselves but also try to
prevent exploitation that they avoid facing in the future (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). Similarly, Bilgin
et al. (2021) reported that being sensitive to injustice, especially the tendency to feel unfairly treated or
abused, affects individuals' vulnerability to engage in both self-victimizing behaviors and behaviors that
have effects on justice sensitivity. As a result, the findings of the current study are supported by the
findings of the current study that individuals with high victim sensitivity are less likely to forgive their
partners by distancing themselves from them, both to avoid exploitation and to protect themselves.
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One of the findings of this study is that benevolence plays a mediating role in the relationship between
victim sensitivity and subjective well-being. Justice sensitivity is a critical measure to understand how
individuals prioritize their perceptions of justice for themselves and others. It has been argued that this
concept should be treated as a tendency that is assumed to remain constant over time (Schmitt et al.,
2005). Researchers reported that individuals with high victim sensitivity showed a decrease in cooperation
when threatened (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). Similarly, victim-sensitive individuals make more selfish
choices in social dilemma situations and are less willing to help others (Gollwitzer, 2005). In support of
this finding, the results of a study conducted by Tham et al. (2019) showed that those who were sensitive
to being unfairly exposed to a negative outcome (high victim sensitivity) were less willing to volunteer.
Similarly, researchers have stated that individuals with high victim sensitivity were prone to social
withdrawal, which may lead them to avoid social interactions to avoid future victimization (Bondi et al.,
2022). Moreover, these individuals may also react unforgivingly to interpersonal violations (Gerlach et al.,
2012). Bondii et al.(2022) emphasize that it is important to understand what participants with high victim
sensitivity need to forgive the injustice they experience. Moreover, feelings of injustice have a great
impact on individuals' well-being and physical health (Rousseau et al., 2009). Schmitt et al. (2005) reported
that there is a high correlation between paranoia, neuroticism, suspiciousness, revenge and jealousy and
victim sensitivity. When this skepticism turns into paranoid thinking, it can impair the quality of social
interactions and psychological well-being (Beck et al., 2004). Schmitt and Dérfel (1999) reported that the
well-being of individuals with high victim sensitivity was more impaired by perceived injustice than with
low victim sensitivity.

Another result of this study is that retaliation does not play a mediating role in the relationship
between victim sensitivity and subjective well-being. However, the literature reports that there is a
relationship between victim sensitivity and retaliatory behavior in situations of disadvantage and injustice
related to the individual (Schmitt & Mohiyeddini, 1996). It was suggested that retaliation usually involves
deterrence and does not involve affect. Moreover, retaliation is often described as a quick reaction
(Stuckless & Goranson, 1992). In the present study, the participants were asked to recall a negative
experience they had in the past and were asked items about their retaliatory behavior based on this
experience. Since retaliatory behavior is a quick reaction, it may have affected the participant's
evaluations on the subject with the passage of time since the bad event/situation experienced. As a result,
it is possible that the finding obtained may have affected the mediating role between victim sensitivity
and subjective well-being. However, the finding of a significant negative relationship between retaliation
and subjective well-being is consistent with the findings of previous studies, indicating that the subjective
well-being of the individual is negatively affected.

The Moderating Effect of Perceived Partner responsiveness on the Indirect Effect of Victim
Sensitivity on Subjective Well-Being through Forgiveness

The findings of the moderator variable analysis, which examined whether the relationships between
victim sensitivity and partner forgiveness varied to the level of perceived partner responsiveness, were
not supported. According to Hatfield and Traupmann (1981), a fair relationship can be mentioned when
the person evaluating the relationship thinks that he/she gains relatively equal gains from the
relationship. According to the equity theory perspective, partners decide whether they have a fair
relationship by comparing their gains from their relationships with each other or with similar people
(VanYperen & Buunk, 1994). However, individuals with high victim sensitivity are more sensitive to cues
involving negative behaviors. Since these individuals tend to be more insecure and reactive towards
relationships, they exhibit a less conciliatory attitude (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). The findings of a
study by Gollwitzer et al. (2012) in which participants rated the trustworthiness of 35 animated faces with
different emotional expressions revealed that people with high victim sensitivity rated neutral and hostile
faces as more untrustworthy than people with low victim sensitivity. The study also reported that
participants with high victim sensitivity perceived cooperation goals as unimportant. As a result, the
researchers concluded that this asymmetry is the first study to show how victim sensitivity leads to
erroneous social judgments, as individuals with high victim sensitivity focus more on unsafe rather than
safe cues.
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The level of victim sensitivity negatively affects the behavior of forgiving the partner. The concept of
victim sensitivity is a variable that significantly affects willingness to forgive (Gerlach et al., 2012).
Researchers have reported that victim sensitivity was associated with dispositional and situational
forgiveness and that people with high victim sensitivity have a low tendency to forgive by considering the
relationships between victim sensitivity and forgiveness in the context of close relationships. Based on all
this information, although the models obtained from the sub-dimensions of partner forgiveness were
found to be significant in the regulatory model tested, it was determined that the interactions between
victim sensitivity and perceived partner responsiveness were not significant. Therefore, perceived partner
responsiveness did not have a moderation role in the effect of victim sensitivity on partner forgiveness.

Perceived Partner Responsiveness (PPR), which is defined in the intimacy process model as being
valued, cared for and understood by the partner in the relationship (Reis & Shaver, 1988). It also refers to
the degree to which the individual perceives the important characteristics of the partner and gives positive
feedback to these characteristics (Caprariello & Reis, 2011). For many years, PPR has been seen as a
fundamental construct in the development and maintenance of intimacy in romantic relationships
(Arican-Ding & Gable, 2023). For example, Taskire¢ and Solmazer (2023) examining the relationships
between perceived partner responsiveness, forgiveness and emotion regulation in married individuals
indicated a positive relationship between partner responsiveness and forgiveness. The researchers, thus,
stated that having a sensitive partner is very important in the process of forgiveness. However, individuals
with high victim sensitivity show avoidance-oriented reactions when faced with unreliable situations.
These individuals pay great attention to situations related to justice and injustice even when there are no
cues of untrustworthiness (Baumert et al., 2012). Therefore, individuals with high victim sensitivity may
be unable to perceive the understanding, care and value shown by their partners because they withdraw
and distance themselves from their partners in unfair situations. These individuals may also not cooperate
with their partners in unfavorable situations, distance themselves, or be unwilling to forgive their
partners. Therefore, it can be said that people with high victim sensitivity who close themselves to a
sensitive partner may not receive feedback from their partners accurately. Therefore, the lack of a
moderating role of perceived partner responsiveness in the relationship between the level of victim
sensitivity and forgiveness may be due to the inconsistency of this relationship.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Some limitations should be taken into consideration when evaluating the findings of the current study.
The first one is the target sample of this study. The sample of the study consisted of only married people,
limits the generalizability of the research findings. Therefore, the generalizability of the study will increase
when future studies include individuals with different relationship status (dating, cohabitation, etc.).
Another limitation of the study is that it is a cross-sectional and correlational study. Since causality cannot
be inferred in correlational studies, the findings obtained from the study are evaluated only through the
relationships between variables. Therefore, researchers can make more comprehensive evaluations by
observing the change of the construction they want to measure with measurements to be taken at
different times (longitudinal).

In the current study, only victim sensitivity subdimension was addressed. Future studies may focus on
other sub-dimensions of justice sensitivity (perpetrator, observer, and beneficiary) to reveal how these
dimensions affect factors related to romantic relationships such as subjective well-being and partner
forgiveness behavior and to evaluate the issue from a broader perspective.

The concept of victim sensitivity is often associated with negative traits such as narcissism, revenge,
anger, and retaliation. However, in the current study, no significant relationship was found in the
relationship between victim sensitivity and retaliation. Therefore, it is recommended to evaluate this
concept in the future by using different measurement methods (experimental method etc.). In addition,
future studies focusing on the problems experienced by individuals with high levels of victim sensitivity in
their romantic relationships may provide guidance for intervention programs to be developed in this field.
Individuals with high victim sensitivity are more likely to personalize negative events in their relationships
and develop perceptions of injustice (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). In this context, it is thought that self-
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compassion, empathy, and emotion regulation training that will be given both to reduce the negative
effects of victim sensitivity and to support forgiveness mechanisms will be useful in terms of interventions
in this field.

Since it is known that individuals with high victim sensitivity are more sensitive to injustice situations
and tend to show more retaliatory behaviors, it is important to develop and implement cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral interventions to reduce these behaviors. In this direction, it is thought that
emotion and behavior-oriented (anger management etc.) methods can help individuals regulate their
negative reactions.
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Turkge Strumii

Giris
Oznel iyi olug (OI0); bireylerin kendi yasamlarina iliskin degerlendirmelerini bilissel ve duygulanim
bakimindan degerlendirmesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Diener, 2000). Oi0O’nun olumlu duygulanim,
olumsuz duygulanim ve yasam doyumu olmak lizere (g bilesenden olugsmaktadir. Olumlu duygulanim ve

olumsuz duygulanim 6znel iyi olusun duyussal bilesenleri iken; yasam doyumu ise bilissel bileseni olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Schimmack, 2008).

Arastirmacilarin uzun yillardir 6znel iyi olusu etkileyen faktérleri incelemesi alan yazinda oldukga dikkat
cekici bir konu haline gelmistir. Ozellikle romantik iliskilerde bircok faktériin 6znel iyi olus ile
iliskilendirildigi gorulmektedir. Evlilik doyumu, problem ¢6zme becerisi ve kontrol odagi (Canbulat &
Cihangir-Cankaya, 2014), 6z-sefkat (Birni & Eryilmaz, 2022), yas (Eryilmaz & Ercan, 2011), bagislama
(Bugay & Demir, 2010b; Forster vd., 2020) ve iliski kalitesi (Eryilmaz & Dogan, 2013) gibi birgok faktor ile
0i0’nun baglantil oldugunu gésteren ¢alismalar mevcuttur.

Romantik iliskilerde 6znel iyi olus; bireyin kendi yasamina iliskin yaptigi degerlendirmeler,
ihtiyaclarinin, arzularinin ve hedeflerinin karsilanmasi ile duydugu tatmin olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Diener
vd., 1999). Dolayisiyla birey, icerisinde bulundugu romantik iliskisine iliskin olumlu tutumlara sahip
oldugunda ve bu iliskiye iliskin memnuniyet hissettig§inde kendi hayatina iliskin degerlendirmeleri de
olumlu olacaktir (Londero-Santos vd., 2021). Bu dogrultuda, iliskinin kalitesi ve bireyin ihtiyaglarinin
karsilanmasinin 6znel iyi olus diizeyini olumlu yonde etkiledigi sonucuna varilmaktadir (Eryilmaz & Dogan,
2013). Diger taraftan romantik bir iliski icinde olmanin, partner ile olan etkilesimin ve iliskiye daha fazla
zaman ayirmanin dznel iyi olus lizerinde dnemli etkileri oldugu da raporlanmistir (Hudson vd., 2020). Oznel
iyi olusun en dnemli yordayicilarindan bir digerinin ise iliski doyumu oldugu bilinmektedir (Londero-Santos
vd., 2021). Arastirmacilar, romantik iliskilerin 6znel iyi olus Gzerindeki 6nemini vurgulayarak, tatmin edici
romantik iligkiler gelistirmenin daha mutlu bir yasama katkida bulunabilecegini ileri sirmektedir. Ayrica,
iliskide umut ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide umudu olumlu ya da olumsuz yonde sekillendiren
yaklagimlarin 6znel iyi olus lizerinde de etkili olacagi ifade edilmektedir (Pleeging vd., 2021).

Magdur duyarliligi, adalete duyarlihk kavraminin dort boyutundan (magdur, suglu (fail), gézlemci ve
yararlanici) biridir (Schmitt vd., 2005). Bu kavram, bireyin adaletsizlik durumlarinda benligi ile ilgili
endiselerini, anti-sosyal egilimlerini, bireyin tekrarlayici distinceleri ve yogun duygusal tepkileri seklinde
islev gérmektedir (Gollwitzer vd., 2005; Schmitt vd., 2010). Schmitt ve digerlerine (1995 gére bu kavrami
olgmeye yonelik sistematik yaklasim; deneyimlenen adaletsizligin sikligi, adaletsizligin ardindan duyulan
ofke yogunlugu, adaletsizligin zihinsel zorlamasi ve faile iliskin cezalandirma olmak (izere dort gostergeden
olusmaktadir. Gollwitzer ve Rothmund (2011), magdur duyarliigi yiksek olan bireylerin kotlye
kullanilmamak igin kendilerini koruyarak savunmaci bir yaklasim sergilediklerini, adaletsiz durumlarda
diger insanlarla is birligine kapali olduklarini ve kendileriyle ilgili adalete daha fazla odaklandiklarini
(Gollwitzer vd., 2005) ifade etmistir. Bunun aksine arastirmacilar, gézlemci ve yararlanici duyarlihginin ise
empati ve sosyal sorumluluk gibi prososyal egilimlerle iliskili oldugunu bildirmislerdir. Gollwitzer ve
digerleri (2005) tarafindan yuritilen bir ¢alismanin sonuglari, yararlanici duyarliiginin dezavantajli
gruplara yonelik dayanisma, varolussal sugluluk ve sefkat gibi olumlu sosyal davranislarla pozitif iligkili
oldugunu ortaya koyarken, yiiksek magdur duyarliliginin ise dezavantajl gruplari gérmezden gelme ve bu
gruplara olan sorumlulugu reddetme olasiligini 6ngérdigiinii gdstermistir. Ote yandan, Pourmohseni ve
digerleri(2022) tarafindan yuratilen bir arastirmanin bulgulari, romantik iliskilerde magdur duyarlihgi,
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dismanca atif yanliigi ve 6fke ruminasyonunun evlilik sorunlarini énemli 6l¢lide yordadigini tespit
etmigtir.

Kisilerarasi iligkiler genellikle arkadaslik, giiven ve sosyal destek gibi dinamikler tzerine kuruludur.
Bununla birlikte, yakin iliskilerde partnerlerin zaman zaman birbirlerinin istekleri ve arzularini ihlal ettikleri
ve buna bagh olarak birbirlerini sugladiklari durumlarda ciddi ¢atismalar ortaya cikabilmektedir. Bu
durumda, bagislamanin partnerler arasinda ortaya c¢ikan uzaklasma ve intikam alma gibi olumsuz
durumlarla bas etmeleri agisindan olduk¢a 6nemli bir islevi oldugu goérilmektedir (Fincham, 2000).
Magdurun, ihlalde bulunan kisiye yonelik motivasyonunda prososyal bir degisim yasadigi slreg¢ olan
bagislamanin iliskilerin strdiriilmesi ve onarilmasi bakimindan olduk¢a 6nemli oldugu bilinmektedir
(McCauley vd., 2022).

Bagislamaya iliskin ¢alismalar incelendiginde, arastirmacilar arasinda bagislamayi tanimlarken heniiz
bir fikir birligi olmadigi gériilmektedir. Ornegin; McCullough ve digerlerine (2003) gére bagislama, suglu
kisiye karsi negatif motivasyonun (6rn. bagislamama) azaldigi ve pozitif duygularin arttigi bir degisim
surecidir. Enright ve digerleri (1998) bagislamayi, magdurun sucluya (fail) duydugu &fkenin azalarak,
sefkat, sevgi ve merhamet duygularinin artmasi yoniinde bir secim olarak tanimlamaktadir. McCullough
ve digerleri (1998), bireylerin bagisladiklari zaman sucludan kaginma motivasyonlari ve intikam alma
motivasyonlarinin distigini ifade etmislerdir. Tim bu tanimlamalarin yaninda, bagislama ilgili olarak
arastirmacilarin ortak fikri, bagislama ile magdur ve fail arasindaki iliskinin yeniden diizenlemesi
gerekmedigi yoniindedir (Fincham, 2000). Ancak bagislama, sugluya yonelik empati ve sefkat yaratabilir
ve bu da iliskiyi gelistirebilir (Hook vd., 2012). Ote yandan arastirmacilar, bagislamanin bir egilim olarak
gorilebilecegini ifade etmislerdir. Bu egilim; empati, bilissel esneklik ve takdir etme ile olumlu yonde
iliskiliyken, ruminasyon, kaginan ve kaygili baglanma ve narsisizm ile ise negatif yonde iliskilidir (Mroz &
Kaleta, 2017). Ayrica, kisilik faktérlerinin de bagislamada 6nemli belirleyiciler oldugu bilinmektedir. Gigli
bir 6zdenetim duygusuna sahip bireylerin, olumsuz olaylara tepki olarak duygularini ve davraniglarini daha
iyi duzenleyebildikleri icin baskalarini bagislama olasiliklari daha yuksektir (Balliet vd., 2011). Evlilikte
ortaya ¢ikan ihlaller incitici oldugu gibi partnerler arasindaki baga da zarar verebilmektedir. Bu durumda
bagislama, kisiler icin zorlayici fakat iligkiyi destekleyici bir isleve sahiptir (Mahoney vd., 2005).

Bagislama ve magdur duyarhhgi arasindaki iliskileri ele alan ¢alismalar incelendiginde bu calismalarin
oldukga kisith oldugu gorilmektedir (Coklar & Dénmez, 2014; Exline vd., 2003; Gerlach vd., 2012; Witvliet
vd., 2008). Ornegin; Yao ve digerlerinin (2017) 6znel iyi olus ve benlik saygisi arasindaki iliskide kendini
bagislama ve kisilerarasi bagislamanin araci roliini inceledikleri bir arastirmanin bulgulari hem kisilerarasi
bagislama hem de kendini bagislamanin 6znel iyi olus ile anlamh diizeyde pozitif iligkili oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Baska bir ifadeyle, yiksek diizeyde affedicilige sahip olan kisilerin 6znel iyi oluslarinin da
yuksek oldugu saptanmigtir. Dahasi arastirmacilar, benlik saygisi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide hem
kisilerarasi bagislama hem de kendini bagislamanin kismi araci roli oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Allemand
ve digerlerinin (2012) 962 yetiskin katilimci ile 6znel iyi olus ve bagislama arasindaki iliskileri inceledikleri
bir calismanin sonuglari, bagislamanin yasam doyumu, olumlu duygu ve iyimserlik ile yiksek diizeyde
iliskili oldugunu raporlamistir. Bono, McCullough ve Root (2007) iyi olusun bagislama ile yiiksek diizeyde
iliskili oldugunu ve bagislama ile iyi olus iliskisinin katilimcilarin ihlalden 6nce partnerlerine ne kadar yakin
ve bagh olduklarina gére farklik gosterdigini rapor etmislerdir. Balci-Celik ve Oztiirk-Serter (2017),
romantik iliskisi olan 329 katilimciyla yuruttikleri bir arastirmada affetme dizeyi ile 6znel iyi olus
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemislerdir. Arastirmanin bulgularina goére, katiimcilarin affetme puanlarinin
ylkselmesiyle birlikte 6znel iyi olus puanlarinin da yiikseldigi, bu durumda affetme diizeyinin artmasinin
oznel iyi olus dlizeyini arttiran bir faktor oldugu raporlanmistir.

Algilanan partner duyarlihgl kavramini tanimlarken, oncelikle duyarlihgin ne oldugunu anlamak
gerekmektedir. Duyarhlik, yakin iliskilerde destekleyici davranislar ile bireylerin ihtiyaglarini, amaglarini ve
arzularini agiklayan bir siirectir. Gelisim psikolojisi alaninda yapilan ¢alismalar ebeveyn-gocuk iliskisini
aciklarken bakim verenin duyarhliginin cocugun gelisiminde 6nemli etkileri olduguna dikkat ¢ekmektedir
(Van-lJzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2008). Bunun yani sira, baglanma kurami da bakim veren
duyarlihginin bebeklerde giivenli baglanmanin 6énemli belirleyicilerinden oldugunu 6ne sirmektedir
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(Ainsworth vd., 1978; Bowlby, 1988). Bu dogrultuda, bebeklerde ve ¢ocuklarda baglanma orlintilerinin
gelisimine iliskin olarak Bowlby'nin baglanmaya bakis acisi -baglanma teorisi- erken deneyimlerin bireyin
tlim yasantisini etkileyen baglanma orintilerini olusturmasidir (Bowlby, 1979, s.129). Hazan ve Shaver
(1987) da baglanma kuramini yetiskinlerde ele alarak romantik iliskilerde bakim veren ile bebek arasindaki
iliskinin romantik partnerler arasinda kurulan duygusal bag ile benzer oldugunu ifade etmislerdir.
Algilanan partner duyarliigl (APD); bireyin partnerini anlama, onaylama ve dnemseme cergevesinde
algilamasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Elliot & Reis, 2003). Ayrica, algilanan partner duyarliliginin romantik
iliskilerin ne kadar tatmin edici ve samimi oldugunu etkileyen bir siire¢ olarak degerlendirildigi de
bilinmektedir (Reis vd., 2004; Reis & Clark, 2013). Reis ve Shaver (1988), partner duyarliliginin bireylerin
yasamlarinda 6nemli role sahip oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Bireyler partnerlerini sefkatli, anlayisli ve
takdir eden olarak algiladiklarinda, kendilerini partnerlerine agma ve partnerlerine yanit verme olasiliklari
artarak, romantik iliskideki yakinlik ve tatminin pekismesine neden olmaktadir (Laurenceau vd., 1998). Son
yillarda yapilan galismalar, algilanan partner duyarliiginin bireyin yasaminda genel saglik, mutluluk (6znel
iyi olus) ve psikolojik iyi olus tGzerinde olumlu fiziksel ve psikolojik etkilerinin oldugunu goéstermektedir
(Gable & Reis, 2006; Kiecolt-Glaser & Wilson, 2017; Tasfiliz vd., 2018; Selcuk vd., 2018; Stanton vd., 2019).

Sonug olarak mevcut arastirmada, magdur duyarhhgi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskiler ve bu iliskiler
Uzerinde bagislamanin araci ve algilanan partner duyarlliginin ise diizenleyici etkileri incelenmektedir. Bu
dogrultuda, arastirmada sinanan hipotezler asagida verilmektedir:

H1. Magdur duyarhhg ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide yardimseverligin araci rolii vardir.
H1(a). Magdur duyarhhgi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide uzaklasmanin araci roli vardir.
H1(b). Magdur duyarliligi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide misillemenin araci rolt vardir.

H2. Magdur duyarliiginin yardimseverlik yoluyla 6znel iyi olus tzerindeki dolayl etkisi, algilanan
partner duyarhlig tarafindan diizenlenmektedir.

H2(a). Magdur duyarlihginin uzaklagsma yoluyla 6znel iyi olus tizerindeki dolayl etkisi, algilanan partner
duyarhhgi tarafindan diizenlenmektedir.

H2(b). Magdur duyarliliginin misilleme yoluyla 6znel iyi olus tizerindeki dolayli etkisi, algilanan partner
duyarhhgi tarafindan diizenlenmektedir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Arastirma; 230 kadin (%57.8), 168 erkek (%42.2) olmak tizere toplam 398 katilimcidan olusmaktadir.
Katihmcilarin yas araligi 23-74'tir (Ort.= 43.64, SS= 12.40). Arastirmaya katilabilmek icin 6n kosul olarak
en az 1 yildir evli olunmasi gerekmektedir. Katilimcilarin; 191’i 1-10 yil, 74°G 11-20 yil, 71’i 21-30 yil, 50’si
31-40 yil ve 12'si ise 41 yil ve Uzeri evlilik stirelerine sahiptir. Katihmcilarin 9’u ortaokul, 66’si lise, 228’
iniversite ve 95’inin ise lisansistl egitim dizeyine sahip oldugu goérilmektedir. Katilimcilarin; 8’inin
2500TL ve alti, 20’sinin 2501-3500TL araliginda, 17’sinin 3501-4500TL, 35’inin 4501-5500TL, 34’(inln
5501-6500TL ve 39’unun 6501-7500TL ve 245’inin (%61.6) ise 7500TL ve Ustl ayhk gelir diizeyine sahip
oldugu gorilmektedir (Tablo 1).

Tablo 1

Katithmcilar ile ilgili Betimsel istatistikler
Degiskenler N %
Evlilik Stresi
1-10 yil 191 48
11-20 yil 74 18.6
21-30 yil 71 17.8
31-40 yil 50 12.6
41 yil ve Ustl 12 3
Egitim Duizeyi
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ilkokul - -
Ortaokul 9 2.3
Lise 66 16.6
Universite 228 57.3
Lisansusti 95 23.9
Avylik Gelir

2500TL ve alti 8 2.0
2501-3500TL 20 5.0
3501-4500TL 17 4.3
4501-5500TL 35 8.8
5501-6500TL 34 8.5
6501-7500TL 39 9.8
7501TL ve st 245 61.6

Not: Veriler 2021 yilinda toplanmistir. Bu yil igin briit asgari licret 3.577,50 TL, net asgari icret 2.825,90 TL’dir.
Veri Toplama Araglari

Oznel iyi Olus’un Olgiimii: Arastirma kapsaminda katilimcilarin éznel iyi olus diizeyleri Yasam Doyumu
Olgegi (YDO) ve Pozitif-Negatif Duygulanim Olcegi (PANAS) ile 8lgiilmistiir.

Yasam Doyumu Olgegi (The Satisfaction with Life Scale- SWLS): Yasam Doyumu Olcegi, bireylerin
yasamdan doyumu diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla Diener ve arkadaslari (1985) tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Olgegin Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmasi ve gegerlik giivenirlik calismalari Kéker (1991) tarafindan yapilmis olup, tek
faktorlii bir yapiya sahiptir. Olgek toplam bes olumlu maddeden (6r. “Yasamim bircok yéniiyle ideallerime
yakin”) olusmakta ve yedili likert tipi derecelendirme (1= Hi¢ uygun degil, 7= Cok uygun) ile
degerlendirilmektedir. Olgekten alinan puanlar 1-35 arasinda degismektedir. Olgekten alinan puanlarin
artmasi, yasam doyumunun da arttigini gostermektedir. Olgegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik galismalar
incelendiginde test-tekrar test katsayisinin .85, madde-test korelasyonlarinin ise .71 ile .80 arasinda
oldugu gorilmektedir (Koker, 1991). Mevcut ¢alisma icin Cronbach Alfa ic tutarhlik degeri .88 olarak tespit
edilmistir.

Pozitif-Negatif Duygulanim Olgegi (PANAS): Pozitif-Negatif Duygulanim Olcegi (PANAS), Watson ve
arkadaslar (1988) tarafindan gelistirilen, bireylerin son bir haftadaki duygu diizeylerini degerlendirmede
kullanilan bir &lcektir. Olgegin Tiirkce’ye uyarlama gecerlilik ve giivenilirlik calismalar Gengdz (2000)
tarafindan ytratulmastar. 10'u pozitif (1, 3, 5, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19. maddeler) ve 10’u negatif (2, 4, 6,
7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 18, 20. maddeler) olmak lzere iki alt boyuttan olusan 6lgegin toplam 20 duygu ifadesi
maddeden olusmaktadir. besli likert tipi derecelendirme (1= Cok az, 5= Cok fazla) ile degerlendirilen
olcekten alinan puanlar her bir alt boyut icin 10-50 arasinda degismektedir. Katilimcilarin 6lgcekten aldiklari
puanlarin artmasi, pozitif veya negatif duygulanim diizeylerinin arttigini gdstermektedir. Olcegin Cronbach
Alfa i¢ tutarlik degerleri pozitif ve negatif duygu alt boyutlari igin sirasiyla .83 ve .86’dir. Mevcut ¢alismada
Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik degerleri pozitif duygu icin .84, negatif duygu icin ise .86'dIr.

Evlilikte Bagislama Olgegi- Olay (Marital Forgiveness Scale- Event): Evlilikte Bagislama Olgegi- Olay,
ciftlerin evlilikleri slresince incindikleri bir olay karsisindaki bagislama dizeylerini degerlendirmek
amaciyla Fincham ve digerleri(2004) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkce’ye adaptasyonu Durmus ve
Manap (2018) tarafindan yapilmistir. Olcek orijinal formunda oldugu gibi katilimcilardan, son 12 ay
icerisinde yasadiklari, kirici veya incitici olarak degerlendirdikleri olaya dair bilgiler istenmekte ve 6l¢cek
maddelerinin bu olay dogrultusunda cevaplanmasi beklenmektedir. Daha sonra olayi, “Bu olay karsisinda
ne kadar incindiniz veya GzlildiinGz?” sorusu ile 1-9 arasi derecelendirme (1= Cok az incindim, 9= Hig
olmadigi kadar ¢ok incindim) ile degerlendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Olgek, toplam dokuz maddeden ve
yardimseverlik (2, 7 ve 9. maddeler), uzaklasma (1, 4 ve 5. maddeler) ve misilleme (3, 6 ve 8. maddeler)
olmak iizere 3 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olcek maddeleri besli likert tipi derecelendirme (1=hig
katilmiyorum, 5=tamamen katiliyorum) ile degerlendiriimektedir. Olgegin Tiirkce formunda, orijinal
formuna benzer sekilde, toplam puan alinmamaktadir. Olcegin her bir alt boyutu birbirinden bagimsiz
olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Olcekten alinan puanlarin artmasi, yardimseverlik, misilleme ve
uzaklasmanin da arttigini géstermektedir. Olgegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari incelendiginde
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Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarhlik degerleri; yardimseverlik alt boyutu igin .76, misilleme alt boyutu igin .63 ve
uzaklasma alt boyutu igin ise .81 oldugu gérilmektedir. Mevcut ¢alisma igin Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarhhk
degerleri; yardimseverlik alt boyutu igin .77, uzaklagsma alt boyutu igin .86, misilleme alt boyutu igin ise
.64’dir.

Algilanan Partner Duyarhigi Olgegi: Algilanan Partner Duyarlihg Olgegi, bireylerin partnerleri
tarafindan ne 6lgide anlasildigl, 6nemsendigi ve onaylandigi degerlendirmelerini iceren 18 maddelik bir
oOlgektir. Katilimcilar, igerisinde bulunduklari romantik partnerlerini likert tipi bir 6lgekte dokuzlu
derecelendirme (1=hi¢ dogru degil, 9=tamamen dogru) ile degerlendirmektedirler. Olgegin Tiirkge’ye
adaptasyonu Tasfiliz, Sagel-Cetiner ve Selguk (in press) tarafindan yapilmistir. Reis ve digerleri (2017),
APDO’niin tek faktérlii yapiya sahip oldugunu belirtmis olup, Tasfiliz, Sagel-Cetiner ve Selguk (2020)
tarafindan yapilan uyarlama galismasiyla da bu yapi dogrulanmistir. Olcekten alinan puanlar yiikseldikge,
partnerden algilanan duyarlilik diizeyi de yiikselmektedir. Olgegin Cronbach alfa ig tutarlilik katsayisinin iki
farkli 6rneklemde .97 ve .93 oldugu raporlanmistir (Tasfiliz vd., 2020) Mevcut ¢alisma igin Cronbach Alfa
i¢ tutarlilk degeri .97 olarak tespit edilmistir.

Romantik iliskilerde Magdur Duyarlihg Olgegi (RiMD®): Romantik iliskilerde Magdur Duyarlligi
Olgegi (RIMDO), Dogruyol (2023) tarafindan gelistirilen ve bireylerin romantik iliskilerindeki magdur
duyarliligi diizeyini degerlendiren 17 maddelik bir 6lgektir. Katihmcilar magdur duyarhhgi diizeylerini yedili
likert tipi (1= Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 7= Kesinlikle katiliyorum) ile degerlendirmektedir. Olcek tek faktorlii
bir yapiya sahiptir. Olcekten alinan puanlar arttikca, bireyin magdur duyarlilig diizeyi de artmaktadir.
Mevcut ¢alisma icin Cronbach Alfa ig tutarlilik katsayisi .90’dr.

Demografik Bilgi Formu: Arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan Demografik Bilgi Formu’nda katilimcilarin
cinsiyeti, yasl, egitim dlizeyi, sosyo-ekonomik statiisu, evlilik stiresi ve bosanma durumu gibi bilgiler yer
almaktadir.

Prosediir

Yilrutilen aragtirmanin amacit moderatorli aracilik modelini test etmektir. Buna gére, romantik iliskide
magdur duyarhihginin 6znel iyi olus lzerinde dogrudan bir etkisi oldugu 6ngorilmektedir. Dahasi, bu
etkinin partneri bagislama (yardimseverlik, uzaklasma, misilleme) tarafindan araci roli oldugu
sinanmaktadir. Son olarak arastirmada, magdur duyarliliginin bagislama (zerindeki etkisinde algilanan
partner duyarhliginin diizenleyici roll oldugu test edilmektedir.

Arastirmaya katilmak icin en az 1 yildir evli olmak 6n kosulu vardir. Bu kapsamda arastirmanin
orneklemini en az 1 yildir evli bireyler olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin verileri gevrimigi olarak toplanmistir.
Katilimcilarin élgekleri tamamlamasi ortalama 15-20 dakika stirmustir.

Arastirmada kullanilacak 6lgeklerin gerekli izinleri 6lgekleri gelistiren/uyarlayan arastirmacilardan e-
posta yoluyla alinmistir. Daha sonra, arastirmanin yuritllebilmesi icin Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan gerekli etik izinler alinmistir (Toplanti Tarihi ve Karar No: 05/03/2021-03).
Ardindan, katilimcilara bilgilendirilmis onam formu ve diger 6lcme araclari Qualtrics Anket Programi
kullanilarak sosyal medya araciligiyla iletilmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda katilimcilar calismanin gonalltliik
esasina dayali oldugu hakkinda Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu ile ¢evrimigi olarak bilgilendirilmislerdir.

istatistiksel Analizler

Arastirma kapsaminda gerekli analizler yuritilmeden 6nce veriyi analize hazir hale getirmek igin eksik
veri problemi, hatali ve kayip veri, normallik, dogrusallik ve ¢oklu baglanti problemi (multicollinearity) gibi
sayiltilar test edilmistir. Oncelikle, 403 katimcinin yer aldigi veride hatali ve kayip veri olmadig
gorilmistir. Fakat, iki katilimcinin evlilik stiresi 1 yilin altinda oldugu tespit edildiginden bu katilimcilar
veriden c¢ikarilmistir. Daha sonra, verideki u¢ degerleri saptamak amaciyla Mahalanobis Uzakligi
hesaplanmistir. Analiz sonucunda, U¢ katilimcinin ¢ok degiskenli aykiri deger oldugu tespit edildiginden bu
katilimcilarin veriden gikarilmasina karar verilmistir. Verinin normal dagilima uygunlugu basiklik (kurtosis)
ve carpiklik (skewness) degerleri hesaplanarak tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler
Pearson Moment Carpimlar Korelasyon Analizi kullanilarak raporlanmistir.
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Tablo 2’de degiskenlere ait en dislik puan, en yliksek puan, 6rneklem sayisi, ortalama, standart sapma,
carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerine ait betimsel istatistikler yer almaktadir. Verilerin normal dagilim sergileyip
sergilemediginin incelenmesi igin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerleri incelenmistir. Buna gore, ¢arpikhk ve
basiklik degerleri -2.0 ve +2.0 araliginda (George & Mallery, 2010) oldugu igin verilerin normal dagilim
sergiledigi gorilmektedir.

Arastirmada, magdur duyarhhiginin bagislama araciligi ile 6znel iyi olus lizerindeki dolayh etkisinde
algilanan partner duyarlihiginin diizenleyici etkilerinin test edilmesi amaciyla Hayes (2018) tarafindan
gelistirilen SPSS Process 4.0 Makro’sunda moderatorli aracilik analizleri igin 6nerilen Model 7
kullanilmistir. Moderatoérli aracilik analizleri, aracilik etkisinin bayukliginin dizenleyici degiskenin
degerine bagh olup olmadigini test etmek icin kullanilan bir yontem olarak bildirilmistir (Muller vd., 2005).

Tablo 2
Degiskenlere iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler

En En

Degiskenler Diisik  Yiiksek M SS Carpikhk Basikhk

Puan Puan
Oznel iyi Olug -2.00 10.80 5.90 2.07 -.63 31
Magdur Duyarliligi 17.00 119.00 72.16 24.20 -.16 -.79
Algilanan Partner Duyarlihg 18.00 162.00 111.01 34.62 -.55 -.63
Yardimseverlik 3.00 21.00 15.11 4.71 -.606 -.397
Uzaklagsma 3.00 15.00 8.77 3.58 -.049 -1.09
Misilleme 3.00 14.00 5.20 2.26 1.03 .691

Bulgular

Betimleyici Analiz Bulgulari

Tablo 3’te degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon degerleri sunulmaktadir. Degiskenler arasi iliskiler
incelendiginde istatistiksel olarak anlamli iliskiler oldugu goériilmektedir. Buna gore, 6znel iyi olus ile
magdur duyarliligi (-.245, p< .01), uzaklasma (-.319, p< .01) ve misilleme (-.129, p< .05) arasinda negatif
yonde anlamli iliskiler oldugu tespit edilmistir. Baska bir ifadeyle, romantik iliskide magdur duyarhhgi
arttikga bireyin 6znel iyi olusun azaldigi sdylenebilir. Dahasi, bagislama olgeginin alt boyutlarindan
uzaklasma ve misillemenin de bireyin 6znel iyi olusunu azalttig) gériilmektedir. Ote yandan, &znel iyi olus
ile yardimseverlik (.273, p<.01) ve algilanan partner duyarhhgi (.471, p< .01) arasinda ise pozitif yonde
anlamli iligkiler oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu durumda, bireyin bagislama temelinde partnerine olan
yardimseverligi arttikca 6znel iyi olusu da artmaktadir. Ayrica, algilanan partner duyarliliginin artmasi ile
dznel iyi olus da artmaktadir. Ote yandan, romantik iliskide magdur duyarhligi ile uzaklasma (.511, p< .01)
ve misilleme (.377, p<.01) arasinda pozitif yénde anlamliiliskiler oldugu gérulurken, yardimseverlik (-.265,
p< .01) ve algilanan partner duyarliligi (-.267, p< .01) ile negatif yonde anlamli iliskiler oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Buna gore, iliskide bireyin magdur duyarhhg arttikga partnerden daha fazla uzaklastigi ve
misilleme davranislarinin arttigi soylenebilir. Ayrica, partnere olan yardimseverligin ve partnerden
algilanan duyarliligin da azaldigi gériilmektedir.
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Tablo 3

Degiskenler Arasindaki Korelasyon Katsayilari
Degiskenler 1 2 3 4 5 6
1.Magdur Duyarhlig - - - - - -
2.0znel iyi Olus -.245%* - - - - -
3.Uzaklasma 511** - 319%* - - - -
4. Misilleme 377*%*%  -129*%  348** - - -
5.Yardimseverlik -265%*  273%* - 311** - 153** - -
6.Algilanan Partner -267**  471*%*  -459*%*  -236** .385** -
Duyarliligi

**p< .01, *p< .05; Uzaklasma: Evlilikte Bagislama Olgegi- Olay alt boyutu, Misilleme: Evlilikte Bagislama Olgegi- Olay alt boyutu,
Yardimseverlik: Evlilikte Bagislama Olgegi- Olay alt boyutu.

Araci Model Testi

Kuramsal modele iliskin 6ncelikle model Gzerindeki dolayli etkilerin anlamh olup olmadigi araci roller
incelenmistir. Sonuglar, magdur duyarliligindan yardimseverlige giden dogrudan yolun istatistiksel olarak
anlamli ve negatif yonde oldugunu gostermektedir (6=-0.12, SH=0.03, %95 GA [-0.1966, -.0587]). Magdur
duyarhhg (8=-0.27, SH=0.07, %95 GA [-0.4125, -0.1294]) ve yardimseverligin (8= 0.44, SH=0.09, %95 GA
[0.2522, 0.6376])) 6znel iyi olus Uzerinde anlamh etkileri oldugu gorilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, magdur
duyarhhgi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide yardimseverligin araci roli oldugu tespit edilmistir. Magdur
duyarhhgindan uzaklasmaya giden dogrudan yol incelendiginde ise istatistiksel olarak anlamh ve negatif
bulgular elde edilmistir (8 = 0.34, SH= 0.03, %95 GA [0.2771, 0.4144]). Dahasi, magdur duyarliligi (8 = -
0.16, SH= 0.08, %95 GA [-0.3209, -0.0042]) ve uzaklagsmanin (8 = -0.45, SH= 0.09, %95 GA [-0.6440, -
0.2666]) da 6znel iyi olus lzerinde anlamli etkileri oldugu saptanmistir. Baska bir ifadeyle, magdur
duyarhhg ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide uzaklasmanin araci roli vardir. Son olarak, magdur
duyarliligindan misillemeye giden dogrudan yol anlamli ve pozitiftir (6= 0.18, SH= 0.02, %95 GA [0.1309,
0.2311]). Ayrica, magdur duyarliiginin (6= -0.33, SH= 0.07, %95 GA [-0.4855, -0.1834]) 6znel iyi olus
Uzerinde anlaml etkileri oldugu tespit edilirken, misillemenin (6= -0.11, SH= 0.14, %95 GA [-0.4013,
0.1691]) 6znel iyi olus lizerinde anlamli bir etkisi olmadigi gériilmustir. Sonug olarak, magdur duyarlilig
ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide misillemenin araci rolii yoktur.

Magdur Duyarliliginin Bagislama Araciligi ile Oznel iyi Olus Uzerindeki Dolayh Etkisinde Algilanan
Partner Duyarlihiginin Diizenleyici Etkisine iliskin Model Testi

Oncelikle algilanan partner duyarlihiginin, magdur duyarliligi ile bagislama alt boyutlari (yardimseverlik,
uzaklasma, misilleme) arasindaki iliskilerde diizenleyici rolleri test edilmistir. Bulgular, magdur duyarliginin
yardimseverlik (6=-0.13, SH= 0.03, %95 GA [-0.1966, -0.0587]) ve algilanan partner duyarhhg Gizerindeki
etkisinin anlamli oldugunu (8= 0.18, SH= 0.02, %95 GA [0.1334, 0.2356]) ancak magdur duyarlhhg ve
algilanan partner duyarliliginin etkilesim degerinin istatistiksel olarak anlaml olmadigini géstermistir (8=
-0.004, SH=0.17, %95 GA [-0.0396, 0.0306]). Benzer bicimde, magdur duyarliginin uzaklasma (6= 0.34,
SH=0.03, %95 GA [0.2771, 0.4144]) ve algilanan partner duyarhhgi Gzerindeki etkisinin anlamli oldugu (6=
-0.21, SH= 0.02, %95 GA [-0.2702, -0.1685]), fakat magdur duyarliligi ve algilanan partner duyarhhginin
etkilesim degerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamh olmadig gorilmustir (6= 0.02, SH=0.17, %95 GA [-0.0132,
0.0568]). Ote yandan, magdur duyarliginin misilleme (8= 0.18, SH= 0.02, %95 GA [0.1309, 0.2311]) ve
algilanan partner duyarliligi Gzerindeki etkisinin anlamh oldugu (8= -0.05, SH= 0.01, %95 GA [-0.0928, -
0.0186]), ancak, magdur duyarliigi ve algilanan partner duyarlihginin etkilesim degerinin istatistiksel
olarak anlamh olmadigi saptanmistir (8= -0.007, SH= 0.13, %95 GA [-0.0332, 0.0179]).

Magdur duyarliiginin yardimseverlik yoluyla 6znel iyi olus Ulzerindeki dolayli etkisinde algilanan
partner duyarhhginin dizenleyici rolliniin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadigi goriilmektedir (index= -
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0.002, %95 GA [-0.0225, 0.0153]) (bkz. Sekil 1). Benzer bigcimde, magdur duyarliliginin uzaklasma yoluyla
oznel iyi olus lzerindeki dolayli etkisi incelendiginde ise algilanan partner duyarliliginin diizenleyici roli
olmadigi tespit edilmistir (index= -0.009, %95 GA [-0.0275, 0.053]) (bkz. Sekil 2). Son olarak, magdur
duyarliliginin misilleme yoluyla 6znel iyi olus Gzerindeki dolayli etkilerine bakildiginda, bu modelde de
algilanan partner duyarliiginin dizenleyici roli yoktur (index= -0.0009, %95 GA [-0.0032, 0.077]) (bkz.

Sekil 3).

Algilanan partner duyarliiginin magdur duyarliligi ve partneri bagislama alt boyutlari (yardimseverlik,
uzaklasma, misilleme) arasindaki iliskilerde diizeyleyici roliini degerlendirmek amaciyla Johnson-Neyman
yontemi (Hayes ve Preacher, 2014) kullanilarak basit egim analizi yirGtalmustir (bknz. Sekil 4-5-6).

sekil 2
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Uzaklasmaya iliskin Moderatérlii Aracilik Modelindeki Yol Katsayilari

PPR

**0< 001

Sekil 1.

m.s'gverliée iliskin Moderatérlii Aracili®™o

Benevolence

indeki Yol Katsayilari

a

A A

Victim Sensitivity

PPR
g

.0

/ Avoidance

RN

Subiective Well-Being I

S%.

A A

Subiective Well-Reing I

Victim

-.16*

*p< .05, *

Sekil 3

*p< 001

Misillemeye iliskin Moderatérlii Aracilik Modelindeki Yol Katsayilari
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-.33%*

**p< 001
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sekil 4
Algilanan partner duyarlihiginin magdur duyarhihigi ile yardimseverlik arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici etkisi
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Sekil 5
Algilanan partner duyarliliginin magdur duyarlihigi ile uzaklasma arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici etkisi
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sekil 6
Algilanan partner duyarliliginin magdur duyarlihigi ile misilleme arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici etkisi
1.4 -
1.2 A
1
o —&—— Dustik Algilanan
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]
@ 0.6
= ---ll--- Yiksek Algilanan
0.4 - Partner Duyarlihg:
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0
Dustk Magdur Duyarliig Yuksek Magdur
Duyarliligi

Tartisma ve Sonug

Mevcut arastirmada, magdur duyarhhg ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iligskiler ve bu iligkiler Gzerindeki
araci ve diizenleyici etkiler incelenmektedir. Bu dogrultuda ilk olarak, romantik iliskide magdur duyarliligi
ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide partneri bagislamanin (yardimseverlik, uzaklasma ve misilleme) araci
rolleri incelenmektedir. Daha sonra, magdur duyarliliginin bagislama araciligi ile 6znel iyi olus tizerindeki
dolayli etkisinde algilanan partner duyarliiginin diizenleyici etkileri test edilmektedir.

Bagislamanin Araci Etkisi

Alan yazinda magdur duyarhliginin sosyal olarak belirsiz durumlarda isbirlik¢i olmayan davraniglarla
pozitif olarak iliskili oldugu gérilmektedir (Gollwitzer vd., 2009; Rothmund vd., 2011). Magdura duyarli
kisilerin magdur edilmeye karsi koymaya yatkin olduklari bilinmektedir (Baumert vd., 2022). Ortalama
Niyetlere Duyarliik Modeli (The Sensitivity to Mean Intentions Model- OND), magdur duyarliliginin
bireyleri 6zellikle umursamazlik ve giivenilmezlikle iliskilendirilen baglamsal ipuclarina tepki vermeye daha
yatkin hale getirdigini savunur (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009). Dahasi magdur duyarhligi yiksek olan
bireyler, diger insanlar tarafindan istismar edilme tehlikesinin oldugu durumlara karsi 6zellikle hassas
tepki vermektedir. Bu somiriilme korkusu, bu bireylerin daha az isbirlik¢i ve daha bencil davranmasina
yol acarak is birligi yapmamalarina neden olmaktadir. OND modelinde (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2009),
magdura duyarli bireylerin sergiledigi isbirlik¢ci olmayan davranislari kendilerini bir savunma bigimi olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Magdur duyarliigi yiksek bireyler kendilerini korumanin yani sira, gelecekte
karsilasmaktan kagindiklari somiriya de 6nlemeye calismaktadir (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). Benzer
bicimde Bilgin ve arkadaslari (2021), adaletsizlige karsi duyarli olmanin, 6zellikle haksiz muamele
gordiiginl ya da istismar edildigini hissetme egiliminin, bireylerin hem kendi kendini magdur eden
davranislarda bulunma hem de adalete duyarlilk Uzerinde etkileri olan davranislarda bulunma
konusundaki kirilganliklarini etkiledigini raporlamistir. Sonug olarak, magdur duyarhhg: yiiksek bireyler
hem somiriden kaginmak hem de kendilerini korumaya almak igin partnerlerinden uzaklasarak onlari
bagislamaya daha az yatkin olduklari mevcut galismanin bulgulari ile desteklenmektedir.

Mevcut arastirmanin bulgularindan biri; magdur duyarlligi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide
yardimseverligin araci roli oldugudur. Analiz sonucunda elde edilen bu bulgu, ¢alismanin hipotezini
destekler niteliktedir. Alan yazinda adalet duyarlilik, bireyin kendisi ve digerleri icin adalet algilarina nasil
oncelik verdiklerini anlamak igin kritik bir dl¢lidlr. Bu kavramin zaman icerisinde sabit kaldigi varsayilan
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bir egilim olarak ele alinmasi gerekliligi ortaya konmustur (Schmitt vd., 2005). Bu dogrultuda
arastirmacilar, magdur duyarliligi yiksek bireylerin tehdit altinda oldugu zaman is birliklerinde azalma
oldugunu da raporlamistir (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). Benzer bigimde, magdura duyarl bireyler
sosyal ikilem durumlarinda daha ¢ok bencil segimler yapmakta ve baskalarina yardim etmeye daha az
isteklidir (Gollwitzer, 2005). Bu bulguyu destekler nitelikte, Tham ve digerleri (2019) tarafindan yapilan bir
calismanin sonuglari olumsuz bir sonuca (yliksek magdur duyarhligl) haksiz yere maruz kalmaya duyarh
olanlarin génilli olmaya daha az istekli oldugunu gostermektedir. Benzer bicimde arastirmacilar, magdur
duyarhhgi yiksek bireylerin sosyal geri ¢cekilmeye yatkin oldugunu ve bunun da gelecekte yasanabilecek
magduriyetlere maruz kalmamak icin sosyal etkilesimlerden kaginabileceklerini ifade etmislerdir (Bondii
vd., 2022). Dahasi bu bireyler, kisilerarasi ihlallere karsi affedici olmayan tepkiler de verebilmektedir
(Gerlach vd., 2012). Bondii ve digerleri (2022), magdur duyarliligi yiksek katihmcilarin deneyimledikleri
adaletsizligi bagislamak icin neye ihtiya¢ duyduklarini anlamanin 6nemli oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.
Ayrica, adaletsizlik duygularinin bireylerin iyi olusu ve fiziksel sagliklari lzerinde bulylk etkisi vardir
(Rousseau vd., 2009). Schmitt ve digerleri(2005); paranoya, nevrotiklik, stiphecilik, intikam ve kiskanglik
ile magdur duyarliigi arasinda yiiksek diizeyde bir iliski oldugunu rapor etmistir. Bu siiphecilik, paranoid
diisiinceye donustiigiinde sosyal etkilesimlerin kalitesini ve kisinin psikolojik iyi olusunu bozabilir (Beck et.
al., 2004). Schmitt ve Dorfel (1999), magdur duyarliligi yiiksek bireylerin iyi oluglarinin algilanan adaletsizlik
nedeniyle magdur duyarhhg dusik olan kisilerin iyi oluglarina kiyasla daha fazla bozuldugunu
raporlamistir.

Arastirmanin bir diger sonucu ise, misillemenin magdur duyarliligi ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki iliskide
aracl rolinin olmadigl bulgusudur. Ancak, alan yazina bakildiginda mevcut calismadan elde edilen
sonuglarin aksine, magdur duyarliligi ve bireyin kendisi ile ilgili dezavantajli ve adaletsizlik durumlarinda
misilleme davranisi arasinda iliskiler oldugu raporlanmistir (Schmitt & Mohiyeddini, 1996). Misillemenin
genellikle caydiricilik igerdigi ve duygulanim icermedigini 6ne sirilmektedir. Ayrica, misilleme genellikle
hizli gosterilen bir tepki olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992). Mevcut ¢alismada,
katilimcilara gegmiste yasadiklari olumsuz bir deneyimi hatirlayip, bu deneyim Uzerinden misilleme
davranislari hakkinda maddeler yoneltilmistir. Misilleme davranisi hizli gésterilen bir tepki oldugundan,
deneyimlenen ko6tl olayin/durumun tzerinden zaman gegmesi ile birlikte katiimcinin konu hakkindaki
degerlendirmelerini etkilemis olabilir. Bunun sonucunda, elde edilen bulgunun magdur duyarliligi ile 6znel
iyi olus arasinda araci roli etkilemis olmasi olasidir. Fakat, misilleme ile 6znel iyi olus arasindaki negatif
yonde anlamli iliskiler bulgusu bireyin 6znel iyi olus halinin olumsuz yonde etkilendigine isaret ederek
gecmiste yapilan ¢alisma bulgulari ile uyumludur.

Magdur Duyarhhginin Bagislama Araciligi ile Oznel lyi Olus Uzerindeki Dolayl Etkisinde Algilanan
Partner Duyarlihginin Diizenleyici Etkisi

Arastirmada, magdur duyarliligi ile partneri bagislama arasindaki iliskilerin algilanan partner duyarhligi
diizeyine gore degisip degismediginin incelendigi diizenleyici degisken analiz bulgularinin desteklenmedigi
gorulmustir. Hatfield ve Traupmann'a (1981) gore, iliskiyi degerlendiren kisinin iliskiden goreli bir sekilde
esit kazang elde ettigini disindiginde adil bir iliskiden bahsedilebilir. Bu nedenle esitlik teorisi
perspektifine gore ortaklar birbirleriyle veya benzer kisilerle olan iliskilerinden elde ettikleri kazanglarini
karsilastirarak adil bir iliski yurttiip ylritmediklerine karar verirler (VanYperen & Buunk, 1994). Ancak,
magdur duyarlihgl yiksek bireyler olumsuz davranislar iceren ipuglarina daha duyarldir. Dahasi, bu
bireyler iliskilere karsi da daha giivensiz ve tepkisel yaklasmaya egilimli olduklarindan, daha az uzlagsmaci
bir tavir sergilerler (Gollwitzer & Rothmund, 2011). Gollwitzer ve digerleri (2012) tarafindan katilimcilarin
birbirinden farkli duygusal ifadelere sahip 35 animasyon yizinin givenilirligini derecelendirdigi bir
calismanin bulgulari, magdur duyarlihgr yiksek kisilerin, nétr ve dismanca yizleri, magdur duyarlihg
disuk kisilere kiyasla daha giivenilmez olarak degerlendirdigini ortaya koymustur. Dahasi arastirmada,
magdur duyarhligi yliksek katilimcilarin is birligi hedeflerini 6nemsiz olarak algiladiklari da raporlanmistir.
Sonug olarak arastirmacilar, magdur duyarhhg yiiksek bireylerin, glivenli ipuglarindan ziyade giivensiz
olanlara daha fazla odaklandiklarindan, ortaya g¢ikan asimetrinin magdur duyarhliginin hatali sosyal
yargilara nasil yol agtigini géstermesi agisindan ilk ¢alisma oldugunu ifade etmistir.
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Magdur duyarhihg dizeyi partneri bagislama davranisini olumsuz etkilemektedir. Alan yazin
incelendiginde, magdur duyarhligi kavraminin bagislamaya istekliligi anlamh bir bicimde etkileyen bir
degisken oldugu gorulmektedir (Gerlach vd., 2012). Arastirmacilar, magdur duyarhhgi ile bagislama
arasindaki iliskileri yakin iliskiler baglaminda ele alarak, magdur duyarliliginin egilimsel ve durumsal
bagislamaile iligkili oldugunu ve magdur duyarliligi yiksek kisilerin bagislama egilimlerinin dusiik oldugunu
raporlamistir. Tim bu bilgilere dayanarak, test edilen diizenleyici modelde partneri bagislama alt
boyutlarindan elde edilen modellerin anlamli oldugu goérilse de magdur duyarhhg ile algilanan partner
duyarhhg arasindaki etkilesimlerin anlamh olmadigi, dolayisiyla magdur duyarliiginin partneri
bagislamaya etkisinde algilanan partner duyarliliginin diizenleyici roli olmadigi tespit edilmistir.

Yakinhk sureci modelinde iliskide partner tarafinda deger ve ilgi gérme ve anlasilma olarak tanimlanan
Algilanan Partner Duyarliligi (APD) (Reis & Shaver, 1988), bireyin partnerinin 6nemli 6zelliklerini
algilayarak bu ozelliklere olumlu geri donitler verme derecesini ifade etmektedir (Caprariello & Reis,
2011). APD, uzun yillardir romantik iliskilerde yakinligin gelistiriimesi ve siirdirtlmesinde temel bir yapi
olarak gériilmektedir (Arican-Ding & Gable, 2023). Ornegin, Taskirec ve Solmazer’in (2023) evli bireylerde
algilanan partner duyarhhg, affetme ve duygu dizenleme arasindaki iliskileri inceledigi bir arastirmanin
bulgulari; partner duyarlihg ile affetme arasinda pozitif yonde bir iliski oldugunu goéstermistir. Bu nedenle
arastirmacilar, bireyin duyarli bir partnere sahip olmasinin affetme sirecinde olduk¢a énemli oldugunu
ifade etmistir. Ancak, magdur duyarliligi yiiksek bireyler glivenilmez durumlar ile karsi karsiya kaldiklarinda
kaginma odakli tepkiler gostermektedirler. Dahasi arastirmacilar, bu bireylerin glivenilmezlik ipuglari
olmadiginda bile adalet ve adaletsizlikle ilgili durumlara karsi biiyiik bir dikkat gésterdiklerini raporlamigtir
(Baumert vd., 2012). Bu nedenle, magdur duyarhhgi yiksek bireyler adaletsiz durumlarda kendilerini geri
cektikleri ve partnerlerinden uzaklastiklari icin partnerlerinin gosterdikleri anlayis, ilgi ve degeri
algilayamiyor olabilirler. Kendilerini is birligine kapatan bu bireyler, partnerleriyle olumsuz durumlarda is
birligi yapmayabilir, uzaklasabilir ve partneri bagislamaya génulli olmayabilir. Dolayisiyla, duyarl bir
partnere karsi kendini kapatan magdur duyarlilig yliksek kisilerin partnerlerinden gelen geri bildirimleri
dogru bir bicimde alamayacagi sdylenebilir. Bu nedenle, magdur duyarliligi diizeyi ile bagislama arasindaki
iliskide algilanan partner duyarliliginin diizenleyici roliiniin olmamasi bu iligskinin tutarsizligindan
kaynaklanabilir.

Sinirhliklar ve Oneriler

Mevcut arastirmanin bulgular degerlendirilirken bazi sinirhliklar géz 6nine alinmahdir. Bu
sinirliliklardan ilki, birinci calismada gelistirilen dlgegin hedef érneklemidir. Birinci calismanin 6rneklemi
evli bireyler oldugundan, ikinci calismanin 6rneklemi de yalnizca evli bireylerden olugsmaktadir. Ancak, bu
durum arastirma bulgularinin genellenebilirligini kisitlamaktadir. Bu nedenle, gelecekte yapilacak
galismalarin farkh iliski durumlarina sahip (flort, birlikte yasamak vb.) bireyleri ele almasi ¢alismanin
genellenebilirligini arttiracaktir.

Arastirmanin kesitsel ve iliskisel bir calisma olmasi calismanin bir diger sinirhhigidir. iliskisel
calismalarda nedensellige iliskin ¢ikarim yapilamadigindan, arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular yalnizca
degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler Uzerinden degerlendiriimektedir. Bu nedenle, arastirmacilar farkli
zamanlarda alacaklari élglimlerle (boylamsal), 6lgmek istedikleri yapinin degisimini gbzlemleyerek daha
kapsamli degerlendirmeler yapabilirler.

Mevcut ¢calismada yalnizca adalete duyarliligin magdur boyutu ele alinmistir. Gelecekte yapilacak olan
calismalar bu kavramin diger alt boyutlarina (suglu (fail), gdzlemci ve yararlanici) odaklanarak, bu
boyutlarin 6znel iyi olus ve partneri bagislama davranisi gibi romantik iliskilerle iliskili faktorleri nasil
etkiledigini ortaya konmasi ve konuyu daha genis bir perspektiften degerlendirmek igin faydali olabilir.

Magdur duyarhligi kavrami genellikle narsisizm, intikam, 6fke ve misilleme gibi olumsuz 6zellikler ile
iliskilendirilmektedir. Ancak, mevcut calismada romantik iliskilerde magdur duyarlligi ile misilleme
arasindaki iliskiler incelenmis olup, anlamh bir iliski bulunamamistir. Bu nedenle, gelecekte bu kavramin
farkh 6lglim yontemleri kullanilarak (deneysel yontem gibi) degerlendirilmesi dnerilmektedir. Ayrica,
gelecekte yapilacak calismalarin magdur duyarhhg dizeyi yiksek bireylerin romantik iliskilerinde
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yasadiklari problemlere odaklanmasi, bu alanda gelistirilecek miidahale programlari i¢in yol gosterici
olabilir. Magdur duyarliligi yliksek bireyler, iliskilerinde olumsuz olaylari kisisellestirmeye ve adaletsizlik
algisi gelistirmeye daha vyatkindir (Gollwitzer ve Rothmund, 2011). Bu baglamda, hem magdur
duyarliliginin olumsuz etkilerini azaltmaya yonelik hem de bagislama mekanizmalarini desteklemeye
yonelik verilecek olan 6z sefkat, empati ve duygu dizenleme egitimlerinin bu alanda yapilacak olan
mudahaleler bakimindan faydali olacagi disunilmektedir.

Magdur duyarhligr yiksek bireylerin adaletsiz durumlara karsi daha hassas oldugu ve daha fazla
misilleme davranisi gosterme egilimleri oldugu bilindiginden, bu davranislar azaltmak igin bilissel,
duygusal ve davranissal midahaleler gelistirilmesi ve uygulanmasi 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu dogrultuda,
duygu ve davranis odakli (6fke yonetimi vb.) yontemlerin, bireyin olumsuz tepkilerini diizenlemesine
yardimci olabilecegi diistiniimektedir.

Yazar Katki Orani

Birinci yazar: Arastirmanin tasarimi, veri toplama, yontem, bulgular, tartisma ve sonug bdéliimlerinin
yazimi. ikinci yazar: Arastirmanin tasarimi ve metodolojisine katki, bulgularin yorumlanmasi ve makalenin
bltininin gézden gegirilmesi.

Etik Beyan

"Bu arastirmanin planlanmasi, verilerin toplanmasi, analizi ve raporlanmasi sirasinda “Yiiksekogretim
Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi’nde yer alan etik ilke ve kurallara uyulmustur.
Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi'ne aykiri herhangi bir uygulama yapilmamis ve arastirmaya katilan tim
bireysel katilimcilardan bilgilendirilmis onam alinmistir." Calismanin etik kurul incelemesi Mersin
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Etik Kurulu tarafindan yapilmis Karar No: 05/03/2021-03 sayili karar
ile calisma etik agidan uygun bulunmustur.

Catisma Beyani

Yazarlar ¢alisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kurum veya kisi ile ¢ikar ¢catismasi bulunmadigini beyan
etmektedirler.
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