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Iliskilerin Yikie1 Yiizii Toksiklik: Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olceginin
Tiirkceye Uyarlama Calismasi

Ali Ammar KURT", Biilent GUNDUZ!

'Mersin Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii, Tiirkiye

Ozet: Bu calismada giiniimiiz romantik iliskilerinde siklikla dile getirilen toksik Makale Bilgileri

davranisilar oriintiilerini olcen Toksik Iliski Davramgslar: Olgegi (TIDO) Tiirkgeye Aragtirma Makalesi
uyarlanmistiv. Graham (2022) tarafindan gelistirilen 32 madde ve 6 alt boyuttan

olusan TIDO dil gecerlik ¢alismalar: icin oncelikle 5 farkli uzmana gonderilerek Gonderim Tarihi

Tiirkgeye c¢evrilmistir. Tiirk¢eye ¢evrilen dlgegin tekrar ceviri yoluyla dil gegerlik 13/10/2024

calismalart 4 wuzmanla tamamlanmistir. Arastirmacilar tarafindan nihai form -
.. . Kabul Tarihi

olusturulmus ve yapi gecerligi calismalari igin toplamda 479 katilimciya ulasilmigtir.

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi sonucunda elde edilen bulgular odlcegin alti faktorlii 04/03/2025

yapisimin dogrulandigini gostermistir. Yapu gegerligin yanmi sira yakinsak ve zrakbjcvz{c Anahtar Kelimeler

gecerlik hesaplamalart da yapilmistir. CR degerlerinin .84 ile .96 arasinda degistigi,

AVE degerlerinin de .52 ile .84 arasinda degistigi goriilmiistiir. MSV degerlerinin .51 Romantik iliskiler,
ile .64, ASV degerlerinin .33 ile .50 arasinda degistigi sonucuna ulasiimigtir. Bu durum q e
I . N .. . Toksik iliski,
olgegin yakinsak ve wraksak gecerlik kosullarini tasidigini gostermektedir. Bunun yani )

swra yiirtitiilen giivenirlik calismalar: neticesinde olcegin alt boyutlarina iligkin Olgek uyarlama.

guivenirlik katsayilarimin .83 ile .95 arasinda degistigini, ol¢egin tamamina iliskin
glivenirlik katsayisuin .96 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen bulgular TIDO 'niin
istatistiksel agidan gegerli ve giivenilir bir l¢me aract oldugu ortaya koymaktadir.

1. Giris

Insanlar anne karnindan baslayarak, 6liime kadar olan siirecte farkl iligkiler icerisinde bulunur.
S6z konusu iliskiler temelde insanin hayatta kalabilmesi amaci ile baglar ve ilerleyen yillarda
iligkilerin niteligi farkli boyutlar alabilir fakat s6z konusu bu iligkilerin insanin varlig1 i¢in
hayati 6nem tasidig1 bilinmektedir (Takahashi, 2005). Ozellikle ergenlik donemi ile beraber
romantik iliskilerin de dnemi artmaktadir. Oyle ki bircok farkli kuramsal bakis agis1 ergenlik
ile baslay1ip, geng yetiskinlik ve yetiskinlikle devam eden siirecte kimlik kazaniminin ve yakin
iligkilerin baskin oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Gerek gelisimsel gerekse sosyal baglamda ele
alindiginda bir romantik iliskiye sahip olmanin tek basina yeterli doyumu ya da iligki
gereksinimini saglayamadigi goriilmektedir. Iliskinin varliginin yani sira, islevsel yani saglikl
bir iliskiye sahip olmakta olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Hielscher ve digerleri (2021) saglikli iligskinin
giiclii iletisim ve miizakere becerileri, bakim verme davranislari, kendini ifade etme, saygi,
giiven, diriistliik ve adaletle karakterize edildigini belirtmektedir. Bu baglamda, iligkilerde
giiven duygusunun varligr da doyum diizeyi yliksek saglikli iligkilerle iliskilendirilmektedir
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(Sensoy vd., 2019). Yiriitillen aragtirmalar islevsel bir romantik iliskinin mental saglik
(Braithwaite ve Holt-Lunstad, 2017), fiziksel saglik (Braithwaite vd., 2010) ve yasam doyumu
(Roberson vd., 2018) gibi kavramlar iizerinde etkili oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu baglamda
islevsel bir romantik iliskinin bireyin yasam kalitesine 6nemli Olgiide katki sunacagi
goriilmektedir. Ne var ki romantik iligkiler her zaman iglevsel bir sekilde deneyimlenememekte
ve bireylerin yasantisinda sorunlara yol acabilmektedir.

Son donemde romantik iliskiler baglaminda yiiriitiilen ¢aligmalar, degisen iliski dinamiklerini
aciklamaya calismaktadir. Ozellikle iliskilenme bigim ve kanallarinin degistigi giiniimiizde,
goriilen bu yeni yapilarin agiklanmasi geregi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu yapilardan énemli bir tanesi
toksik iligski olarak isimlendirilen degiskendir. Toksik iliski kavrami son yillarda popiiler
kiiltirde kendisine siklikla yer bulabilen fakat bilimsel baglamda simdiye kadar pek
arastirilmamis bir kavram olarak goriilmektedir. Arastirmacilarin daha ¢ok islevsiz romantik
iligkiler (Cantopher, 2017; Church vd., 2011; Eidelson ve Epstein, 1982; Hamamci, 2005) ya
da iliskilerde karanlik {i¢liiniin etkisi (Jonason vd., 2012; Koladich ve Atkinson, 2016; Prusik
vd., 2021) lizerine odaklanmis oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bu ¢alismalar her ne kadar islevsiz
iliskileri agiklamak icin farkli perspektifler sunsa da toksik iliski kavraminin etrafinda
dolagmakta ve tam olarak kavramin icerigini yansitamamaktadir. Ozellikle yikic1 dinamiklere
sahip islevsiz iligkiler i¢in kullanilan “toksik iliski” kavramui literatiirde farkli sekillerde
tanimlanmaktadir. Cory’ye (2021) gore toksik iliskiler saglikli bir iliskide olmas1 gereken
ozellikleri tagimayan iliski big¢imleridir. Cory s6z konusu bu tanimi agarak s6z konusu
iligkilerde “toksik partnerin”, partnerine verdigi duygusal ve fiziksel zararlarin yer aldigini
vurgulamaktadir. Bununla birlikte saglikli bir iliski kisinin 6zgiivenine ve duygusal enerjisine
katk1 saglarken, toksik iligkiler 6zgiliveni yikmakta ve bireyin enerjisini tilkketmektedir. Forth ve
digerleri’ne (2022) gore psikopatik 6zellikler, aldatict yetenekler ya da biligsel uyumsuzluk gibi
kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip bireylerle girilen romantik iligkiler karsi taraf i¢in toksik iligki niteligi
tasimaktadir. Bir baska deyisle Forth ve digerleri bazi kisilik ozelliklerinin bireylerin
iliskilerinde toksiklige sebep oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Solferino ve Tessitore (2021) toksik
iligkiyi iki partnerden birinin digerine bagimli oldugu, bir tahakkiim ve boyun egme
mekanizmasinin tetiklendigi, esitsizlikle karakterize edilen bir iliski bozuklugu olarak
tanimlamaktadir.

Motz (2014), diger tanimlardan farkli olarak toksik olanin ciftlerden biri olmadigin1 aksine
“iligkinin yikict dinamiginin” toksik oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bagka bir degisle Motz’a gore
toksik olan bireyler degil, iliski icerisindeki etkilesimdir. Motz’un tanimina bakildiginda
giindelik yasamda toksik olarak tanimlanan iligkilerin daha fazla oldugu gériilmektedir. Oyle
ki ciftler arasindaki iliskide her ne kadar partnerlerden biri iligskinin toksik tarafin1 daha ¢ok
besliyor gibi goriinse de, diger partnerin de kabul edici tutumlar sergiledigi goriilebilmektedir
(Graham, 2022). Bununla birlikte ayn1 tanim igerisinde toksik iliski icerisinde tekrarli olarak
devam eden karsilikli yikicr iliski bigimleri vurgulanmaktadir. Bu iligki bi¢cimleri hakimiyet,
manipiilasyon, caresizlik, bencillik, kiskanglik veya reddedilme gibi duygu ve davraniglar
igerebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, toksik bir iliskide goriilen ortak temalardan bir digeri de,
ciftlerin birbirlerine verdigi aciya ragmen, birbirlerine kars1 yogun bir ¢ekim duymasidir. S6z
konusu tanimda toksik iliskilere iliskin sOylenenlerin ortak noktasi bireylerin toksik
olmasindansa, iligki bi¢ciminin ve iliskideki dinamigin toksik olmasidir.

Her ne kadar toksik romantik iliski tanimlar1 odaklarina aldiklar1 dinamik baglaminda
degisiklik gosteriyor olsa da tanimlarin ortak noktasinin s6z konusu iliskilerin ¢iftlerden birinin
ya da her ikisinin de toksik iligkilerden gerek yasantisal gerekse kisisel yonden olumsuz
etkilenmeleri oldugu sdylenebilir. Lee’ye (2007) gore toksik iligkiye sahip bireyler ¢ok ciddi
tilkenmislik yasamaktadir. Bunun yani sira toksik iliski icindeki bireylerin siklikla giivensizlik
yasadiklar, iligki i¢inde hedef gosterildikleri ve sonu gelmeyen catismalarin i¢inde olduklar
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sOylenebilir. S6z konusu etkiler basta iligkisel sorunlara yol agmakla birlikte bireyin psikolojik,
sosyal ve fiziksel alanlarda problemler yasamasina da sebep olmaktadir (Lee, 2007). Soz
konusu etkiler de goéz Oniine alindiginda toksik romantik iliski kavraminin flort siddeti,
duygusal manipiilasyon, sevgi bombardimani gibi kavramlar1 da kapsayan ¢at1 bir kavram
oldugu goriilmektedir (Graham, 2022). Oyle ki toksik romantik iliskiler, partnerlerin
hayatlarinin farkli yonlerden etkilendigi ve bununla birlikte s6z konusu diger kavramlarda yer
alan davranigsal, biligsel ve psikolojik oriintiilerin siklikla kullanildig: bir iligski bigimi olarak
goriilmektedir.

Yukarida da ifade edildigi gibi toksik iligki kavraminin gerek popiiler kiiltiirde gerekse glindelik
yasamda siklikla kullanilmaya baslanmasi s6z konusu kavramin bilimsel diizlemde
degerlendirilebilmesi gerekligini de ortaya koymaktadir. Ozellikle toksik iliski dinamiklerinin
davranissal c¢iktilarina odaklanan bir 6lgme aracinin s6z konusu dinamiklere iliskin 6nemli
bilgiler verebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda son donemde ¢ift terapistlerinin siklikla
karsilastig1r bu yapinin ve davranigsal Oriintiilerin bilimsel olarak daha derinlemesine katk1
sunabilmesi ve alan uygulayicilarma yon verebilmesi adma Toksik iliski Davranislar:
Olgeginin  Tiirkgeye uyarlanma ¢alismasinin  alanyazma &nemli  katkilar — sunacag
diisiiniilmektedir. Uyarlama c¢alismas1 ylriitiilen bu 6lgek ulusal alanyazinda var olan ve
islevsiz iliski Oriintiilerini 6l¢meyi hedefleyen diger 6l¢eklerden iliskinin farkli yonlerini ayni
anda kapsamasi ve s6z konusu iglevsiz oriintiilere maruz kalan, bir bagka deyisle toksik iligki
kurbani, bireyin durumunu belirlemeye ¢aligmasi noktasinda ayrigsmaktadir. Bunun yani sira
iligki dinamiklerinin ¢ok hizli degistigi giiniimiizde ele alinan yapilarin giincel bir sekilde ele
alinmas1 hususunda da alanyazinda yer alan giincel bir konuya deginmesi Olcegi diger
Olceklerden ayrigtirmaktadir. Tiim bu baglam ve alanyazin 1s1ginda s6z konusu arastirmada
“Toksik Iliski Davramglar1 Olgegi nin Tiirkiye Kiiltiiriine gore ya da Tiirkgeye gdre psikometrik
ozellikleri nasildir?” sorusuna yanit aranmaktadir.

2. Yontem

Bu arastirmanin amaci1 Toksik iliski Davramslar1 Olgegi’nin (TIDO) Tiirkge’ye uyarlama
calismasini yiiriitmektedir. Olgek uyarlama calismalar: farkli bir kiiltiir ve dilde gelistirilmis
olan bir 6l¢egin bagka kiiltiir ve dillere uyarlanarak, psikometrik ¢alismalarinin yiiriitiilmesidir
(Deniz, 2007; ITC, 2017). Calisma kapsaminda nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden tarama modeli
kullanilmistir.

2.1.Calisma Grubu

Toksik Iliski Davramslar1 Olgegi uyarlama galigmasi kapsaminda dlgegin yapr gegerligi ve
giivenirligini test etmek adina 479 kisiden veri toplanmistir. Calisma grubuna iligkin betimsel
istatistikler Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Calisma Grubuna Iliskin Betimleyici Istatistikler

Cinsiyet f %
Kadin 345 72
Erkek 134 28

Iliski Durumu

Su an bir iligkisi yok fakat daha 6nce olmus 105 21,9
Su an bir iligkisi var 374 78,1
Toplam 479

*p <.05
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Calisma grubunu toplamda 479 katilimcidan olusturmaktadir. Bu bireylerin 345°1 (%72) kadin,
134’1 1se (%28) erkektir. Katilimcilarin yas araligi 18 ile 63 yas arasinda degismekte olup,
ortalama yas 32,13 (ss=8,66) olarak belirlenmistir. Olcek uyarlama calismasina katilan
kisilerin, ya mevcut ya da gegmiste en az bir romantik iliski deneyimi olmasi sart1 aranmaktadir.
Katilimeilardan 105’1 su anda bir iliskisi olmadigini, ancak daha 6nce bir romantik partneri
bulundugunu belirtirken, 374 kisi ise su an bir romantik iliski i¢cinde olduklarini ifade
etmektedir.

2.2. Veri Toplama Aracglan
Bu boliimde arastirmada kullanilan veri araglarina iligkin bilgi verilmistir.
2.2.1. Kigisel Bilgi Formu

Kisisel bilgi formu arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Form igerisinde katilimcilarin yast,
cinsiyeti, su anki iliski durumu ve gecmis iliski durumu sorulmaktadir.

2.2.2. Toksik Iliski Davranislart Olgegi

Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi doktora tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda Graham (2022) tarafindan
gelistirilmistir. Olgek 6 alt boyut (soyutlama, hakli benmerkezcilik, temkinli davranmak,
elestirme ve asagilama, gozetim, tutarsiz davranislar sergilemek) ve 32 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Olgekten en diisiik 32 puan almabilmektedir ve séz konusu bu puan iliski
icerisinde toksik iliski davraniglarinin azligina isaret etmektedir. Bunun yani sira 6l¢ekten
aliabilecek en yliksek puan 160 olup puanin artmasi iligki i¢erisinde toksik iliski davraniglarini
siklikla goriildiiglinii, dolayisiyla toksik iliski dinamiklerinin iligki ig¢erisinde yogun oldugunu
gostermektedir. Olgekten toplam puan alinabildigi gibi, alt boyutlar kendi igerisinde de
puanlanmaya uygundur. Orijinal dlgege iliskin i¢ tutarlik katsayist bilgisi verilmemekte olup,
bu calismada 6lgegin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayinin .95 oldugu gériilmektedir. Olgegin
Tiirkceye uyarlanma calismast kapsaminda oncelikle yazardan gerekli izinler alinmis ve
ardindan uzman goriis formu olusturulmustur. Uzman goriis formlar1 Psikolojik Danigsmanlik
ve Rehberlik alanindan 3, Ingilizce Ogretmenligi alanindan 2 farkli uzmana génderilmistir.
Uzman doniitleri sonrasinda 6l¢egin deneme formuna son hali verilmistir. Dil gecerligi i¢in 3
farkli uzmana (2 Psikolojik Damigsmanlik ve Rehberlik, 1 Ingilizce Ogretmenligi alanindan)
gonderilen Glgegin deneme formuna gelen doniitler neticesinde son hali verilmis ve yapinin
dogrulanmasi igin dogrulayici faktdr analizi yiiriitiilmiistiir. Olgegin psikometrik sonuglari
bulgular boliimiinde verilmistir.

2.3. Verilerin Toplanmasi

Verilerin toplanabilmesi igin &ncelikle Mersin Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Etik
Kurulu’na basvuruda bulunularak gerekli izinler alinmistir. izinlerin alinmasinin ardindan son
hali verilen nihai form elektronik ortama aktarilarak, s6z konusu formun calisma grubuna
katilabilecek bireylere ulastirilmasi saglanmistir. Caligmaya katilacak olan bireylerin su an ya
da daha Once en az bir tane romantik iliski igerisinde olmasi kosulu aranmistir. S6z konusu
kosulun aranmasmin temel sebebi, Olcekte yer alan sorularin romantik iliski yasanti
deneyimlerine yonelik olmasidir. Elde edilen veriler sonrasinda dlgegin yap1 gegerligini ortaya
koyabilmek i¢in gerekli analizler yliriitilmiistir.

2.4. Verilerin Analizi

Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmasi ¢alismasi kapsaminda &ncelikle
elde edilen verilerin yap1 gegerligi analizlerine hazir hale getirilmesi i¢in bir dizi islem
gerceklestirilmistir. Uyarlama calismalarina gecilmeden once ¢ok degiskenli istatistiklerin
varsayimlari olan kayip veri problemi, tekli ve ¢coklu ug¢ degerler, coklu baglant1 problemi ve
hatalarin bagimsizlig1 test edilmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). +3 ile -3 Z puani temel
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aliarak incelendiginde veri setinde herhangi bir tekli u¢ degerin bulunmadigi goriilmektedir.
Coklu u¢ degerler icin Mahalonobis uzakligi hesaplanmistir. Kritik deger olan X2 (32; 0.001)
= 62.48’in lizerinde olan 13 gdzlem veri setinden ¢ikartilmis ve toplamda 479 veri ile analiz
islemlerine devam edilmistir. Ol¢ek uyarlama ¢alismasina iliskin veri setinde herhangi bir ¢oklu
baglant1 problemi olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri, 6ncelikle deneme
uygulamasindan elde edilen verilerle agimlayicit faktér analizi (AFA) yapilarak o6lgegin
yapisinin ortaya konmasini, ardindan bu yapinin dogrulanmasi amaciyla yeni bir veri setiyle
dogrulayici faktor analizinin (DFA) gergeklestirilmesini ve giivenirlik i¢in i¢ tutarlik (6rnegin
Cronbach alfa) ile test-tekrar test yontemlerinin uygulanmasini kapsayan bir siiregtir (Acar vd.,
2025). Varsayimlar test edildikten sonra Ol¢egin yap1 gegerligini ortaya koyacak olan
dogrulayici faktor analizi yiiriitiilmiis ve s6z konusu gecerligi test ederken ki-kare/sd, RMSEA,
CFI, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI ve NNFI uyum indeksleri géz oniinde bulundurulmustur (ITC,
2017). S6z konusu indeksler i¢in Tablo 2°de verilen dlgiitler baz alinmistir.

Tablo 2. Cok Degiskenli Istatistiklerde Uyum Indeksleri Kriterleri

X/sd GFI AGFI NNFI NFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Miikemmel Uyum <3 <90 <95 >95 >95 >95 <05 <.05
fyi Uyum <5 <85 <85 <90 <90 <90 <.08 <.08

(Brown, 2006; Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Kelloway, 1989; Siimer, 2000; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013)

3. Bulgular

Bu baslik altinda Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi’nin yap1 gegerligi, giivenirlik bulgularina ve
6lcegin puanlanmasina iligkin bilgiler verilmistir.

3.1. Toksik Iligki Davramslar1 Olcegi’nin Yap1 Gecerlik Bulgular

Toksik Iliski Davramiglar1 Olgegi’nin yap1 gegerligini ortaya koyabilmek igin dogrulayici faktdr
analizi yuritiilmustir. Analiz sonrasinda elde edilen uyum indeksleri incelendiginde uyum
tyiliginin yani Ki-kare/serbestlik derecesinin (x2/sd=3,32) miikemmel uyum ortaya koydugu
goriilmektedir. Ayrica normlastirilmis ve normlastirilmamis uyum indekslerinin (NFI ve NNFI)
miitkemmel uyum (NFI=.98; NNFI=.98) ortaya koydugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Benzer sekilde
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residuals) degerinin de (SRMR= .04) miikemmel
uyum gosterdigi; GFI ve AGFI'nin iyi uyum (.84; .81) ortaya koydugu goriilmektedir. RMSEA
degeri de (.07) modelin iyi uyum gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir. Olgegin yap: gecerligi
calismalar1 kapsaminda elde edilen uyum indeksleri Tablo 3’te verilmistir. Buraya arastirma
makaleleri icin bulgular kism1 eklenmeli ve yukaridaki onerilere dikkat edilmelidir.

Tablo 3. Toksik Iliski Davranislar Olgegi’ne Iliskin Uyum Indeksleri

RMSE

Model X Xsd GFI AGFI NNFI  NFI CFI A SRMR
Alt1 Faktorli
Model 1483 3,32 .84 .81 98 98 98 .07 .04
Mikemmel
Uyum <3 <90 <95 > 95 > 95 > 95 <.05 <.05
Iyi Uyum <5 <85 <85 <90 <90 <90 <.08 <.08

Gegerlik i¢in sadece yapisal uygunluk degil, yakinsak ve iraksak gegerliklerin de test edilmesi
oldukca 6nemlidir. Yakinsak gecerlik ayni faktor altinda yer alan ifadelerin faktor ile iliskilerini
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aciklarken, 1raksak gecerlik s6z konusu ifadelerin diger faktorlerle olabildigince az iliski ortaya
koymasini agiklamaktadir (Yaslhioglu, 2017). Bu nedenle dogrulayici faktor analizi bulgularina
dayanarak yakinsak ve iraksak gecerlilik ve CR degerleri de hesaplanmigtir. Yap1 gegerliligi
icin yakinsak ve iraksak gecerlik kosullar1 (Fornell ve Larcker, 1981) incelenmistir. Yakinsak
gecerlik icin, 6lgegin AVE (Ortalama Varyans Agiklanani) ve CR (Birlesik Gilivenilirlik)
degerleri hesaplanmustir.

Elde edilen sonuglar, 6lcegin CR degerlerinin (Soyutlama=.93; Hakli Benmerkezcilik=.90;
Temkinli Davranmak=.84; Elestirme ve Asagilama=.91; Gozetim=.90; Tutarsiz Davranis
Sergilemek=.96) AVE'den (Soyutlama=.74; Hakli Benmerkezcilik=.64; Temkinli
Davranmak=.52; Elestirme ve Asagilama=.67; Gozetim=.52; Tutarsiz Davranis
Sergilemek=.83) biiyiik oldugunu ve yakinsak gegerlik kosullarini karsiladigin1 gostermektedir.
Ayrica, raksak gegerlik i¢in Maksimum Paylasilan Varyans (MSV) ve Ortalama Paylasilan
Varyans (ASV) degerleri hesaplanmustir.

Alt faktorlerden, soyutlanma alt faktorii i¢in MSV degeri .51, ASV degeri .46; hakli
benmerkezcilik alt faktorii i¢in MSV degeri .64, ASV degeri .46; temkinli davranmak alt
faktorii icin MSV degeri .54, ASV degeri .46; elestirme ve asagilama alt faktorii icin MSV
degeri .59, ASV degeri .43; gozetim alt faktori icin MSV degeri .51, ASV degeri .33 ve son
olarak tutarsiz davranis sergilemek alt faktorii i¢in MSV degeri .64, ASV degeri .50 olarak
bulunmustur. Iraksak gegerlik kosullart olan MSV ve ASV degerlerinin, AVE degerinden daha
diisiik oldugu ve dlgegin raksak gegerlik kosullarini karsiladig1 gdzlemlenmistir. Olgege iliskin
CR, AVE, MSV ve ASV degerleri Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Toksik Iliski Davranislar Olgegi alt faktorlerine iliskin CR, AVE, MSV ve ASV degerleri

Alt Faktor CR AVE MSV ASV
Soyutlama .93 74 Sl 46
Hakli Benmerkezcilik 90 .64 .64 46
Temkinli Davranmak .84 52 .54 46
Elestirme ve 91 67 59 43
Asagilama
Gozetim .90 52 51 33
Tutarsiz .Davranls 96 33 64 50
Sergileme
) AVE>.50
Kriterler CR>.70 CRSAVE MSV<AVE ASV<AVE

Yiiriitiilen yap1 gecerlik analizleri sonrasinda Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi’ne iliskin 6lgme
modeli Sekil 1’de verilmistir.
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Sekil 1. Toksik Iliski Davramslar: Olgegi'ne Iliskin Alti Faktorlii Model ve Standardize Edilmis
Katsaylar
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Olgege iliskin 6lgme modeli ele alindifinda ii¢ farkli modifikasyonun yapildigi goriilmektedir. S6z
konusu modifikasyonlar 7 ile 12. madde, 13 ile 14. madde ve son olarak 18 ve 19. madde arasinda
yapilmistir. Ayni faktor altinda benzer yapilar1 6lgen maddeler arasinda modifikasyon yapilabilmektedir
(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Olgme modeline iliskin modifikasyonlar incelendiginde de benzer yapilar
altindaki maddeler arasinda modifikasyon yapildig1 goriilmektedir.

3.2. Toksik Iliski Davramislar1 Ol¢egi’nin Giivenirlik Bulgular

Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi’ne iliskin giivenirlik bulgular icin Slgege iliskin Cronbach
alfa katsayilar1 elde edilmistir. Elde edilen Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Toksik Iliski Davranislar: Olgegi’'ne Ait Cronbach Alfa Katsayilar:

Faktorler Madde Sayis1 Cronbach a
Soyutlama 5 .92
Hakli Benmerkezcilik 7 .90
Temkinli Davranmak 5 .83
Elestirme ve Asagilama 5 .90
Gozetim 5 .85
Tutarsiz Davranislar Sergilemek 5 95
Toksik iliski Davramslar1 Olgegi 32 .96

Olgegin alt boyutlarina iliskin giivenirlik katsayilari sirastyla “soyutlama” alt boyutu igin .92,
“hakli benmerkezcilik” alt boyutu i¢in .90, “temkinlik davranmak” alt boyutu i¢in .83,
“elestirme ve asagilama” alt boyutu i¢in .90, “gdzetim” alt boyutu i¢in .85 ve son olarak
“tutarsiz davranis sergilemek” alt boyutu i¢in .95 olarak elde edilmistir. Kili¢’a (2021) gore
Cronbach alfa katsayisinin .70 iizerinde olmas1 Ol¢egin giivenilir bir l¢ek olduguna isaret
etmektedir.

3.3. Toksik Iliski Davramslar1 Olcegi’nin Puanlanmasi

Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi 1 ile 5 arasinda puanlanana likert tipi bir dlcektir. Olgekte
puanlama 1 (hig), 2 (nadiren), 3 (bazen), 4 (sik sik) ve 5 (her zaman) seklinde yapilmaktadir.
Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 32 olup, en yiiksek puan 160’tir. Olgekte toplam 6 alt
boyut bulunmaktadir. Bu alt boyutlar sirasiyla “Soyutlama” (1,2,3,4 ve 5. maddeler), “Hakl1
Benmerkezcilik™ (6,7,8,9,10,11 ve 12. maddeler), “Temkinli Davranmak” (13,14,15,16 ve 17.
maddeler), “Elestirme ve Asagilama” (18,19,20,21 ve 22. maddeler), “Gozetim” (23,24,25,26
ve 27. maddeler), “Tutarsiz Davraniglar Sergilemek” (28,29,30,31 ve 32. Maddeler)
seklindedir. Olgekte ters puanlanan madde yer almamaktadir. Olgekten elde edilen toplam puan
iliski icerisindeki toksik iliski davramslarmim yogunluguna isaret etmektedir. Olcek alt
boyutlarindan da toplam puanlar elde edilebilmektedir.

4. Sonuc, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda vyiiriitiilen analizler, Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin Tiirkgeye
uyarlanmis versiyonunun gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢gme aract oldugunu gostermektedir. Yapilan
faktor analizleri sonucunda 6lgegin 6zgiin yapisinin korundugu ve psikometrik 6zelliklerinin
yeterli diizeyde oldugu bulunmustur. Elde edilen bulgular Graham’in (2022) yiiriittiigii orijinal
dlgek gelistirme calismasindaki bulgularla biiyiik élgiide tutarhidir. Olgegin faktdr yapismin
benzer sekilde korundugu ve alt boyutlarinin orijinal ¢alismada da vurgulanan toksik iligki
dinamikleriyle ortiistiigli goriilmektedir. Toksik iliski olgusu popiiler kiiltiirde ¢ok uzun siiredir
var olan fakat psikoloji alaninda yiiriitiilen calismalarda kendisine ¢ok az yer bulabilen bir olgu
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olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda Graham (2022) tarafindan gelistirilen
Toksik iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin Tiirkceye uyarlama calismalar1 yiiriitiilmiistiir. Toksik
iliski temelde bireye duygusal, biligsel ve fiziksel katki sunmasi beklenen fonksiyonel bir
iliskinin tam aksine bireye zarar veren bir iligki olarak tanimlanabilir (Cory, 2021). Literatiirde
s6z konusu iligkinin bireylerden kaynaklandigini (Cory, 2021; Forth vd., 2022) savunan
goriisler olmakla birlikte iki kisinin olusturdugu iliski dinamiklerinin toksiklige sebep oldugunu
One siiren goriisler de (Motz, 2014) yer almaktadir. Kaynagindan bagimsiz olarak toksik
iliskilerin belirli davranigsal ¢iktilar1 oldugu goriilmektedir. S6z konusu bu davranislara, bu
arastirmada uyarlama calismast yiiriitiilen Toksik iliski Davranislar1 Olgegi kapsaminda siklikla
vurgu yapilmaktadir. Uyarlama g¢alismasi yiiriitiilen 6lgek toplamda 6 farkli alt boyuttan
olugmaktadir. Bu alt boyutlar sirastyla “soyutlama”, “hakli benmerkezcilik”, “temkinlik
davranmak”, “elestirme ve asagilama”, “gdzetim” ve “tutarsiz davranis sergilemek™ olarak
isimlendirilmistir.

Toksik iliski literatiirii oldukca yeni oldugundan s6z konusu olguyu daha ¢ok iligkili kavramlar
ile aciklayan ¢alismalar oldugu goriilmektedir. Alanyazin incelendiginde flort/iliski siddeti,
istismar dongiisii (cycle of abuse), travmatik iliskilenme, iliskisel bagimlilik, b kiimesi kisilik
bozukluklar1 (antisosyal kisilik bozukluklari, narsistik kisilik bozukluklari, sinirda kisilik
bozuklar1), duygusal manipiilasyon (gaslighting) gibi kavramlarin toksik iliski olgusunu
besleyen ve bireylerin kurdugu iligkileri toksik olarak tanimlamaya yarayan kavramlar oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu kavramlar toksik iliskileri agiklarken siklikla kargimiza ¢ikan kavramlardir.
Omegin 6lgegin alt boyutlarindan olan elestirme ve asagilama alt boyutunda “Esim kendimi
degersiz hissettirecek seyler sdyler.” ya da “Esim beni asagilar” gibi maddeler yer almaktadir.
Bu maddeler toksik iliskiyi anlatirken siklikla atifta bulunulan iliski siddetine dikkat
cekmektedir. Oyle ki iliski/flort siddeti fiziksel olabildigi kadar, psikolojik siddet olarak da
karstmiza ¢ikmaktadir. iliski igerisindeki siddet farkli formlarda olmakla birlikte benzer
ciktilara sebep olmaktadir. Alanyazin incelendiginde iligski siddetinin anksiyete, depresyon,
antisosyal davranislar ve hatta intihar diistinceleri gibi ¢iktilara sahip oldugu goriilmektedir
(Foshee vd., 2013). Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda Tiirkceye uyarlama calismasi yapilan Toksik liski
Davranislar1 Olgeginin elestirme ve asagilama ile gdzetim alt boyutu olmak iizere farkli alt
boyutlarinin s6z konusu siddete iliskin davraniglart 6l¢tiigii soylenebilir. Bunun yani sira toksik
iligkilerin temel dinamiklerinden bir diger iliskisel bagimlilik olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Ozellikle toksik iliskilerin siirdiiriilmesine sebep olan “iliskisel baglar’in giiclenmesine dnciiliik
eden iliskisel bagimlilik bireylerin iliski igerisinde ¢cok yogun fiziksel temas, yogun kiskanglik
ya da sahiplenme gibi davranislar ortaya koymasina sebep olmaktadir.

Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin bagimlilik davramglarini besleyen maddeleri oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ornegin hakli benmerkezcilik alt boyutunda yer alan “Her sey esimin istekleri
etrafinda sekillenir.” gibi maddeler bireylerin partnerlerine olan islevsiz bagliliklarini ortaya
koymay1 hedeflemektedir. Bunun yani sira s6z konusu davranis Oriintiilerinin sadece bu
davranigi1 besleyen partnerden degil, bagimlilik duyulan partnerden de kaynakli olabilecegin
bilinmektedir (Graham, 2022). Bu durum toksik iliskileri aciklamakta kullanilan ve birlikte ele
alian bir diger degisken olan B kiimesi kisilik bozukluklarini isaret etmektedir. APA’ya (2013)
gore kisilik bozuklugu olan bireyler kalici uyumsuz diisiinme, duygulanim ve davranis
kaliplarina sahiptir. DSM V-TR’te (2013) yer alan alan kisilik bozukluklar1 A-B-C Kiime
bozukluklar olarak ele alinmaktadir. B kiimesi kisilik bozukluklar1 daha ¢ok kisilerarasi
iligkilerle ilintilidir ve B kiimesi kisilik bozukluguna sahip bireylerin toksik iliskiler
yasamasinin ¢ok daha olas1 oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu kiime altinda antisosyal kisilik bozuklugu,
narsistik kisilik bozuklugu gibi farkli tipte bozukluklar yer almaktadir. Toksik Iligki
Davranislar1 Olgeginde yer alan tutarsiz davranis sergilemek alt boyutunun 6zellikle bu tiir
kisilik bozukluklart ile iligkili olabilecegi sdylenebilir. Oyle ki bu alt boyut igerisindeki “Esimin
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davraniglar1 bir sicak bir soguktur.” ya da “Esim bir an bana ¢ok asikmis hemen sonrasinda
benden nefret edermis gibi davranir.” gibi maddeler bireylerin, partnerlerine iliskin tutarsiz
davramslar1 raporlamasini gerektirmektedir. Ozellikle B kiimesi kisilik bozukluguna sahip
bireylerin duygu diizenlemede (Lay, 2019) sikintilar yasadig:1 bilinmektedir. Olgegin bu
durumu farkli maddelerle dlgmeye calistigi sOylenebilir. Benzer sekilde Timmerman ve
Emmelkamp’in (2006) yiirtittiikleri calismada B kiimesi kisilik bozukluklarina sahip bireylerin
A ve C kiimesi bozukluga sahip bireylere kiyasla baglanma ile iligkisinin diisiik oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Bu sonugtan hareketle Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin B kiimesi kisilik
bozukluklarinin iliskilere yansimasina iligskin ipuglar1 verebilecegi sdylenebilir.

Toksik iligki dinamiklerini ortaya ¢ikaracagi diisliniilen bir diger yap1 ise duygusal
manipiilasyondur. Uyarlama ¢alismas: yiiriitiilen 61¢egin neredeyse her alt boyutunda duygusal
manipiilasyona iliskin maddeler yer almaktadir. Duygusal manipiilasyon bireyi, kendi akil
saghigint veya gergekligini sorgulayacak derecede psikolojik olarak manipiile etmek olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Duygusal manipiilasyona maruz kalan kisi, iligskisinde kendini stirekli eksik
hissetmekte, yaptig1 seylerin yanlis oldugunu disiinmekte ve bu tepkilerin kendi
sorumlulugunda olduguyla ilgili suglanabilmektedir. Duygusal manipiilasyon uygulayanlar
“Asir1 tepki veriyorsun”, Fazla alingansin” “Her seyi kafanda kuruyorsun” gibi climleler
kurmakta ve psikolojik manipiilasyon uyguladiklar1 kiside kontrol sahibi olmaya ve
yasananlarin karsisindaki kisiden kaynakli olduguna inandirmaya ¢alismaktadir. Toksik iliski
Davranislar1 6lgegi de bu yapilar1 ortaya koyabilecek maddelere sahiptir. Ornegin; “Esim
su¢lanmamak i¢in olaylar1 ¢arpitir.” ya da “Esimi kizdiracak seyler yapmaktan korkarim.” gibi
maddeler farkli alt boyutlar altinda olsalar bile duygusal manipiilasyonu ortaya ¢ikarmaya
yarayacak maddeler olarak goriilmektedir. Popiiler kiiltiirde siklikla kullanilan bu kavramlar
islevsiz ve bireylere gerek duygusal gerekse fiziki zarar verebilme ihtimali olan romantik iliski
davraniglarin1 agiklamaktadir oysa toksik iligki kavrami bir ¢ati kavram olarak karsimiza
cikmakta ve tiim bu degiskenleri kapsamaktadir.

Sonug olarak Toksik Iliski Davranislar1 Olgeginin dlgmeye calistig1 yapiya iliskin giiclii ve
kapsamli maddeleri oldugu, s6z konusu yapinin daha once farkli ¢aligmalarda gegerliginin
ortaya kondugu sdylenebilir. Yiiriitiilen bu ¢alismada elde edilen bulgular da Toksik iliski
Davranislar1 Olgeginin Tiirkgeye uyarlama calismasmin istendik sonuglar ortaya koydugunu
gostermektedir. Olgegin alt boyutlarina iliskin giivenirlik katsayilari sirasiyla “soyutlama” alt
boyutu i¢in .92, “hakli benmerkezcilik™ alt boyutu i¢in .90, “temkinlik davranmak™ alt boyutu
i¢cin .83, “elestirme ve asagilama” alt boyutu i¢in .90, “gbzetim” alt boyutu i¢in .85 ve son olarak
“tutarsiz davranis sergilemek” alt boyutu i¢in .95 olarak elde edilmistir. S6z konusu bulgular
ve alanyazin 1518inda, uyarlama caligmasi yapilan Olgegin istatistiksel acidan gecgerli ve
giivenilir bir 6l¢ek oldugu sdylenebilir.

Bu baglamda sz konusu 6lgek ¢iftlerle ¢calisan ruh sagligi uzmanlari, uygulayicilar, bu konuda
betimsel c¢alisma yapmak isteyen arastirmacilar i¢in Onemli bir Olgme aract olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Gelecekteki arastirmalarda, Olgegin farkli kiiltiirel baglamlarda
gecerliliginin test edilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Ozellikle, bireyci ve toplulukgu kiiltiirler arasinda
toksik iliski davraniglariin farklilagabilecegi géz 6nilinde bulundurulmalidir. Bunun yani sira,
Olcegin Olciit gecerligi caligmalarinin yapilmasi, 6zellikle toksik iliskiyle iliskili oldugu
diisiiniilen degiskenlerle (6rnegin, baglanma stilleri, psikolojik iyi olus, kisilik 6zellikleri)
karsilastirmali  analizler gergeklestirilmesi faydali olacaktir. Ayrica, Olgegin klinik
orneklemlerde de test edilerek psikopatoloji ile iligkilerinin incelenmesi, ruh sagligi
profesyonellerinin toksik iligki davranislarini daha i1yi1 degerlendirmesine katki saglayabilir.
Toksik iligki davraniglari toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri ile yakindan iligkili olup bu aragtirmada da
gonilli katilimeilari biiytik kisminin kadinlardan olustugu goriilmektedir. Bu durum arastirma
kapsaminda uyarlama c¢alismas1 yapilan 6l¢egin genellenebilirligi agisindan bir sinirlik olarak
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degerlendirilebilir. Literatiirde, kadinlarin toksik iliski deneyimlerini bildirme olasiliginin daha
yuksek oldugu belirtilmektedir (Motz, 2014). Ancak, erkeklerin ve diger toplumsal cinsiyet
kimliklerine sahip bireylerin de bu tiir iligki dinamiklerini nasil deneyimledigini anlamak igin
daha dengeli 6rneklemlerle calismalar yiiriitiilmesi gerekmektedir. Olgegin ortaya koydugu
yap1 incelendiginde, bu yapiy1 degerlendiren ya da olgen bir aracin olmadigi gézlemlenmis
olup, bunun sonucunda Ol¢iit bagil gecerlik ¢alismasi yiiriitilememistir. Bu durum da
calismanin farkl bir sinirlig1 olarak goriilebilir.
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Abstract: In this study, the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale (TRBS), which rticle Details

measures the patterns of toxic behaviors frequently expressed in today's romantic Research Article
relationships, was adapted into Turkish. The TRBS, which consists of 32 items and 6
subscales developed by Graham (2022), was first translated into Turkish by sending it
to 5 different experts for language validity studies. The language validity studies of the 13/10/2024
scale translated into Turkish were completed with 4 experts through re-translation.
The final form was created by the researchers and a total of 479 participants were
reached for construct validity studies. The findings obtained as a result of 04/03/2025
Confirmatory Factor Analysis showed that the six-factor structure of the scale was
confirmed. In addition to construct validity, convergent and divergent validity
calculations were also performed. It was observed that CR values ranged between .84 Romantic
and .96 and AVE values ranged between .52 and .84. It was concluded that MSV values
ranged between .51 and .64 and ASV values ranged between .33 and .50. This shows
that the scale meets the convergent and divergent validity conditions. In addition, as a Toxic relationsihps,
result of the reliability studies, it was seen that the reliability coefficients for the
subscales of the scale ranged between .83 and .95, and the reliability coefficient for
the whole scale was .96. The findings revealed that the TRBS is a statistically valid and
reliable measurement tool.
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1. Introduction

From the womb to death, individuals engage in various relationships throughout their lives.
These relationships primarily begin as a means of survival, and as years progress, their nature
may evolve in different dimensions. Nonetheless, these relationships are known to be vital for
human existence (Takahashi, 2005). The importance of romantic relationships, in particular,
increases during adolescence. Many theoretical perspectives argue that identity formation and
the development of close relationships become prominent in the period that begins with
adolescence and extends through emerging adulthood. From both developmental and social
standpoints, merely being in a romantic relationship does not suffice to meet one’s relational
needs or provide adequate satisfaction. Beyond the mere existence of a relationship, having a
functional and healthy one is crucial. According to Hielscher et al. (2021), healthy relationships
are characterized by strong communication and negotiation skills, caregiving behaviors, self-
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expression, respect, trust, honesty, and fairness. In this context, the presence of trust in romantic
relationships is also associated with healthy relationships characterized by high levels of
satisfaction (Sensoy et al., 2019). Research has shown that a functional romantic relationship
positively affects concepts such as mental health (Braithwaite & Holt-Lunstad, 2017), physical
health (Braithwaite et al., 2010), and life satisfaction (Roberson et al., 2018). Accordingly, it is
evident that a functional romantic relationship significantly contributes to an individual’s
quality of life. However, romantic relationships are not always experienced functionally and
can lead to problems in individuals’ lives.

Recent studies on romantic relationships have aimed to explain changing relational dynamics.
Particularly in today’s world, where the forms and channels of connection have transformed,
there arises a need to explain these new relational structures. One such structure is the
phenomenon referred to as “toxic relationships.” Although the concept of toxic relationships
has become quite prevalent in popular culture in recent years, it has not been widely explored
in the scientific literature. Most researchers have focused instead on dysfunctional romantic
relationships (Cantopher, 2017; Church et al., 2011; Eidelson & Epstein, 1982; Hamamci,
2005) or the effects of the Dark Triad in relationships (Jonason et al., 2012; Koladich &
Atkinson, 2016; Prusik ef al., 2021). While these studies offer various perspectives to explain
dysfunctional relationships, they tend to orbit the concept of toxic relationships without
capturing its full essence. Especially in cases of dysfunctional relationships marked by
destructive dynamics, the term "toxic relationship" is used, though its definition varies across
the literature. According to Cory (2021), toxic relationships lack the features of a healthy
relationship. Cory elaborates that such relationships involve emotional and physical harm
inflicted by the “toxic partner.” While healthy relationships contribute to a person’s self-
confidence and emotional vitality, toxic relationships erode self-confidence and drain one’s
energy. According to Forth et al., (2022), romantic relationships involving individuals with
traits such as psychopathy, deceptive abilities, or cognitive dissonance are toxic for the other
party. In other words, certain personality traits are believed to give rise to toxicity in
relationships. Solferino and Tessitore (2021) define toxic relationships as those characterized
by dependency, dominance-submission mechanisms, and inequality between partners.

Unlike other definitions, Motz (2014) emphasizes that what is toxic is not one of the partners,
but rather the “destructive dynamic of the relationship” itself. In other words, according to
Motz, it is not the individuals who are toxic, but the interaction within the relationship. Based
on this definition, it becomes evident that many of the relationships commonly labeled as toxic
in everyday life actually fall within this framework. Even if one partner appears to be the
primary contributor to the toxicity, the other partner may often adopt a permissive or enabling
stance (Graham, 2022). Furthermore, this definition highlights the repetitive and mutually
destructive patterns that persist within toxic relationships. Such patterns may include emotions
and behaviors like dominance, manipulation, helplessness, selfishness, jealousy, or rejection.
Another common theme observed in toxic relationships is the intense attraction partners feel
toward one another, despite the emotional pain they inflict. The central point emphasized in this
conceptualization is that the toxicity lies not within the individuals themselves but in the nature
of the relational patterns and the dynamics they create.

Although definitions of toxic romantic relationships may vary depending on the specific
dynamics they emphasize, a common point among these definitions is that such relationships
negatively affect one or both partners both experientially and personally. According to Lee
(2007), individuals involved in toxic relationships often experience severe burnout. Moreover,
it is reported that individuals in such relationships frequently suffer from insecurity, become
targets within the relationship, and are trapped in unending cycles of conflict. These effects not
only lead to relational problems but also contribute to psychological, social, and physical
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difficulties for the individual (Lee, 2007). Considering these consequences, the concept of toxic
romantic relationships can be viewed as an umbrella term encompassing related phenomena
such as dating violence, emotional manipulation, and love bombing (Graham, 2022). Indeed,
toxic romantic relationships represent a type of relational pattern in which partners are affected
across various domains of life, and in which behavioral, cognitive, and psychological patterns
associated with these other phenomena are frequently employed.

As stated above, the increasing use of the concept of toxic relationships in both popular culture
and everyday discourse has revealed the necessity of evaluating this concept within a scientific
framework. It is considered that a measurement tool focusing specifically on the behavioral
outcomes of toxic relationship dynamics could provide valuable insights into these dynamics.
In this context, the adaptation of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale into Turkish is
expected to make a significant contribution to the literature, particularly by offering a deeper
scientific understanding of a structure frequently encountered by couple therapists and by
guiding practitioners in the field. This adapted scale differs from other tools in the national
literature that aim to assess dysfunctional relationship patterns in that it simultaneously
addresses various dimensions of a relationship and attempts to identify the condition of
individuals exposed to such dysfunctional patterns—in other words, victims of toxic
relationships. Furthermore, the scale addresses a timely and relevant issue in the literature by
considering relational structures in a contemporary manner, which is particularly important
given the rapidly changing dynamics of modern relationships. In light of this context and the
relevant literature, the present study seeks to answer the following question: “What are the
psychometric properties of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale in the context of Turkish
culture or its Turkish adaptation?”

2. Method

The purpose of this study is to conduct the Turkish adaptation of the Toxic Relationship
Behaviors Scale (TRBS). Scale adaptation studies involve translating and culturally adapting a
scale developed in a different language and culture, followed by psychometric analyses in the
target context (Deniz, 2007; ITC, 2017). In this study, the survey model, a quantitative research
method, was employed.

2.1. Participants
As part of the adaptation process of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale, data were collected

from 479 individuals to assess the structural validity and reliability of the scale. Descriptive
statistics related to the participants are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Group

Gender £ %
Female 345 72
Male 134 28

Relationship Status

Not currently in a relationship but has been in the past. 105 21.9
Has a relationship 374 78.1
Total 479

The sample consisted of 479 participants , 345 (72%) of whom were female and 134 (28%)
male. The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 63 years, with a mean age of 32.13 (SD = 8.66).
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A prerequisite for participation in the scale adaptation study was having either a current or past
experience of at least one romantic relationship. Among the participants, 105 indicated that they
were not currently in a romantic relationship but had been in one previously, while 374 reported
being currently involved in a romantic relationship.

2.2. Data Collection Tools
This section provides information on the instruments used in the study.
2.2.1. Personal Information Form

The personal information form was developed by the researchers. It includes items on
participants’ age, gender, current relationship status, and relationship history.

2.2.2. Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale
The Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale was developed by Graham (2022) as part of a doctoral

dissertation. The scale consisted of 6 subscales—“Isolating”, “Displaying Righteous Self-
centeredness”, “Walking on Eggshells”, “Criticizing and Conveying Contempt”, “Surveilling”,
“Engaging in Intermittent Reinforcement”—and included a total of 32 items. The minimum
score that could be obtained from the scale was 32, indicating a low presence of toxic behaviors
within the relationship. The maximum score was 160, with higher scores reflecting more
frequent toxic behaviors and, consequently, more intense toxic relationship dynamics. In
addition to an overall score, subscale scores can also be computed independently. Although no
internal consistency coefficient was reported for the original version of the scale, the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient calculated in the present study was .95. For the Turkish adaptation,
the necessary permissions were obtained from the original author, and an expert review form
was prepared. Expert feedback was collected from five professionals—three from the field of
Psychological Counseling and Guidance and two from English Language Teaching. The trial
version of the scale was finalized based on this feedback. The revised version was sent to three
experts (two in Psychological Counseling and Guidance, one in English Language Teaching)
for evaluating linguistic validity. Their feedback was incorporated into the final version, and
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to validate the factor structure. The
psychometric properties of the scale are presented in the results section.

2.3. Data Collection Process

To collect data, ethical approval was obtained from the Social and Human Sciences Ethics
Committee of Mersin University. After obtaining permission, the final version of the scale was
transferred to a digital format and distributed to individuals who met the criteria for
participation. The main criterion for participation was having experienced at least one romantic
relationship in the past or currently being in one. This requirement was necessary because the
items on the scale pertain to romantic relationship experiences. Following data collection,
appropriate statistical analyses were conducted to assess the construct validity of the scale.

2.4. Data Analysis

Before conducting construct validity analyses for the Turkish adaptation of the Toxic
Relationship Behaviors Scale, several preprocessing steps were performed to prepare the data.
Assumptions of multivariate statistics, such as missing data, univariate and multivariate
outliers, multicollinearity, and independence of errors, were tested (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).
Examination of Z-scores (£3) revealed no univariate outliers. Mahalanobis distances were
calculated to identify multivariate outliers. Thirteen cases exceeding the critical value of %* (32;
0.001) = 62.48 were excluded, leaving 479 valid responses for analysis. No issues related to
multicollinearity were detected. The process of validity and reliability analysis involves, first,
conducting an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using data obtained from a pilot study to reveal
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the underlying structure of the scale. Subsequently, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is
carried out on a new dataset to verify this structure. Reliability is assessed through internal
consistency measures (e.g., Cronbach's alpha) as well as test-retest methods (Acar et al., 2025).
After verifying assumptions, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the
structural validity of the scale. Model fit was evaluated using several indices: chi-
square/degrees of freedom ratio (¥*/df), RMSEA, CFI, SRMR, GFI, AGFI, NFI, and NNFI
(ITC, 2017). The criteria for acceptable fit values are provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Criteria for Fit Indices in Multivariate Statistics

X°/df GFI AGFI NNFI  NFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Perfect Fit <3 <90 <95 >95 >95 >95 <.05 <.05
Good Fit <5 <5 <85 <90 <90 <90 <.08 <.08

(Brown, 2006; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Kelloway, 1989; Siimer, 2000; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013)

3. Findings

This section presents the findings related to the construct validity, reliability, and scoring of the
Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale.

3.1. Construct Validity Findings of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

To assess the construct validity of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale, a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted. The analysis results indicated that the model
demonstrated excellent fit, as evidenced by the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (y*df =
3.32). Additionally, both the Normed Fit Index (NFI = .98) and the Non-Normed Fit Index
(NNFI = .98) indicated excellent fit. Similarly, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR = .04) also showed excellent fit, while the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = .84) and
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI = .81) indicated good fit. The Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA = .07) also demonstrated a good level of model fit. The fit indices
obtained from the construct validity analysis are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Fit Indices for the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

Model X X/sd GFI AGFI NNFI NFI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Six Factor
Model 1483 3.32 .84 .81 .98 .98 .98 .07 .04
Perfect Fit <3 <90 <95 >95 >95 >95 <.05 <.05
Good Fit <5 <85 <85 <90 <90 <90 <.08 <.08

In addition to structural fit, testing for convergent and discriminant validity is also important.
Convergent validity explains the relationship between items within the same factor, while
discriminant validity refers to the extent to which these items are distinct from those of other
factors (Yaslioglu, 2017). Based on the CFA results, convergent and discriminant validity, as
well as Composite Reliability (CR) values, were calculated. According to the criteria proposed
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by Fornell and Larcker (1981), the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and CR values were
computed to assess convergent validity.

The results showed that the CR values (Isolating = .93; Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness
=.90; Walking on Eggshells = .84; Criticizing and Conveying Contempt = .91; Surveilling =
.90; Engaging in Intermittent Reinforcement = .96) were all higher than the AVE values
(Isolating = .74; Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness = .64; Walking on Eggshells = .52;
Criticizing and Conveying Contempt = .67; Surveilling = .52; Engaging in Intermittent
Reinforcement = .83), satisfying the conditions for convergent validity. For discriminant
validity, the Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) and Average Shared Variance (ASV) values
were also calculated.

For the Isolating subscale, the MSV was .51 and ASV was .46; for Displaying Righteous Self-
centeredness, MSV was .64 and ASV was .46; for Walking on Eggshells, MSV was .54 and
ASV was .46; for Criticizing and Conveying Contempt, MSV was .59 and ASV was .43; for
Surveilling, MSV was .51 and ASV was .33; and for Engaging in Intermittent Reinforcement,
MSV was .64 and ASV was .50. Since all MSV and ASV values were lower than the
corresponding AVE values, the scale also met the conditions for discriminant validity. The CR,
AVE, MSV, and ASV values for each subscale are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. CR, AVE, MSV, and ASV Values for the Subscales of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

Subscales CR AVE MSV ASV
Isolating 93 74 Sl 46
Displaying Righteous
praying He .90 .64 .64 46
Self-centeredness
Walking on Eggshells .84 .52 .54 46
Criticizing and
. 91 .67 .59 43
Conveying Contempt
Surveilling .90 52 Sl 33
Engaging in
Intermittent .96 .83 .64 .50
Reinforcement
AVE>.50
Criteria CR>.70 MSV<AVE ASV<AVE
CR>AVE

Following the construct validity analyses, the measurement model of the Toxic Relationship
Behaviors Scale is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Six-Factor Model of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale and Standardized Loadings
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When examining the measurement model of the scale, it was observed that three different
modifications were made. These modifications were applied between items 7 and 12, items 13
and 14, and finally, items 18 and 19. Modifications can be made between items that measure
similar constructs under the same factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Upon reviewing the
modifications in the measurement model, it is evident that they were implemented between
items that fall under similar underlying structures.

3.2. Reliability Findings of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

To assess the reliability of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were calculated for each subscale. The results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

Factors Number of items Cronbach a
Isolating 5 92
Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness 7 90
Walking on Eggshells 5 .83
Criticizing and Conveying Contempt 5 .90
Surveilling 5 .85
Engaging in Intermittent Reinforcement 5 95
Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale 32 .96

The internal consistency coefficients for the subscales were found to be as follows: .92 for the
Isolating subscale, .90 for Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness, .83 for Walking on
Eggshells, .90 for Criticizing and Conveying Contempt, .85 for Surveilling, and .95 for
Engaging in Intermittent Reinforcement. According to Kili¢ (2021), a Cronbach’s alpha value
above .70 indicates that the scale is reliable.

3.3. Scoring of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale

The Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale 1s a Likert-type scale scored between 1 and 5. The
response options on the scale are as follows: 1 (Never), 2 (Rarely), 3 (Sometimes), 4 (Often),
and 5 (Always). The minimum score that can be obtained from the scale is 32, while the
maximum score is 160. The scale comprises six sub-dimensions: “Isolating” (items 1, 2, 3, 4,
and 5), “Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness”™ (items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12), “Walking
on Eggshells” (items 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17), “Criticizing and Conveying Contempt” (items 18,
19, 20, 21, and 22), “Surveilling” (items 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27), and “Engaging in Intermittent
Reinforcement” (items 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32). The scale does not include any reverse-coded
items. The total score obtained from the scale reflects the overall intensity of toxic relationship
behaviors present within a relationship. Additionally, subscale scores can also be calculated
separately.

4. Discussion, Conclusion, And Suggestions

The analyses conducted within the scope of this study indicate that the Turkish adaptation of
the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale is a valid and reliable measurement tool. The results of
the factor analyses show that the original structure of the scale has been preserved and that its
psychometric properties are at an acceptable level. The findings are largely consistent with
those reported in the original scale development study by Graham (2022). The factor structure
of the scale appears to be maintained in a similar fashion, and its subdimensions align with the
toxic relationship dynamics highlighted in the original work. Although the concept of toxic
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relationships has long been present in popular culture, it has received limited attention in
empirical psychological research. This study involved the adaptation of the Toxic Relationship
Behaviors Scale, developed by Graham (2022), into Turkish. A toxic relationship can be
defined as a relational pattern that, rather than contributing to an individual's emotional,
cognitive, and physical well-being—as is expected in a functional relationship—results in harm
to the individual (Cory, 2021). While some perspectives in the literature argue that the source
of toxicity lies within the individuals themselves (Cory, 2021; Forth et al., 2022), other views
emphasize that it is the relational dynamics between two people that give rise to toxicity (Motz,
2014). Regardless of its source, toxic relationships are associated with specific behavioral
outcomes. These behaviors are frequently addressed in the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale,
the adaptation of which was carried out in this study. The adapted version of the scale comprises
six subdimensions: “Isolating”, “Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness”, “Walking on
Eggshells”, “Criticizing and Conveying Contempt”, “Surveilling” and “Engaging in
Intermittent Reinforcement”.

Given that the literature on toxic relationships is still relatively new, existing studies tend to
explain the phenomenon through related concepts. A review of the literature reveals that
constructs such as dating/intimate partner violence, the cycle of abuse, traumatic bonding,
relational dependency, Cluster B personality disorders (including antisocial, narcissistic, and
borderline personality disorders), and emotional manipulation (e.g., gaslighting) are frequently
used to conceptualize toxic relationship dynamics and define certain relationships as toxic.
These are among the most frequently referenced concepts when attempting to explain toxic
relationships. For example, within the Criticizing and Conveying Contempt subdimension of
the scale, items such as “My partner says things that make me feel worthless” or “My partner
humiliates me” are included—both of which directly point to relationship violence, a core
component in many discussions of toxic relational patterns. Indeed, dating or relationship
violence may manifest not only in physical form but also as psychological abuse. Although the
forms of violence within relationships may differ, they often result in similar outcomes. The
literature indicates that such violence is associated with outcomes including anxiety,
depression, antisocial behaviors, and even suicidal ideation (Foshee et al., 2013). In this
context, it can be stated that the Turkish adaptation of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale
includes subdimensions—particularly Criticizing and Conveying Contempt and Surveilling—
that capture behaviors associated with these forms of violence. Another core dynamic
frequently observed in toxic relationships is relational dependency. This pattern, which
contributes to the maintenance of toxic relationships by reinforcing strong “relational bonds,”
often leads individuals to engage in behaviors such as excessive physical contact, intense
jealousy, or possessiveness.

The Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale includes items that reflect behaviors reinforcing
relational dependency. For instance, items under the Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness
subdimension—such as “Everything revolves around my partner’s desires”—aim to capture
individuals’ dysfunctional attachment to their partners. Moreover, it is known that these
behavioral patterns can originate not only from the partner exhibiting dependent behaviors, but
also from the partner to whom dependency is directed (Graham, 2022). This observation aligns
with another variable frequently discussed in conjunction with toxic relationships: Cluster B
personality disorders. According to the APA (2013), individuals with personality disorders
exhibit enduring maladaptive patterns of thinking, affect, and behavior. The DSM-5-TR (2013)
classifies personality disorders into Clusters A, B, and C. Cluster B personality disorders are
particularly related to interpersonal dysfunction, and individuals with these disorders are more
likely to engage in toxic relationships. This cluster includes disorders such as antisocial
personality disorder and narcissistic personality disorder. The Engaging in Intermittent
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Reinforcement subdimension of the scale appears especially relevant to such personality
disorders. For instance, items such as “My partner’s behavior is hot and cold” or “One moment
my partner acts deeply in love with me, the next moment they seem to hate me” require
individuals to report on their partner’s emotionally inconsistent behaviors. It is well-
documented that individuals with Cluster B personality disorders experience difficulties with
emotion regulation (Lay, 2019). The scale appears to attempt to assess this phenomenon
through various items. Similarly, in a study by Timmerman and Emmelkamp (2006), it was
found that individuals with Cluster B personality disorders reported lower levels of attachment
compared to those with Cluster A or C disorders. Based on this finding, it may be suggested
that the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale can offer insights into how Cluster B personality
traits manifest within relational dynamics.

Another construct believed to contribute to toxic relationship dynamics is emotional
manipulation. Items reflecting emotional manipulation are present in nearly all subdimensions
of the adapted scale. Emotional manipulation is defined as a psychological tactic in which an
individual is manipulated to the extent that they begin to question their own mental health or
grasp on reality. Individuals subjected to emotional manipulation often feel inadequate within
the relationship, assume that their actions are wrong, and are made to feel responsible for the
negative responses they receive. Perpetrators of emotional manipulation commonly use
statements such as ““You’re overreacting,” “You’re too sensitive,” or “You’re making things up
in your head,” in an attempt to gain psychological control over their partner and to convince
them that the problem lies within them. The Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale includes items
that capture these patterns. For example, items such as “My partner distorts events to avoid
being blamed” or “I’m afraid of doing things that might anger my partner,” although placed
under different subdimensions, reflect behaviors indicative of emotional manipulation. These
constructs, which are frequently referenced in popular culture, describe dysfunctional romantic
behaviors that may cause both emotional and physical harm. However, the term "toxic
relationship" functions as an umbrella concept that encompasses all such variables.

In conclusion, it can be stated that the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale contains strong and
comprehensive items related to the construct it aims to measure, and that the validity of this
construct has been demonstrated in previous studies. The findings obtained in the present study
also indicate that the Turkish adaptation of the Toxic Relationship Behaviors Scale yielded
desirable results. The reliability coefficients for the subdimensions were as follows: .92 for
Isolating, .90 for Displaying Righteous Self-centeredness, .83 for Walking on Eggshells, .90
for Criticizing and Conveying Contempt, .85 for Surveilling, and .95 for Engaging in
Intermittent Reinforcement. In light of these findings and the relevant literature, it can be
concluded that the adapted scale is statistically valid and reliable.

In this context, the scale can be considered a valuable assessment tool for mental health
professionals working with couples, practitioners, and researchers aiming to conduct
descriptive studies in this area. Future research is recommended to examine the validity of the
scale across different cultural contexts. In particular, potential differences in toxic relationship
behaviors between individualistic and collectivistic cultures should be taken into account.
Furthermore, conducting criterion validity studies of the scale—especially through comparative
analyses involving variables thought to be associated with toxic relationships (e.g., attachment
styles, psychological well-being, personality traits)—would be beneficial. Testing the scale in
clinical samples and investigating its relationship with psychopathology may also contribute to
a better evaluation of toxic relationship behaviors by mental health professionals. Toxic
relationship behaviors are closely related to gender roles, and it is noteworthy that the majority
of voluntary participants in this study were women. This can be considered a limitation
regarding the generalizability of the scale adaptation conducted in this research. The literature
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suggests that women are more likely to report experiences of toxic relationships (Motz, 2014).
However, in order to understand how men and individuals of other gender identities experience
such relational dynamics, future studies should be conducted with more gender-balanced
samples. Upon reviewing the construct measured by the scale, it was observed that no existing
instrument directly assesses this particular structure, and therefore, criterion-referenced validity
analyses could not be conducted. This limitation should also be acknowledged in the context of
the current study.
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