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ABSTRACT The purpose of this paper is to adapt the Commitment Scale to Turkish. Four studies were conducted
for the validity and reliability of the scale. Turkish and English versions of the Commitment Scale were administered
for two-week periods and it was made sure that the translated version was true to the original. The sample of the
study consisted of married couples. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in the paper and it was found that
the model had acceptable goodness of fit indices. Total item analyses and Cronbach alpha value indicated that the
scale could be used on the Turkish sample. In the criterion-referenced validity study, the scale was found to be
significantly correlated with the Relationship Assessment Scale Dyadic Adjustment Scale, Marital Adjustment
Scale, Future Time Orientation in Romantic Relationships Scale and The Heartland Forgiveness Scale. The reliability
coefficient scores revealed acceptable results. In conclusion, validity and reliability studies demonstrated that the
Commitment Scale was applicable to the Turkish sample.

INTRODUCTION

When couples who are having romantic rela-
tionships are asked about the secret to their suc-
cess, they usually emphasize their commitment
to one another (Clements and Swensen 2000;
Robinson and Blanton 1993). Commitment is what
enables couples to continue their relationships
in good days and bad days and through ups and
downs. As a matter of fact, commitment helps
explain why, while one relationship comes to end,
another goes on (Adams and Jones 1999).

Commitment is a concept that may come to
mean different things in different literatures. For
example, organizational commitment can be de-
fined as the tendency to evaluate the organiza-
tion positively and work towards achieving the
goals of the organization (Sheldon 1971), unwill-
ingness to leave an organization due to an in-
crease in salary payments or professional free-
doms, or professional friendships (Hrebiniak and
Allutto 1972), belonging and loyalty to the orga-
nizational identity (Lee 1971). In this paper, rela-
tionship commitment was investigated.

Although commitment is used in different
senses, its investigation as a concept used in
connection with close relationships is a relative-
ly recent phenomenon. Structural interventions
of theoretical nature emerged after 1965 whereas

empirical studies were published after 1980. It is
confusing that it took a long time to start com-
mitment studies even in studies that were based
on a long past in interpersonal relationships.
Throughout the years, a small group of research-
ers attempted to explain the conceptual struc-
ture of commitment and relationships, and the
relationship between commitment and other fea-
tures of close interpersonal relationships (for
example; friendship, helpfulness, etc. see also
Kesici 2007, 2008a, 2014, 2015) . These efforts
resulted in the emergence of a descriptive litera-
ture and enabled researchers to continue to dis-
cover new ways to be able to integrate commit-
ment into relationships in social processes (Ad-
ams and Jones 1999).

Many things have been written about what
commitment is and what kind of a relationship it
has with other romantic relationships (Adams
and Jones 1999; Johnson et al. 1999; Stanley and
Markman 1992). Commitment is defined as psy-
chological commitment that reflects the ideas and
beliefs of partners in relation to the existing rela-
tionship. This concept of commitment is used
for different relationships such as close person-
al relationships (Rusbult 1980) or employee-em-
ployer relationships (Angle and Perry 1981).

Studies which have been conducted recent-
ly have pointed out the current experiences
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connected with commitment and the ways in
which partners express their commitment (Mar-
ston et al. 1998; Weigel and Ballard-Reisch 2002).
According to Thompson-Hayes and Webb (2004),
commitment is something that couples construct
through their daily expressions of commitment
and communication.

There are two basic ways of conceptualizing
commitment in the relevant literature-as attitudes
and as behaviors. Attitudinal commitment is con-
cerned with intentions, preferences and adapta-
tion of the couples to the relationship. Commit-
ment is defined as the intention to continue an
existing relationship (Anderson and Weitz 1992;
Johnson 1973), to prefer the current partner
strongly (Teas and Sibley 1980), to wish to con-
tinue the relationship (Anderson and Weitz 1989,
1992) and long-term harmony (Brown et al. 1995).

Although the literature about commitment
offers a good explanation about why people pre-
fer to stay together or end a relationship, most
literature does not explain the behavioral aspect
of the relationship. Commitment becomes rela-
tional when communication is established with
the other (Weigel and Ballard-Reisch 2002).

Commitment used in daily life and commit-
ment used by sociologists have two different
meanings. The first puts a strong emphasis on a
strong personal devotion in a decision made to
perform behaviors that have been organized to
fulfill a goal. This kind of commitment is called
personal commitment. The second common use,
on the other hand, emphasizes constraints. Indi-
viduals, whether they are personally committed
or not, behave thinking that they should contin-
ue organized behavior. This kind of commitment
is called behavioral commitment (Johnson 1973).

If commitment is really constructed, and con-
solidated through interaction, it makes under-
standing the types of behaviors which partners
use to demonstrate their commitment to one an-
other easy. Researcher and practitioners need to
know what people say or do to show their com-
mitment to their partners (Weigel and Ballard-
Reisch 2002). When couples are asked how they
continue their commitment, they emphasize dai-
ly things which they do to strengthen and reveal
their commitment to one another (Weigel 2008).
Couples often cite various direct or indirect forms
of behavior such as asking each other how they
feel, providing love and support, being faithful
and overcoming difficulties troubling their rela-

tionship in order to describe their commitment to
their partners (Marston et al. 1998; Weigel 2008).

In the studies that have been conducted, rela-
tional commitment has been seen as the most prom-
inent predictor of the stability and the quality of a
relationship (Kurdek 2007). According to Swensen
and Trahaug (1985), a person’s high level of com-
mitment to their spouse is significantly correlated
with fewer problems in marriage and frequent ex-
pression of love between couples. The study they
conducted indicated that there was a strong corre-
lation between commitment and marriage problems
whereas there was a low level of correlation be-
tween commitment and expression of love (Swens-
en and Trahaug 1985).

Rusbult (1980), who developed the theory of
interdependence theory, called the relationship
between the development of commitment and
interdependence as investment model. This
point of view revealed a large portion of the rel-
evant literature (Le and Agnew 2003). The in-
vestment model argues that commitment to rela-
tionship is concerned with not only the level of
satisfaction and the quality of alternatives but
also the investment which the individual has
made in the relationship. Investments refer to
sources of value which is attached to the rela-
tionship and will disappear or be lost if the rela-
tionship comes to an end; investments can be in
various forms such as emotional investments like
openness (Stanley and Markman 1992)  and
structural investments like money and property
(Johnson 1973).

Long-term orientation is based on the assump-
tion that the relationship is stable and will last so
long as to provide long-term benefits. Relation-
ship commitment requires a desire to develop a
stable relationship, willingness to make short-
term sacrifices to maintain the relationship and
confidence in the stability of the relationship
(Anderson and Weitz 1992).

According to Noller (1996), relationship sta-
bility can be a result of the positive effects of
commitment on the relationship rather than be-
ing a component of commitment. Therefore, com-
mitment involves a huge devotion to an ongo-
ing relationship.  Noller (1996) makes a distinc-
tion between individuals’ personal motivations
to persist in the relationship and external struc-
tural constraints that discourage them from end-
ing the relationship.

Personal commitment is a desire on the part
of a partner to maintain the relationship, which
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involves the attractiveness dimension of com-
mitment. Moral commitment is an expression of
individual’s feeling that “I should maintain this
relationship” and is part of the constraints di-
mension. Johnson (1999) defined the constitu-
ents of moral commitment as the type of relation-
ship, values, personal obligations and consis-
tency. Both personal commitment and moral com-
mitment are results of internal experiences such
as a person’s specific attitudes and values in
private and general relationships. Finally, struc-
tural commitment is part of the constraint dimen-
sion and refers to the degree of the partner’s
feeling “I should maintain the relationship”.

One of the most striking theories regarding
commitment is Johnson’s (1991, 1999) Tripartite
Model of Commitment. Investigating commitment
in a model consisting of three different varieties,
Johnson (1991, 1999) explained the personal,
moral and structural dimensions with different
reasons and with different behavioral, cognitive
and emotional consequences (Johnson et al.
1999).

Stanley and Markman (1992) concentrated
largely on the psychological aspects of “to want”
and “to have” in commitment: these are dedica-
tion (devotion) and constraint, respectively. Stan-
ley and Markman’s (1992) two combined models
involve, at the same time, Levinger’s (1965) dis-
cussion of cohesion theory, which focuses on
attraction forces and barrier forces. Stanley and
Markman (1992) defined these fundamental
states of pushing and pulling which many peo-
ple experience in romantic relationships like mar-
riage. Personal dedication is concerned with in-
dividual desires of partners to increase the qual-
ity of the relationship and maintain the relation-
ship for their mutual benefits. The evidence for
the desire connected with behaviors is not only
to maintain the relationship, but also to improve
it, make sacrifices for the relationship, invest in
it, make a connection between the relationship
and personal goals and feel a concern for what is
best for the partner as well as the self. Constraints
may result from both internal and external pres-
sures and contribute to the persistence of the
relationships (Stanley and Markman 1992).

Constraint commitment can be divided with-
in itself into parts such as structural commitment
(for example, economic investment, sharing of
property), quality of alternatives, social pressure
to enable partners to stay together, and variables
that reflect moral commitment (for example, think-
ing that divorce is wrong, believing that you
need to finish what you have started) (Johnson

et al. 1999; Stanley and Markman 1992). Con-
straints explain why low level relationships
continue; when satisfaction is low but con-
straints are high, it may cost highly to end the
relationship.

The Commitment Scale used in this paper is
based on these two structures (dedication and
constraint commitments), which play an impor-
tant role in the relationship.

The Validity and Reliability of the Original
Commitment Scale

The original Commitment Scale had 6 sub-
scales involving 36 dedication items and 69 con-
straint items consisting of 6 sub-scales (Stanley
and Markman 1992). The Cronbach alpha values
of these sub-scales demonstrated a good level
of internal consistency ranging from .70 to .94.
The scale was at the same time valid. Constraint
and dedication sub-scales were found to be cor-
related with other commitment and marriage sat-
isfaction scales (Johnson et al. 1999; Stanley and
Markman 1992).

Stanley et al. (2001) defined 3 shortcomings
of the Commitment Scale. Then, they revised the
scale in the mid-1990s to use in pre-marital edu-
cation activities. The original version, which was
first published in 1992, consists of two constructs
based on Johnson et al.’s (1999) study, which
make measurements in a manner that is signifi-
cantly different from the other sub-scales. These
sub-scales (termination procedures and quality
of life) were revised and abbreviated; also, these
sub-scales were maintained in the same response
format as the other items. Secondly, the original
version of the Commitment Scale did not evalu-
ate the other study (Johnson 1973; Johnson et
al. 1999) and some types of constraint commit-
ment based on clinical experiments with couples.
Thirdly, the length of the original scale consist-
ing of 105 items created a disadvantage in terms
of time and cost. Therefore, a shorter version of
the scale was developed (Owen et al. 2011).

In a study conducted by Owen et al. (2011),
sub-scales that were not administered to unmar-
ried couples were kept separately; therefore, the
study was conducted with 36 items. The Revised
Commitment Scale serves both the samples and
the 7 sub-scales that were used. The dedication
sub-scale is concerned with the priority of the
relationship, identities of the couple, satisfac-
tion with sacrifice, and an intention to maintain
the relationship. The structural investments sub-
scale evaluates concrete investments made in
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the relationship (for example, money). The social
pressure sub-scale is concerned with the pres-
sure which the family and friends apply in order
for the couple to maintain the relationship. The
termination procedures sub-scale evaluates the
perception concerned with how difficult it is to
end a relationship. The concern for partner wel-
fare sub-scale is concerned with the belief about
the effect of ending the relationship on the part-
ner’s welfare. The alternative financial status sub-
scale defines the extent of the change in an indi-
vidual’s financial status if a relationship comes
to an end. Finally, the alternative availability sub-
scale defines the possibility of dating a new suit-
able partner if the current relationship ends (Owen
et al. 2011). The confirmatory factor analysis of
the scale was conducted on 36 items and seven
factors. As a result of the analysis that was made,
11 items were excluded because the model dem-
onstrated borderline goodness of fit. It was found
that the 7-factor and 25-item model exhibited an
acceptable level of goodness of it (χ2=1769.37,
df=1101, χ2/df=1.61, CFI=.88, SRMR=.085, RM-
SEA=.044). Moreover, the model was also tested
as a two-factor model, namely dedication and
constraint, but the 7-factor model showed a bet-
ter goodness of fit than the 2-factor model (Owen
et al. 2011).

METHODOLOGY

Study I

Participants

In order to ensure the linguistic equivalence
of the scale, the Commitment Scale was adminis-
tered to 95 students who were attending Selcuk
University Department of English Language and
Literature, who stated that they had been hav-
ing a romantic relationship for some time and
volunteered to participate in the study. 68.4 per-
cent of the students who participated in the study
(65 students) were female, whereas 31.6 percent
(30 students) were male (for the Turkish form,
X=128.51; SS=16.24; for the English form
X=128.28; SS=17.26).

Procedure

Permission was obtained from Scott Stanley
to adapt the Commitment Scale to Turkish cul-
ture. The scale was translated into Turkish by
foreign language specialists at the School of
Foreign Languages. The scales, which were

translated into Turkish by the language special-
ists, were brought together and made into a sin-
gle form. In order to obtain a specialist’s view, a
translator’s evaluation form was prepared and
the Turkish and English versions of the scale
were sent to four professional specialists with
PhD and expert opinion was obtained from them
about whether the items of the scale were appro-
priate in Turkish or not. The Turkish version of
the scale was put into the final form in accor-
dance with the opinions and suggestions of the
experts. Then the Turkish form was sent to a
language specialist and translated once again
into English. It was seen that the version of the
scale that was translated into English and the
original version were similar. In order to test the
linguistic equivalence of the scale, first the En-
glish version of the scale and then the Turkish
version of the scale were administered, at an in-
terval of two weeks, to 95 students who were
attending Selcuk University Department of En-
glish Language and Literature in the 2013-2014
Autumn semester and who stated that they had
been having a romantic relationship for some time.

Study II

Participants

The Commitment Scale which was developed
by Stanley and Markman (1992) and revised by
Owen et al. (2011) was administered to engaged
couples and cohabiting couples. In this paper,
researchers administered the revised Commitment
Scale to married couples. The confirmatory fac-
tor analysis was conducted on 250 couples
(N=500; 250 female, 250 male). The median age of
the couples who participated in the study was
42.54 (SD=11.57), and their median marriage
length was 17.81(SD=12.40).

A study was performed on 100 couples
(N=200 people; 100 female, 100 male) for internal
consistency and item total correlations of the
Commitment Scale.

Procedure

The unique nature of the Revised Commit-
ment Scale, which was developed on the basis
of Stanley and Markman’s (1992) theory, was test-
ed using the confirmatory factor analysis. As in
the original scale, goodness of fit values were
calculated for the seven-factor model (dedica-
tion, social pressure, financial alternatives, ter-
mination procedures, concern for partner wel-
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fare, alternative availability, and structural invest-
ments) and the two-factor model (constraint and
dedication). Moreover, the seven-factor model
was tested using CFA in according to the data
obtained from male and female participants.

Item-total correlation and internal consisten-
cy of Commitment Scale calculated using Cron-
bach alpha are adequate for the scale.

Study III

Participants

A study was conducted on 100 couples
(N=200; 100 female, 100 male) for criterion-relat-
ed validity. Median age of the participants was
44.52 (SD=11.92) and average duration of mar-
riage was 17.93 (SD=12.66).

Procedure

Marital Adjustment Test, Relationship As-
sessment Scale, Future Time Orientation
in Romantic Relationships Scale, Dyadic Adjust-
ment Scale (DAS) and Heartland Forgiveness
Scale were used for criterion-related validity.

Marital Adjustment Scale was developed by
Locke and Wallace (1959) and adapted to Turk-
ish by Tutarel-Kislak in 1999 as “Marital Adjust-
ment Test”. Relationship Assessment Scale was
developed by Hendrick (1988) and adapted to
Turkish by Curun (2001). Future Time Orientation
in Romantic Relationships Scale was developed
by Oner (2000a). Dyadic Adjustment Scale was
developed by Spanier (1976) and adapted to
Turkish by Fisiloglu and Demir (2000). Finally,
Heartland Forgiveness Scale was adapted by
Thompson et al. (2005) and translated into Turk-
ish by Bugay and Demir (2010).

Instruments

Marital Adjustment Scale (MAS)

 Marital Adjustment Scale, which was devel-
oped by Locke and Wallace (1959) and adapted
to Turkish by Tutarel-Kislak (1999) together with
a reliability and validity study for it, is intended
to measure the satisfaction derived from a mari-
tal relationship, and marital adjustment. The score
taken from the scale varies between 0 and 60.
Those who get a score over 43 are considered to
be compatible in terms of marital relationship

whereas those who get a lower score than that
are incompatible. Tutarel-Kislak (1999) found the
internal consistency (Cronbach Alpha) coefficient
of the scale as.84. The value in question was .85
for women, and .83 for men. In order to find the
criterion-related validity of MAS, Interpersonal
Relationships Scale and Relationship Attribution
Measure were used. The correlation coefficient
between the total scores of MAS and Interper-
sonal Relationships Scale was found to be r=.12
(p<.05). On the other hand, the correlation coef-
ficient between the total scores of MAS and
Relationship Attribution Measure was -.54 (Tut-
arel-Kislak 1999).

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS)

 Relationship Assessment Scale is a 7-point
Likert type scale and measures satisfaction with
the relationship especially in romantic relation-
ships. The scale, which was developed by Hen-
drick (1988), was adapted to Turkish by Curun
(2001). Factor loads of the scale vary between.56
and .88. When compared with the original scale,
the eigenvalue of one factor is above 1 and ac-
counts for 52 percent of the variance. The alpha
coefficient of the scale was found to be.86 (Cu-
run 2001).

The Future Time Orientation in Romantic
Relationships Scale (FTORR)

 The Future Time Orientation Scale (FTORR)
was developed by Oner (2000b) on 226 universi-
ty students for the purpose of determining how
individuals plan the future of romantic relation-
ships and measure their opinions about the fu-
ture of their relationships. This scale is an ex-
tended version of Oner’s (2000a) previous sev-
en-item FTORR scale. FTORR, to which new
items have been added, is a 4-point Likert type
scale with 11 items. As a result of the factor anal-
ysis conducted by Oner (2000b), a two-factor
construct was obtained. These were called con-
stant search for relationships and focusing on
the future of the relationship. The first factor in-
volves items connected with the tendency to
prefer short-term or long-term relationships. The
second factor, on the other hand, involves items
connected with investment in the future of the
relationship and commitment. The internal con-
sistency coefficient of the of the first factor (Cron-
bach alpha) is .85, whereas the internal consis-
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tency coefficient of the second factor (Cronbach
alpha) is .64.

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS)

 Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), which was
developed by Spanier (1976), is intended to mea-
sure ways in which married and cohabiting cou-
ples perceive the quality of their relationships.
The scale consists of 32 items and in addition to
the total score, scores for 4 sub-scales can be
calculated from the scale. These are scales of
dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, dyadic
cohesion and affectional expression. The inter-
nal consistency coefficient of the scale, which
was adapted to Turkish by Fisiloglu and Demir
(2000), was found to be .92. The scale split-half
reliability coefficient was .86. Dyadic Adjustment
Scale DAS was correlated with Locke-Wallace
Marital Adjustment Scale at a level of .82 (Fisilo-
glu and Demir 2000).

The Heartland Forgiveness Scale

 The Heartland Forgiveness Scale was de-
veloped by Thompson et al. (2005) to measure
individuals’ tendency to forgive. This is a 7-point
Likert type scale and consists of 18 items. The
scale has three sub-dimensions, namely forgiv-
ing oneself, forgiving others and forgiving situ-
ation. The scale was translated into Turkish lan-
guage and adapted to Turkish culture by Bugay
and Demir (2010). Cronbach α internal consis-
tency coefficient of the Turkish version of the
scale was .64 for forgiving oneself sub-scale, .79
for forgiving others sub-scale and .76 for forgiv-
ing situation sub-scale. Cronbach α value for
the whole scale, on the other hand, was calculat-
ed to be .81. Then, the psychometric properties
of the scale were investigated by Bugay et al.
(2012) on a larger sample. The appropriateness
of the original 3-factor structure of the scale to
the Turkish sample was tested and the Confir-
matory Factor Analysis goodness of fit values
were found to be at acceptable levels.

Study IV

Participants

In order to calculate the test-retest reliability
of the commitment scale, a study was conducted
on 100 couples (N=200 people; 100 female, 100
male). Median age of the couples who partici-
pated in the study was 40.78 (SD=12.02), and the
average duration of marriage was 15.85
(SD=11.87).

Procedure

The Turkish version of the Commitment Scale
was administered to the couples at a 4-week- in-
terval to calculate test-retest reliability.

RESULTS

Study I

It was found that there was a significant and
positive correlation between the Turkish and
English versions of the Commitment Scale, which
was administered at an interval of two weeks (r =
.90, p < .01). It was understood that the translat-
ed version of the scale was compatible with the
original.

Study II

The original structure (nature) of the Com-
mitment Scale, which was developed on the ba-
sis of Stanley and Markman’s (1992) theory, was
tested using the confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). As in the original scale, goodness of fit
values were calculated for the seven-factor and
two-factor models. Moreover, the seven-factor
model was tested using CFA according to the
data obtained from female and male participants.
As a result of the first analysis using CFA, it was
determined that the factor loads of the items 1, 5,
6 and 23 were below 0.30 and after these items
were removed from the model, CFA was repeat-
ed. The goodness of fit values that were obtained
as a result of the CFA are given in Table 1. These

Table 1: Summary of fit indices for confirmatory factor analyses

Model     χ2  df   χ2/df     CFI SRMR   RMSEA       GFI    AGFI

7-factors, 21 items 477.53 171 2.79 0.78 0.06 0.06 0.91 0.88
2-factors, 21 items 1107.08 252 4.393 0.47 0.11 0.08 0.83 0.79
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values are as below for the 7-factor model; χ2

=477.53, df= 171, (χ2/df) = 2.79, RMR=.06, RM-
SEA=.06, CFI=.78, goodness of fit index (GFI) =
.91 and adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) =
.88.  It was understood that the seven-factor
model exhibited an acceptable level of fit with
the obtained data. In addition, it was found that
the seven-factor model had better goodness of
fit values than the two-factor model (Table 1:
Summary of Fit Indices for Confirmatory Factor
Analyses).  The seven-factor model that was test-
ed is given in Figure 1 (Path Diagram of Commit-
ment Scale Items).  The item (factor) loads of the
seven-factor model according to the data ob-
tained from the female and male participants are

given in Table 2 (Items and Factor Loadings for
Men and Women in the Trimmed Model).

When the Cronbach α internal consistency
coefficient of the Turkish version of the scale is
considered, it is seen that the alpha value for
women in the concern for partner welfare sub-
dimension is .65 whereas it is .43 for men. The
alpha value for women in the alternative avail-
ability sub-dimension is .55 whereas it is .74 for
men. The alpha value for women in the structural
investments sub-dimension is .62 whereas it is
.61 for men. The alpha value for women in the
social pressure sub-dimension is .64 whereas it
is .66 for men. The alpha value for women in the
financial alternatives sub-dimension is .77 where-

Fig. 1. Path Diagram of Commitment Scale Items
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as it is .65 for men. The alpha value for women in
the termination procedures is .68 whereas it is
.70 for men. The alpha value in the dedication
sub-dimension is .80 whereas it is .78 for men.
The alpha value for women in the constraint sub-
dimension is .81 whereas it is .71 for men. The
overall alpha values for the sub-dimensions vary
between .54 and .79 while the Cronbach α value
for the whole of the scale is .78.

Study III

For criterion-related validity, the correlations
among the sub-dimensions of the commitment
scale and marital adjustment, relationship assess-
ment, future time orientation in romantic relation-
ships, the heartland forgiveness and dyadic ad-
justment scales were investigated. As a result of
the analyses that were conducted, it was seen
that a significant relationship was found between
the dedication sub-dimension and all the scales
used for criterion-related validity. Concern for
partner welfare is correlated with future time ori-
entation in romantic relationships scale (FTORR)
(r= .40, p<.001) and the heartland forgiveness
scale (r= .30   , p<.001). It was also found that

financial alternatives sub-scale was correlated
with relationship assessment (r= .21, p<.001)  and
FTORR ( r= .15, p<.01); termination procedures
sub-scale was correlated with relationship as-
sessment (r= .23, p<.001), FTORR (r= -.17, p<.01)
and heartland forgiveness scales (r= -.22,
p<.001); social pressure sub-scale was correlat-
ed with marital adjustment (r= .38 , p<.001), rela-
tionship assessment (r= .40, p<.001) and FTORR
(r= .25, p<.001); structural investments sub-scale
was correlated with FTORR (r= .22, p<.001), and
alternative availability sub-scale was correlated
with marital adjustment (r= .27, p<.001), FTORR
(r= -.20, p<.001)  and heartland forgiveness (r= -
.28, p<.001) scales (Table 3).

Study IV

Reliability coefficient for the test-retest meth-
od was found to be .86 in our sample. Test-retest
reliability was found to be .89 for dedication sub-
dimension, .82 for social pressure, .86 for termi-
nation procedures, .84 for alternative availabili-
ty, .86 for concern for partner welfare, .87 for fi-
nancial alternatives and .88 for structural invest-
ments sub-dimensions.

Table 2: Items and factor loadings for men and women in the trimmed model

Item Sub-scale              Women              Men            General

  b SE â  b  SE    â    b   SE   â

 2 Financial 1.00 0.65 1.00 0.56 1.00 0.63
 3 Termination 1.00 0.51 1.00 0.49 1.00 0.50
 4 CPW 1.00 0.47 1.00 0.45 1.00 0.46
 7 Financial 0.91 0.14 0.60 1.03 0.28 0.57 0.93 0.13 0.59
 8 Social Pressure 1.29 0.30 0.50 0.99 0.19 0.51 1.11 0.17 0.50
 9 Availability 1.00 0.54 1.00 0.48 1.00 0.51
10 Availability 0.76 0.17 0.44 0.79 0.20 0.39 0.78 0.13 0.42
11 Investments 1.00 0.45 1.00 0.31 1.00 0.39
12 Availability 1.18 0.23 0.66 1.28 0.26 0.64 1.22 0.18 0.65
13 Financial 1.05 0.15 0.69 0.49 0.18 0.27 0.76 0.12 0.48
14 Investments 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.46
15 Termination 1.00 0.57 1.00 0.54 1.00 0.55
16 CPW 1.00 0.44 1.00 0.46 1.00 0.45
17 Social Pressure 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.49 1.00 0.45
18 Dedication 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.57 1.00 0.55
19 Dedication 1.06 0.16 0.68 1.12 0.15 0.73 1.09 0.11 0.72
20 Dedication 0.59 0.11 0.48 0.78 0.12 0.56 0.68 0.08 0.52
21 Dedication 1.14 0.19 0.56 0.61 0.14 0.33 0.82 0.11 0.43
22 Dedication 0.64 0.15 0.33 0.89 0.15 0.48 0.77 0.11 0.42
24 Dedication 0.57 0.15 0.29 0.58 0.14 0.32 0.56 0.10 0.30
25 Dedication 0.93 0.15 0.56 0.74 0.12 0.51 0.80 0.09 0.52

Notes: All factor loadings were significant at p < .001. CPW = Concern for Partner’s Welfare; Financial = Financial
Alternatives; Termination = Termination Procedures; Investments = Structural Investments; Availability =
Availability of Other Partners.
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DISCUSSION

In this paper, a reliability and validity study
was conducted for the Revised Commitment
Scale on married couples on a Turkish sample.
The English and Turkish forms of the scale were
found to be positively significant (r = .90, p <
.01). This result indicates that the English and
Turkish versions of the Commitment Scale were
understood similarly by the participants.

As a result of the confirmatory factor analy-
sis that was performed, as in the original scale
(Owen et al.  2011), goodness of fit values was
calculated for the seven-factor and two-factor
models. These factors were as below for the 7-
factor model; χ2 =477.53, df= 171, (χ2/df) = 2.79,
RMR=.06, RMSEA=.06, CFI=.78, goodness of fit
index (GFI) = .91 and adjusted goodness of fit
index (AGFI) = .88. There are studies that pro-
vided this fit indexs (see also Kesici 2006, 2008;
Ozteke et al. 2015).  It was understood that the
seven-factor model was fit for the obtained data
at an acceptable level (Anderson and Gerbing
1984; Bentler 1992; Bollen 1989; Browne and
Cudeck 1993; Cole 1987; Hu and Bentler 1999;
Marsh et al. 1988).  Moreover, it was determined
that the seven-factor model had better goodness
of fit values than the two-factor model. Owen et
al. (2011), too, obtained similar results in their
study. Furthermore, the results obtained from the
shorter form of the dedication scale are in sup-
port of the fact that dedication could be assessed
on an international level (Stanley and Markman
1992).

When the item loads of the scale were divid-
ed according to gender, it was seen that item
structures of men and women were mostly simi-
lar. Only items 13 and 24 (item 13 was found to be
.27 for men while item 24 was found to be .29 for
women) had lower values than the desired one.
Still, these values were at an acceptable level
(Erol 1989 cited by Aydin-Yenihayat 2007).

When the Cronbach α internal consistency
coefficient of the Turkish form of the scale was
considered, it was seen that the alpha value in
the concern for partner welfare was .65 for wom-
en whereas it was .43 for men. The alpha value in
the alternative availability sub-dimension was .55
for women whereas it was .74 for men. The alpha
value in the structural investments sub-dimen-
sion was .62 for women whereas it was .61 for
men. The alpha value in the social pressure sub-
dimension was .64 for women whereas it was .66
for men. The alpha value in the financial alterna-
tives sub-dimension was .77 for women whereas
it was .65 for men. The alpha value in the termi-
nation procedures sub-dimension was .68 for
women whereas it was .70 for men. The alpha
value in the dedication sub-dimension was .80
for women whereas it was .78 for men. The alpha
value in the constraint sub-dimension was .81
for women whereas it was .71 for men. Overall
alpha values for the sub-dimensions varied in
general between .54 and .79, while Cronbach α
value was .78. The internal consistency values
that were obtained were similar to those given in
Rhoades et al. (2010) and Owen et al. (2011). The
reason why the values were low in some sub-

Table 3: Correlations among revised commitment inventory subscales and other measures

   1     2    3     4    5     6     7     8   9 10    11 12

  1. Dedication -
  2. CPW .13 -
  3. Financial .12 .08 -
  4. Termination .15* .45** -.06 -
  5. Social Pressure .55** .30** -.08 .10 -
  6. Investments .10 .07 -.05 .25** .08 -
  7. Availability .30** .41** .21** .28** .30** -.04 -
  8. MAT .50** .11 -.12 .10 .38** -.09 .27** -
  9. RAS .42** .10 .21** .23** .40** .11 .07 .67** -
10. DAS .63** -.10 -.11 -.05 .12 .10 .09 .78** .68** -
11. FTORR .68** .40** .15* -.17* .25** .22** -.20** .40** .65** .54** -
12. HFS .40** .30** -.12 -.22** .09 .07 -.28** .25** .16* .15* .13 -

Notes: CPW = Concern for Partner Welfare; Financial = Financial Alternatives; Termination = Termination
Procedures; Investments = Structural Investments; Availability = Availability of Other Partners; DAS = Dyadic
Adjustment Scale; MAT =Martial Adjustment Test; FTORR= The Future Time Orientation Scale; HFS=
Heartland Forgiveness Scale; RAS: The Relationship Assessment Scale
*p < .01, **p < .001.
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dimensions was that these sub-scales had fewer
items (Cortina 1993; Helms et al. 2006).

For criterion-related validity, the correlation
between the sub-dimensions of the commitment
scale and marital adjustment, relationship assess-
ment, future time orientation in romantic relation-
ships, the Heartland forgiveness dyadic adjust-
ment scales was investigated. As expected, a sig-
nificant correlation was observed between the
dedication sub-dimension and all the scales that
were used criterion related validity. Concern for
partner welfare is correlated with future time ori-
entation in romantic relationships scale (FTORR)
and the heartland forgiveness scale. It was also
found that financial alternatives sub-scale was
correlated with relationship assessment  and
FTORR; termination procedures sub-scale was
correlated with relationship assessment, FTORR
and the heartland forgiveness scales; social pres-
sure sub-scale was correlated with marital ad-
justment, relationship assessment and FTORR;
structural investments sub-scale was correlated
with FTORR, and alternative availability sub-
scale was correlated with marital adjustment,
FTORR and heartland forgiveness scales. These
findings indicate that the sub-scales were as-
sessed differently but that they were related with
different aspects of commitment.

Reliability coefficient for the test-retest meth-
od was found to be .86 in our sample. Test-retest
reliability was found to be .89 for dedication sub-
dimension, .82 for social pressure, .86 for termi-
nation procedures, .84 for alternative availabili-
ty, .86 for concern for partner welfare, .87 for fi-
nancial alternatives and .88 for structural invest-
ments sub-dimensions. These values were found
to be sufficient for the scale.

The values obtained from the Turkish form
of the commitment scale show that the new ver-
sion of the scale was valid and reliable just as in
other studies (Kline et al. 2004; Owen et al. 2011).

CONCLUSION

Four studies were conducted for the validity
and the reliability of the Commitment Scale. Con-
firmatory factor analysis was performed in the
study and it was found that the model had ac-
ceptable goodness of fit indices. Item total anal-
yses and Cronbach alpha value indicated that
the scale could be used in Turkish samples. In
the criterion related validity study, it was found
that the scale was significantly correlated with

Relationship Assessment Scale, Dyadic Adjust-
ment Scale, Marital Adjustment Scale, Future Time
Orientation in Romantic Relationships Scale and
the Heartland Forgiveness Scale. The reliability
coefficient scores revealed acceptable results.
In conclusion, as a result of the adaptation of
the Commitment Scale to Turkish, a new mea-
surement tool was created to measure the com-
mitment between couples in Turkish samples.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In this paper, researchers administered the
Commitment Scale to married individuals. In fu-
ture studies, the scale could be administered to
dating couples, engaged couples or cohabiting
partners in Turkish samples. The scale is a use-
ful measurement tool for researchers, psycholo-
gists and psychological counselors. Profession-
als may use the scale in a clinical setting and
make an assessment with the results they have
obtained. It is possible to use the scale actively
in family counseling. Counselors may evaluate
the commitment between couples using the scale
before beginning the counseling sessions and
prepare a road map. Finally, this scale can be
used in an intercultural study in order to deter-
mine how the elements that constitute commit-
ment vary from culture to culture.
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