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ABSTRACT

This research aims to examine whether the attachment styles and psychological resilience levels of adolescents from intact and
non-intact families differed by gender, age, parents’ survival status, parents’ togetherness status, parents’ separate living
arrangements, reasons for family breakdown, age during family breakdown, and cohabitants. The study sample consists of
1355 high school students studying in the Mamak district of Ankara Province. The data were collected through the Three-
Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale, the Child and Youth Psychological Resilience Scale, and the Personal Information Form
prepared by the researchers. According to the analysis, adolescents from non-intact families exhibited a higher level of anxious-
ambivalent attachment than those from intact families. The psychological resilience levels of adolescents from non-intact
families were lower than those from intact families. While secure and avoidant attachment levels showed no gender difference
in both family structures, anxious-ambivalent attachment levels differed. The psychological resilience levels of adolescents
from intact families indicated a significant gender difference, whereas there was no significant difference in adolescents from
non-intact families. The attachment styles and psychological resilience levels of adolescents from non-intact families did not
differ by parents’ separate living arrangements and the reason for family breakdown. There was no difference in attachment
styles by cohabitants, parents’ survival status, and age during family breakdown. However, there was a statistically significant

difference between their psychological resilience levels, except for their age during family breakdown.
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PARCALANMIS VE PARCALANMAMIS AILEYE SAHIP ERGENLERIN
BAGLANMA STIiLLERININ VE PSIKOLOJiK SAGLAMLIKLARININ iNCELENMESI

OZET

Bu arastirmanin temel amaci, pargalanmis ve parcalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerin baglanma stillerinin ve psikolojik
saglamliklarinin cinsiyet, yas, ebeveynlerin hayatta olma durumu, ebeveynlerin birliktelik durumu, ebeveynlerin ayr1 yasama
sekli, ailenin pargalanma sebebi, parcalanmanin yasandigi yas ve birlikte yasadigi kisi degiskenlerine gore farklilasip
farklilagsmadigini incelemektir. Arastirmanin &rneklemi, Ankara Ili Mamak ilgesinde halen 6grenim géren 1355 lise
ogrencisinden olusmaktadir. Arastirmanin verileri, U¢ Boyutlu Baglanma Stilleri Olgegi, Cocuk ve Geng Psikolojik Saglamlik
Olgegi ve arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan Kisisel Bilgiler Formu araciligiyla elde edilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda;
parcalanmig ailelerdeki ergenlerin kaygili-kararsiz baglanma diizeyi, pargcalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerden daha yiiksek
cikmistir. Parcalanmis aileye sahip ergenlerin psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri, parcalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerden daha
diistik ¢itkmustir. Giivenli ve kagman baglanma diizeyi her iki aile yapisinda da cinsiyete gore farklilagmazken, kaygili-kararsiz
baglanma diizeyleri farklilagmaktadir. Parcalanmanus aileye sahip ergenlerin psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri cinsiyete gore
anlamli bir farklilik gosterirken, parcalanmig aileye sahip ergenlerde anlamli bir sekilde farklilagmamaktadir. Parcalanmis
aileye sahip ergenlerin baglanma stili ile psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri ebeveynlerin ayr1 yasama sekline ve parcalanma
sebebine gore farklilagmamaktadir. Birlikte yasadig: kisi, ebeveyn hayatta olma durumu ve parcalanmanin yasandigi yas
degiskenlerine gore baglanma stillerinde bir farklilagma olmazken, pargalanmanin yasandig1 yas harig, psikolojik saglamlik

diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Pargalanmus aile, pargalanmamus aile, baglanma stilleri, psikolojik saglamlik, ergen

1. INTRODUCTION

Every individual comes into the world opening their eyes within a family and is born within a
family, whereby the foundation of many traits that make up an individual is laid within the family.
Family breakdown for any reason is like a dynamite detonating at its foundation, dispersing individuals.
The existence of a family influences the mental health, self-identity, and self-esteem of family members.
Children growing up within a family develop a significant sense of value and belonging when they
perceive themselves as part of the family (Ciiceloglu, 2002). On the other hand, family breakdown leads
children to distance themselves from parental control and culture, getting controlled by external factors
beyond the family (Sentiirk, 2006).

Family breakdown is a change in the overall and normal structure of the family. This change
may occur in the family due to various situations such as a parent’s death, their long-term journeys,
living separately without divorce, or divorce leading to children moving away from the family
(Ozgiiven, 2001). The breakdown of a family due to divorce can have a worse impact on children
compared to the death of a parent. Thus, children often take a longer time to adapt to divorce compared
to a parent’s death (Ozgiiven, 2000). When one of the parents dies, the children know that they will not

come back and accept this situation, for they understand they cannot bring the lost person back.
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However, the situation is different in cases of divorce. Children know that their fathers or mothers are
alive and that they can see them, but their parents experience problems to keep together. This situation
is often more difficult for children to accept. In case of their parents’ divorce, adolescents may often feel
abandoned, distance themselves from home, feel like they have lost their parents, experience anger
towards their parents, or face academic difficulties (Weyburne, 2000). In addition, children whose
families have fragmented due to divorce or the loss of a parent may be more prone to resorting to

aggression and violence compared to children from intact families (Sentiirk, 2006).

According to Bowlby, attachment is a strong emotional bond that an individual develops
towards someone significant to them (attachment figure). Being close to the attached person and
maintaining this closeness is a fundamental building block of the attachment system. Newborn babies
increase their chances of survival and development in life by establishing closeness with those who care
for them. Upon examining the attachment system, individuals seem to have secure, avoidant, and
anxious attachment styles (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). Individuals with a secure attachment style describe
their relationship experiences as happy, sincere, and trustable. They accept the people they are with and
support them despite their mistakes. In addition, individuals with a secure attachment tend to have long-
lasting relationships. On the other hand, individuals with an anxious-ambivalent attachment style are
constantly anxious, experience more emotional ups and downs, are more jealous, and place more
emphasis on sexuality in their relationships. Individuals with an avoidant attachment style are described
as individuals with fears related to intimacy (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).

Psychological resilience refers to an individual’s ability to adapt to changes in their life in the
dynamic process resulting from the interaction between protective and risk factors when facing adverse
situations (e.g., divorce, disrupted family dynamics, natural disasters, changing cities, terrorism, and
poverty). Therefore, when defining psychological resilience, two critical points are emphasized: (a)
exposure to a significant threat or adversity, and (b) the successful adaptation process despite these
adversities (Luthar et al., 2000). Individuals with high psychological resilience can cope with problems
more easily and adapt to changes more readily. In their study, Dumont and Provos (1999) found that
adolescents exhibiting psychological resilience traits had higher self-esteem scores compared to
adolescents with lower psychological resilience. Additionally, adolescents with high psychological
resilience also scored higher in the problem-solving sub-dimension. The psychological resilience
exhibited by adolescents against stress and adversity varies depending on innate (e.g., personality traits)
and environmental factors (e.g., family, school, and social environment). Therefore, when explaining
the concept of psychological resilience, one should consider the impact of multiple risk factors that can
coexist in an individual’s life, such as poverty, life-threatening illness of parents, exposure to natural

disasters, and more (Karairmak, 2007).

Considering the literature, several research studies have been conducted on family breakdown

due to divorce, but there have not been enough studies on all forms of family breakdown (e.g., death,
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living apart, and going on long trips). An examination of existing studies indicated there were numerous
studies related to the age variable. However, there were insufficient studies regarding the variable of age
during family breakdown. Furthermore, there was insufficient research on whether children who witness
family breakdown at a young age experience any differences in their attachment style and psychological
resilience compared to someone who experiences this at an older age. Likewise, the variable of who the
adolescents live with after the family breakdown has not been adequately investigated. Therefore, this
study may make important contributions to the literature in this context. This study examined the
attachment styles and psychological resilience levels of adolescents from intact and non-intact families
in terms of variables such as age, gender, separate living arrangements, reasons for family breakdown,
cohabitants, age during family breakdown, and parents’ survival status. The research hypotheses are

formulated as follows:

[0 There is a significant difference between the attachment styles and psychological resilience
mean scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families.

[0 There is a significant difference between the attachment styles and psychological resilience
mean scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families by gender, age, separate living
arrangements, reasons for family breakdown, cohabitants, parents’ survival status, and parents’
togetherness status.

[0 There is a significant difference between the attachment styles and psychological resilience
mean scores of adolescents from non-intact families based on the age when the breakdown

occurred.

2. METHOD

This descriptive research examines the attachment styles and psychological resilience levels of
adolescents from intact and non-intact families according to various variables (Karasar, 2011). The
dependent variables of the study are attachment styles and psychological resilience levels, while the
independent variables include gender, age, parents’ survival status, parents’ togetherness status, parents’
separate living arrangements, reasons for family breakdown, age during family breakdown, and

cohabitants.

2.1. Study Group

The research population consisted of grades 9, 10, 11, and 12 students enrolled in public high
schools in the Mamak district of Ankara during the 2021-2022 academic year. The study sample
consisted of 1355 students attending four high schools selected through a convenient sampling method.
Since the study focused on reaching out to children from intact and non-intact families and assessing

family structures through children, the qualities of the schools were not taken into consideration.

345



The distribution of participants in the study group based on gender, age, parents’ survival status,
parents’ togetherness status, parents’ separate living arrangements, reasons for family breakdown, age
during family breakdown, and cohabitants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Participants’ personal information

Variable Levels N %
Gender Male 623 46.0
Female 732 54.0

13 39 2.9
14 259 19.1
15 239 17.6
Age 16 397 29.3
17 363 26.8

18 53 3.9

19 5 0.4

Both are alive 1299 95.9

Parents’ Survival Status Mother passed away 22 16
Father passed away 34 2.5

Parents’ Togetherness Status ;; %%?g;g:j 1214114 ?55
Parents’ Separate Living Arrangements . Divorced 164 68.0
Not divorced but separated and deceased 77 32.0

Divorce 164 68.0

Reason for Family Breakdown Death 56 23.2
Separation 21 8.7

Marital conflict 2 9.5

Reason for Living Apart Work 13 61.9
Other 6 28.6

Family 1110 81.9

Mother 158 11.7

Father 45 3.3

Cohabitant Grandparents 13 1.0

A Relative 8 0.6

Grandparents and mother 16 1.2

Grandparents and father 5 0.4

As seen in Table 1, 1355 students participated in the study, with 623 (46%) being male and 732

(54%) being female. Their ages range between 13 and 19, where 29.3% of them are 16 years old, 26.8%
are 17 years old, and 19.1% are 14 years old. Of these participants, 1299 have both parents alive, 22
have lost their mothers, and 34 have lost their fathers. In addition, 1114 (82.2%) students’ parents live
together, while 241(17.8%) students’ parents have separated. As per the distribution of 241 students
whose parents live separately considering the separate living arrangement of parents, 164 (68%)
students’ parents have divorced, and 77 (32%) students’ parents have not divorced but separated or
deceased. Upon examining the distribution of the 241 students with separated parents based on the
reasons for family breakdown, we observed that 164 (68%) students’ parents have divorced, 56 (23.2%)
students’ mothers and/or fathers have passed away, and 21 (8.7%) students’ parents have separated.
Considering the distribution of 21 students whose parents lived apart without being divorced in terms
of the reason for their family’s breakdown, 2 (9.5%) students’ parents have separated due to marital
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conflict, 13 (61.9%) students’ mother and/or father have separated due to work, and 6 (28.6%) students’
parents lived separately. The distribution of students based on their cohabitants indicated that 1110
(81.9%) students lived with their families, 158 (11.7%) lived with their mothers, 45 (3.3%) lived with
their fathers, 13 (1.0%) lived with their grandparents, 8 (0.6%) lived with one of their relatives, 16
(1.2%) lived with their grandparents and mothers, 5 (0.4%) lived with their grandparents and fathers,
and 6 (28.6%) had parents who separated for other reasons. Table 2 presents the distribution of 241

students from non-intact families considering their ages when the family breakdown occurred.

Table 2. Distribution of students based on their age when family breakdown occurred

Age N %
0 4 1.66
1 17 7.05
2 13 5.39
3 14 5.81
4 10 4.15
5 12 4.98
6 11 4.56
7 17 7.05
8 16 6.64
9 13 5.39
10 30 12.45
11 15 6.22
12 21 8.71
13 12 4,98
14 13 5.39
15 10 415
16 10 415
17 3 1.24

Total 241 100

As seen in Table 2, the students are between the ages of 1 and 17, and either their parents have

passed away or have separated.

2.2. Data Collection Tools

In the research, the Personal Information Form prepared by the researcher, the Three-
Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale for Adolescents, and the Child and Youth Psychological
Resilience Scale (CYPRS-12) were employed. The Personal Information Form included questions about
adolescents’ gender, age, parents’ survival status, parents’ togetherness status, age during family

breakdown, and cohabitants.

The Three-Dimensional Attachment Styles Scale, developed by Erzen (2016), was designed to
determine attachment styles. The scale was developed to identify three different attachment styles:
secure attachment, anxious-ambivalent attachment, and avoidant attachment. It consisted of 18 Likert-
type items, with response categories of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree. Five items
identified the secure attachment style, seven items identified the avoidant attachment style, and six items

identified the anxious-ambivalent attachment style. There were no reverse-coded items in the scale.
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Since the scale had two negative and one positive sub-dimension, obtaining a single Cronbach’s Alpha
value for the entire scale was not possible. Therefore, separate values for each sub-dimension were
determined. Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficient was 0.80 for the Avoidant Attachment
Style, 0.69 for the Secure Attachment Style, and 0.71 for the Anxious-Ambivalent Attachment Style. In
the validity and reliability study conducted, the exploratory factor analysis revealed that the 18 items in
the scale consistently clustered under three dimensions. The item-total correlation values of the scale
ranged between 0.49 and 0.75 (Erzen, 2016). In this study, Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency
coefficient was 0.497 for the Secure Attachment Style, 0.731 for the Avoidant Attachment Style, and
0.728 for the Anxious-Ambivalent Attachment Style.

The Child and Youth Psychological Resilience Scale (CYPRS-12) was used to measure
psychological resilience in adolescents. The original form of the scale, developed based on data collected
from eleven different countries, consisted of 28 items, three subscales, and eight sub-dimensions. The
measurement tool was developed using a socio-ecological perspective, employing both quantitative and
gualitative methods (Liebenberg, Ungar, & Van de Vijver, 2012). A short-form study of the scale was
conducted by Liebenberg, Ungar, and LeBlanc (2013), and a 12-item structure was obtained through
two different studies. The Turkish adaptation of the scale, conducted by Arslan (2015), yielded factor
loadings ranging from 0.39 to 0.88, with an internal consistency coefficient of 0.84. The measurement
tool, which is in a five-point Likert format, is rated on a scale of “Completely Describes Me (5)” to
“Does Not Describe Me at All (1).” In this study, the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient
was 0.815.

2.3. Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics and normality test results for the scores obtained from the Attachment

Style sub-dimensions and the Psychological Resilience scales are provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the scores obtained from the attachment style sub-dimensions and the

psychological resilience scale

Attachment Styles Scale Psychological Resilience

SAS AAS AAAS Scale
N 1355 1355 1355 1355
Mean 18.6959 17.8804 17.8266 445173
Median 19.0000 17.0000 18.0000 45.0000
Mode 20.00 19.00 16.00 44.00
Standard Deviation 3.49538 5.74769 5.37172 8.35071
Variance 12.218 33.036 28.855 69.734
Skewness Coefficient -0.324 0.341 0.082 -0.392
Kurtosis Coefficient -0.349 -0.438 -0.545 -0.376
Range 16.00 27.00 24.00 39.00
Minimum 9.00 7.00 6.00 21.00
Maximum 25.00 34.00 30.00 60.00
Kolmogorov-Smirmov K-S = 0.09*4 K-S = 0.06*8 K-S = 0.0517 K-S = 0.0519
p = 0.000 p =0.000 p =0.000 p = 0.000
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*p < 0.05, N = Number of participants, SAS= Secure Attachment Style, AAS = Avoidant Attachment Style, AAAS = Anxious-
Ambivalent Attachment Style

As seen in Table 3, the scores obtained for the attachment style sub-dimensions and
psychological resilience scale did not have a normal distribution (p < 0.05). Based on this finding, the
research hypotheses were tested using the Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal Wallis H tests.

3. FINDINGS
The findings regarding whether there are significant differences in mean attachment style scores

of adolescents from intact and non-intact families are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Mann-Whitney U Test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by family type

Attachment Style Family N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p
SAS Intact 1114 683.53 761452 128077 0.26
Non-intact 241 652.44 157238
AAS Intact 1114 669.45 745769 124714 0.08
Non-intact 241 717.51 172921
AAAS Intact 1114 666.71 742713 121658 0.02"
Non-intact 241 730.20 175977

*p < 0.05, N = Number of Adolescents, U = Mann-Whitney U value, p = Significance Level, SAS= Secure Attachment Style,
AAS = Avoidant Attachment Style, AAAS = Anxious-Ambivalent Attachment Style

As seen in Table 4, the Mann-Whitney U analysis results indicated no statistically significant
differences in the mean scores for secure (p = 0.26) and avoidant attachment styles between adolescents
from intact and non-intact families (p > 0.05). However, there was a statistically significant difference
in the mean scores for anxious-ambivalent attachment style between adolescents from intact and non-
intact families (U = 121658, p < 0.05). Considering the mean ranks, adolescents from non-intact families
had higher mean scores for anxious-ambivalent attachment style compared to adolescents from intact
families. The findings regarding whether there is a significant difference between the mean
psychological resilience scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families are presented in Table
5.

Table 5. Mann-Whitney U-Test results for scores on psychological resilience by family type

Family N Mean Rank Sum of Rank U p
Intact 1114 708.10 788824 100705 0.00
Non-Intact 241 538.86 129866

*p <0.05

As seen in Table 5, the Mann-Whitney U test yielded a statistically significant difference
between the psychological resilience mean scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families (U
= 100705, p < 0.5). Considering the mean ranks, adolescents from non-intact families had lower

psychological resilience mean scores compared to adolescents from intact families.
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Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine whether there were significant gender
differences in attachment style scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families. The test results
are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Mann-Whitney U test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by gender

Family Type Attachment Style Gender N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p
SAS Female 602 560.09 337175 152552  0.07
Male 512 554.45 283880
AAS Female 602 562.57 338668 151059 0.56
Intact Male 512 551.54 282387
AAAS Female 602 622.00 374445 115282 0.00*
Male 512 481.66 246610
SAS Female 130 120.16 15620.50 71055 0.83
Male 111 121.99 13540.50
AAS Female 130 121.07 15738.50 7206.5 0.98
Non-Intact Male 111 120.92 13422.50
AAAS Female 130 133.93 17410.50 55345 0.00*
Male 111 105.86 11750.50

*p < 0.05, N = Number of Adolescents, U = Mann-Whitney U value, p = Significance Level, SAS= Secure Attachment Style,
AAS = Avoidant Attachment Style, AAAS = Anxious-Ambivalent Attachment Style

As shown in Table 6, the mean scores for secure and avoidant attachment styles of adolescents
from intact families did not significantly differ by gender (p > 0.05). However, their mean scores for
anxious-ambivalent attachment style indicated significant gender differences (U = 115282, p < 0.05).
Accordingly, the mean rank scores of female adolescents for anxious-ambivalent attachment style were
higher than those of male students. Adolescents from non-intact families showed no significant gender
difference in mean scores for secure and avoidant attachment styles (p > 0.05). At the same time,
adolescents from non-intact families demonstrated significant gender differences in mean scores for
anxious-ambivalent attachment style (U = 5534.5, p < 0.05). Accordingly, the mean rank scores of

female adolescents for anxious-ambivalent attachment style were higher than those of male students.

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference
in psychological resilience scores of adolescents from intact and non-intact families according to their

parents’ separate living arrangements. The test results are provided in Table 7.

Table 7. Mann-Whitney U test results for scores on psychological resilience by parents’ separate living

arrangements
Separate Living Arrangements N Mean Rank  Sum of Ranks U p
Divorced 164 121.90 19992 6166 0.76
Not divorced but separated 77 119.08 9169

N = Number of adolescents, U = Mann-Whitney U values, p = Significance level

Table 7 shows that the mean psychological resilience scores of adolescents from non-intact

families did not significantly differ by their parents’ separate living arrangements (p > 0.05). The mean
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rank for psychological resilience scores of adolescents whose parents had divorced was 121.9, while the

mean rank for adolescents whose parents had not divorced but separated was 119.08.

A Kruskal-Wallis H Test was conducted to determine whether there were significant differences
in the attachment style scores of adolescents from non-intact families according to the reasons for family
breakdown. The test results are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by reasons for

family breakdown

Attachment Styles Reasons N Mean Rank df  Chi-Square p
SAS Divorce 164 123.92 2 4.883 0.08

Death 56 124.42
Separation 21 89.05

AAS Divorce 164 118.32 2 3.936 0.14
Death 56 118.06
Separation 21 149.79

AAAS Divorce 164 120.20 2 0.201 0.90
Death 56 120.95
Separation 21 127.43

*p < 0.05, N = Number of Adolescents, p = Significance Level, SAS= Secure Attachment Style, AAS = Avoidant Attachment
Style, AAAS = Anxious-Ambivalent Attachment Style

The Kruskal-Wallis H test yielded no significant differences in attachment style sub-dimensions
considering the reasons for family breakdown (p > 0.05). In other words, the scores obtained from the
secure attachment style did not significantly differ in terms of different reasons for family breakdown
(X? = 4.883, p > 0.05). The scores obtained from the avoidant attachment style did not significantly
differ based on the reasons for family breakdown (X? = 3.936, p > 0.05). Likewise, the scores obtained
from the anxious-avoidant attachment style showed no significant differences based on various reasons
for family breakdown (X? = 0.201, p > 0.05). A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine
whether the psychological resilience scores of adolescents from non-intact families significantly differed

by reasons for family breakdown. Table 9 presents the Kruskal Wallis H test results.

Table 9. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on psychological resilience by reasons for family

breakdown
Reasons N Mean Rank df Chi-Square p
Divorce 164 121.90 2 1.750 0.41
Death 56 125.35
Separation 21 102.36

The Kruskal-Wallis H test yielded no significant difference in psychological resilience scores
considering the reasons for family breakdown (p > 0.05). A Kruskal-Wallis H Test was also conducted
to determine whether there were significant differences in attachment style scores of adolescents

according to their cohabitants. The test results are given in Table 10.
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The Kruskal-Wallis H test yielded no significant difference in attachment style sub-dimensions
considering the cohabitants of adolescents (p > 0.05). Simply put, the scores obtained from secure
attachment styles did not significantly differ by their cohabitants (X* = 5.074, p > 0.05). The scores
obtained from the avoidant attachment style did not differ significantly considering the cohabitants of
adolescents (X? = 6.752, p > 0.05). Similarly, the scores obtained from the anxious-avoidant attachment
style indicated no significant difference considering the cohabitants of adolescents (X? = 10.551, p >
0.05).

Table 10. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by cohabitants

Attachment Styles Cohabitants N Mean Rank df  Chi-Square p

SAS Family 1110 684.05
Mother 158 653.72
Father 45 663.99

Grandparents 13 669.15 6 5.074 0.53
A relative 8 504.13
Grandparents and mother 16 716.00
Grandparents and father 5 408.70
AAS Family 1110 669.60
Mother 158 699.24
Father 45 722.66

Grandparents 13 727.15 6 6.752 0.34
A relative 8 615.00
Grandparents and mother 16 881.53
Grandparents and father 5 792.60
AAAS Family 1110 667.22
Mother 158 758.59
Father 45 643.78

Grandparents 13 565.38 6 10.551 0.10
A relative 8 679.50
Grandparents and mother 16 776.91
Grandparents and father 5 805.60

A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine whether the psychological resilience scores
of adolescents significantly differed considering their cohabitants. The test results are provided in Table
11.

Table 11. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on psychological resilience levels by cohabitants

Cohabitants N Mean Rank df  Chi-Square p

Psychological Family 1110 707.22
Resilience Mother 158 536.89
Father 45 545.99

Grandparents 13 546.08 6 40.462 0.00"
A relative 8 740.44
Grandparents and mother 16 632.31
Grandparents and father 5 226.80

*p < 0.05

The Kruskal-Wallis H test yielded a significant difference in adolescents’ psychological

resilience scores considering their cohabitants (X? = 40.462, p < 0.05). A pairwise comparison between
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the scores indicated that this differentiation was between adolescents living with their mothers and
adolescents living with their families (p < 0.05). Accordingly, the mean rank for psychological resilience
scores of adolescents living with their families (707.22) was higher than the mean rank for psychological
resilience scores of adolescents living with their mothers (536.89). A Kruskal-Wallis H Test was also
conducted to determine whether there were significant differences in the psychological resilience scores
of adolescents based on their age when they experienced family breakdown. The test results are
presented in Table 12.

Table 12. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by age during

family breakdown

Attachment Styles ~ Parents’ Survival Status N Mean Rank  df  Chi-Square p

SAS Both are alive 1299 678.44
Mother passed away 22 583.16 2 1.749 0.41

Father passed away 34 722.60

AAS Both are alive 1299 677.00
Mother passed away 22 800.89 2 2.562 0.27

Father passed away 34 636.79

AAAS Both are alive 1299 675.75
Mother passed away 22 733.14 2 1.047 0.59

Father passed away 34 728.41

Adolescents’ scores on secure attachment styles indicated no significant differences based on
their age when they experienced family breakdown (X2 = 3.124, p > 0.05). Likewise, adolescents’ scores
on the avoidant attachment style showed no significant differences based on the age when they
experienced family breakdown (X?= 1.466, p > 0.05). Similarly, their scores on the anxious-avoidant
attachment style indicated no significant difference considering their age during family breakdown (X2
=1.592, p > 0.05).

A Kruskal Wallis H test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference
in psychological resilience scores of adolescents based on their age during family breakdown. The

results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test are shown in Table 13.

Table 13. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on psychological resilience levels by age during

family breakdown

Age N Mean Rank df Chi-Square p
0-6 81 125.79
Psychological Resilience 7-13 124 115.59 2 1.590 0.45
14 -19 36 128.86

According to the Kruskal-Wallis H test results, there was no significant difference in
adolescents’ psychological resilience scores based on their age when their parents separated or passed

away (p > 0.05). A Kruskal-Wallis H test was also conducted to determine whether there were significant
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differences in adolescents’ scores on attachment styles based on their parents’ survival status. The test

results are presented in Table 14.

Table 14. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on attachment style sub-dimensions by parents’

survival status

Attachment Styles Parents’ Survival Status N Mean Rank df  Chi-Square p

SAS Both are alive 1299 678.44
Mother passed away 22 583.16 2 1.749 0.41

Father passed away 34 722.60

AAS Both are alive 1299 677.00
Mother passed away 22 800.89 2 2.562 0.27

Father passed away 34 636.79

AAAS Both are alive 1299 675.75
Mother passed away 22 733.14 2 1.047 0.59

Father passed away 34 728.41

Adolescents’ scores on secure attachment styles indicated no significant differences based on
whether their parents were alive or not (X? = 1.749, p > 0.05). The scores obtained from the avoidant
attachment style did not significantly differ based on whether the adolescents’ parents were alive (X? =
2.562, p>0.05). Similarly, the scores obtained from the anxious-avoidant attachment style demonstrated
no significant difference based on whether the adolescents’ parents were alive or not (X% = 1,047, p >
0.05).

A Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant difference
in adolescents’ psychological resilience scores based on their parents’ survival status. The test results
are presented in Table 15.

Table 15. Kruskal Wallis H Test results for scores on psychological resilience by parents’ survival status

Survival Status N Mean Rank  df Chi-Square p
Both are alive 1299 682.76
Psychological Resilience  Mother passed away 22 483.25 2 6.344 0.04"
Father passed away 34 622.12

*p < 0.05

The Kruskal-Wallis H test yielded a statistically significant difference in adolescents’
psychological resilience scores according to their parents’ survival status (p < 0.05). A pairwise
comparison of the scores indicated that this difference was between the adolescents whose parents were
alive and those whose mothers had passed away (p < 0.05). Further, the mean rank psychological
resilience scores of adolescents with both parents alive (682.76) were higher than the mean rank

psychological resilience scores of adolescents whose mothers had passed away (483.25).
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

According to the research results, there were no significant differences in secure and avoidant
attachment levels of adolescents from intact and non-intact families. However, adolescents from non-
intact families exhibited higher anxiety-ambivalent attachment levels than those from intact families.
Supporting this result, Sardogan et al. (2007) found that children whose parents have separated or
divorced exhibit lower levels of attachment to their parents and develop insecure attachment compared
to children whose parents are married. Brennan and Shaver (1998) stated that parental loss can result in
developing an insecure attachment style. In another study, Aral and Basar (1998) found significant
differences in trait anxiety levels of children from divorced families compared to those from non-
divorced families. Similarly, Richardson and McCabe (2001) report that adolescents whose parents have
divorced exhibit higher levels of anxiety, depression, and stress compared to adolescents whose parents
have not divorced. These studies suggest that family breakdown due to divorce or death is a factor that

can influence attachment.

Another research finding indicated that the psychological resilience levels of adolescents from
non-intact families were lower than those from intact families. In line with this result, Hand and
Antramian (2003), Huebner and Valois (2008), and Sipahioglu (2008) found in their studies that
adolescents living in non-intact families experienced negative and risky experiences, which in turn
reduced the psychological resilience levels of adolescents. Similarly, Ozcan (2005) determined that high
school students whose parents were together had higher levels of psychological resilience characteristics
and protective factors compared to those whose parents had divorced. Adolescents from nuclear and
extended family structures have more family members and support to rely on compared to those from
non-intact family structures (Barton & Coley 2007; Trawick-Swith 2013). These research findings
support that adolescents from non-intact have lower levels of psychological resilience and endurance.
Inconsistent with this study, Aktas (2016) reported that there was no significant difference in
psychological resilience and future expectations between adolescents with divorced parents and those
with married parents. Additionally, Saka and Ceylan (2018) and Ergiin (2016) found no relationship

between family structure and psychological resilience.

An examination of gender differences in attachment styles indicated that there was no difference
in secure and avoidant attachment levels in both intact and non-intact families. However, females had
higher anxious-ambivalent attachment levels compared to males in both family structures. Taskaya
(2019) found that female adolescents in institutional care had higher anxious-ambivalent attachment
levels compared to males. In another study, Cikrikcioglu (2017) concluded that female university
students who did not live with their families had higher fearful attachment levels. Morsiinbiil (2005) and
Stimer and Giingor (1999) stated in their studies that female adolescents had higher levels of fearful
attachment compared to male adolescents. These studies indicate that females generally have a higher

prevalence of anxious-ambivalent attachment levels than males. Therefore, these results identified in
355



both family structures among females seem meaningful. On the other hand, many studies report no
gender differences in attachment styles (Ammaniti et al., 2000; Atabay, 2019; Atik, 2013; Damarli,
2006; Erozkan, 2004).

Considering the study findings regarding gender differences in psychological resilience levels,
male adolescents living in intact families had higher psychological resilience levels compared to female
adolescents. However, no significant difference was found in psychological resilience levels between
males and females in non-intact families. Bahadir (2009) and Li et al. (2012) revealed that boys had
higher psychological resilience levels compared to girls. Similarly, Erdogan (2015) found that males
had higher levels of psychological resilience compared to females. Supporting our research findings,
these studies suggest that psychological resilience differs by gender and that males are psychologically
more resilient. As an example of studies conducted with adolescents from non-intact families, Altundag
(2013) found no gender differences in psychological resilience among adolescents whose parents had
divorced. This finding also parallels the results of the present study. On the other hand, Guo (2019)
examined the differences between Chinese adolescents from single-parent families and adolescents
living with both parents. Guo found that female adolescents exhibited significantly lower levels of
resilience than male adolescents, regardless of their parents’ marital status. Therefore, when
investigating psychological resilience according to gender in both family structures, examining social

and cultural influences could also be meaningful.

Another result obtained from the research indicated that the attachment styles and psychological
resilience levels of adolescents from non-intact families did not significantly differ by their parents’
separate living arrangements. An examination of the literature indicated that there was no study on
whether the reasons for living separately caused any difference in attachment styles and psychological
resilience levels of adolescents from non-intact families. Studies were mainly conducted by categorizing
individuals as divorced or non-divorced and bereaved or non-bereaved. As an example of these studies,
Dalahmetoglu (2018) found that adolescents who experienced parental loss had more mental health
problems than those who did not. In another study, Eren (2017) determined that adolescents who
experienced parental loss were weaker in terms of psychological resilience compared to those who did
not. As such, the conclusion that “parents’ separate living arrangements do not cause any difference in
psychological resilience and attachment styles of adolescents from non-intact families” may contribute

to the literature.

Considering the reasons for family breakdown, no significant differences were found in
psychological resilience levels and attachment style sub-dimensions. Upon reviewing the literature, no
study investigating whether attachment style and psychological resilience differed based on the reasons
for family breakdown was found. Numerous studies have examined various variables in adolescents
from non-intact families, reporting on whether being from a non-intact family differentiated these

variables. However, the reasons for family breakdown (e.g., divorce, death, and separation) have not
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been explored among them. Only Amato’s (2001) research focused specifically on divorce as one of the
reasons for family breakdown and found differences in psychosocial adjustment, self-confidence, and
social relationship success among children with divorced parents compared to children whose parents
had not separated. Therefore, the result obtained in our study, indicating that “the reasons for family
breakdown do not cause any significant difference in attachment styles and psychological resilience
levels of adolescents from non-intact families,” may make significant contributions to the existing

literature.

Upon examining the study results in terms of adolescents’ cohabitants, no significant differences
were found in attachment style sub-dimensions in intact and non-intact families. Similarly, Unlii (2015)
found no statistically significant differences in avoidant and anxiety sub-dimensions among individuals
with divorced parents based on who they lived with after the divorce. In another study, Unal (2017)
found no significant difference between the attachment styles of adolescents living in dormitories and
those living with their families. Cagatay (2014) reported no difference between the attachment styles of
caregivers and adolescents. Supporting our study findings, these studies concluded that individuals’
cohabitants do not influence their attachment styles. In this study, most adolescents either live with their
families or, even if their family breaks up, most adolescents from non-intact families live with their
mothers. Therefore, the fact that adolescents’ cohabitants do not significantly differentiate their
attachment style appears to be an important determinant. According to Bowlby, the mother plays a key
role in attachment relationships. Attachment is established through the warmth reflected by the mother.

Another finding of this study indicated that the psychological resilience levels of adolescents
living with their families were higher than those living with their mothers. At the same time, many
studies indicate that family support increases psychological resilience levels and is among the protective
factors (Kabasakal & Arslan, 2014; Tahmasbipour & Taheri, 2012). A study conducted by Akduman
and Cantiirk (2007) suggests that children whose parents have separated may feel unloved and lonely
because they cannot see the parent who is living away from home, and this situation can lead to feelings

of depression in them. Therefore, it is assumed that their psychological resilience will be affected.

Upon examining the research findings considering adolescents’ age during family breakdown
in non-intact families, no significant differences were found in their psychological resilience levels and
attachment styles. However, Caruso and Morwit (1998) note that two types of losses have been
emphasized in the literature over the past twenty years: death and divorce. Both of these events result in
significant life changes, regardless of age, gender, race, or education level. Caruso and Morwit (1998)
state that research studies are generally conducted on losses in early childhood and emphasize that
parental loss during adolescence is also of great importance. This is because when adolescents are in the
process of separating from their parents and becoming independent, this loss occurs right at that time,
posing significant challenges to their struggle for individualization. Additionally, Harris and Bifulco

(1991) conducted a study with a group of women who had lost their mothers during childhood. They
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examined sociological and psychological variables and found that the depression rates were higher in
women who experienced this loss compared to those who did not. These studies contradict our findings,
in that they directly or indirectly emphasize the age when family breakdown occurred and suggest that
this circumstance affects attachment.

One of the research findings was that there were no significant differences in attachment styles
across all sub-dimensions between adolescents from intact and non-intact families based on whether
their parents were alive or not. Studies contradicting our findings were encountered when the literature
was reviewed. On the other hand, the results showed significant differences in adolescents’
psychological resilience levels depending on whether their parents were alive or not. As a result of
pairwise examinations, it was found that this difference was between the cases where both parents were
living and the cases where the mother had passed away. Aydin (2018) concluded that the psychological
resilience levels of those whose mothers were living were higher than those whose mothers were not
living. In another study, Eren (2017) determined that adolescents who experienced parental loss were
weaker in terms of psychological resilience compared to those who did not. Similarly, Sahin (2018)
found that adolescents with healthy parents have higher psychological resilience levels compared to

those with unhealthy or deceased parents.

4.1. Recommendations

[0 As mentioned above, the research was conducted in a remote and less urban area. It is possible
to conduct similar studies in more central areas, different school levels, and types of schools.

[0 When entering the data into the computer, it was noticed that nearly all participants gave low
scores to the item “I feel a sense of belonging to school” in the Child and Youth Psychological
Resilience Scale. Therefore, projects that promote children’s sense of belonging to school could
be supported.

0 A qualitative study could be conducted by including both intact and non-intact families.

O It is recommended to examine intact and non-intact families separately, considering different

variables.
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GENISLETILMIiS TURKCE OZET

Bu arastirmada, par¢alanmis ve pargalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerin baglanma stillerinin ve
psikolojik saglamliklarinin cinsiyet, yas, ebeveynlerin hayatta olma durumu, ebeveynlerin birliktelik
durumu, ebeveynlerin ayri1 yasama sekli, ailenin par¢alanma sebebi, pargalanmanin yasandigi yas ve
birlikte yasadig1 kisi degiskenlerine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini incelenmistir. Ailede pargalanma,
ailenin genel ve normal yapisindaki bir degismedir. Ailedeki bu degisim anne veya babanin; 6limii,
uzun seyahate ¢ikmasi, bosanma olmadan birbirinden ayr1 yasamasi ya da bosanmalar1 ile gocuklarin

aileden uzaga gitmesi gibi durumlardir (Ozgiiven, 2001).

Baglanma, Bowlby’ye gore bireyin kendisi i¢in 6nemli olan bir baskasina (baglanma figiirii)
kars1 gelistirdigi giliclii duygusal bagdir. Baglanilan kisiye yakin olmak ve bu yakinligi korumak
baglanma sisteminin en temel yap1 tagidir. Baglanma sistemi incelendiginde; bireylerin giivenli, kaginan
ve kaygili baglanma stillerini gergeklestirmis oldugu goriilmektedir (Hazan ve Shaver, 1994). Giivenli
baglanma stilindeki bireyler iligkilerine ait deneyimlerini mutlu, samimi ve giiven verici olarak
tanimlamiglar; birlikte olduklar1 kigilerin hatalarina ragmen onlari kabul etmisler ve onlar igin
destekleyici olmuslardir. Ayrica giivenli baglanan bireylerin iligkileri daha uzun siire devam etme
egilimindedir. Diger taraftan kaygili/kararsiz baglanma stilindeki bireylerin iligkilerinde, siirekli endise
halinde olduklari, daha ¢ok duygusal inis ¢ikislar yasadiklari, daha kiskang olduklar1 ve cinsellige daha
fazla 6nem verdikleri gbzlenmistir. Ka¢inan baglanma stilindeki bireyler ise yakinliga iligkin korkulara

sahip bireyler olarak tanimlanmistir (Hazan ve Shaver, 1987).

Psikolojik saglamlik, olumsuz bir durum (bosanma, bozuk aile diizeni, dogal afetler, sehir
degistirme, tasinma, terdr, yoksulluk vb.) ile karsi karsiya kalindiginda koruyucu faktorler ile risk
faktorlerinin etkilesimi sonucu ortaya c¢ikan dinamik siiregte, bireyin hayatindaki degisiklige uyum
gosterme becerisini ifade etmektedir (Luthar ve ark. 2000). Psikolojik saglamlig: yiiksek olan bireyler,
sorunlarla daha rahat bas edebilmekte ve yeniliklere daha kolay uyum saglayabilmektedir. Ergenlerin
stres ve olumsuzluklar karsisindaki gosterdikleri psikolojik saglamlik, dogustan gelen (kisilik 6zellikleri
gibi) ve cevreden kaynaklanan faktorlere (aile, okul ve sosyal ¢evre gibi) bagl olarak degismektedir
(Karairmak, 2007). Bu ¢alismada ele alinan caligma grubu lise Ogrencilerinden olusturmaktadir.
Alanyazin incelendiginde ailedeki par¢alanma sekillerinden bosanmayla ilgili arastirmalarm yapildigi;
ancak parcalanma sekillerinin tamamiyla (6liim, ayr1 yasama, seyahate gitme gibi) ilgili yeterince
calisma yapilmadigr tespit edilmistir. Dolayisiyla bu g¢alismanin alan yazinina onemli katkilar

saglayacag dustnilmektedir.

Arastirmanin evrenini 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Ankara’nin Mamak ilgesine bagl
devlet liselerinde halen 6grenim goren 9, 10, 11 ve 12. Sinif 6grencileri olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmanin
orneklemi ise ulasilabileni 6rnekleme yoOntemiyle segilen dort lisede Ggrenim goren 1355 Ggrenci

olusturmustur. Arastirmada, arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan Kisisel Bilgiler Formu, Ergenlerde Ug
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Boyutlu Baglanma Stilleri Olcegi Erzen (2016), Cocuk ve Geng Psikolojik Saglamlik Ol¢egi(CGPSO-
12) Arslan (2015) kullanilmistir. Kisgisel bilgi formunda; cinsiyet, yas, anne ve babanin hayatta olup
olmamasi, anne ve babanin birlikteligi, par¢alanma yasi, ergenin kiminle yasadigi gibi sorular yer

almaktadir. Verilerin analizi SPSS 21 programi kullanilarak yapilmistir.

Arastirma sonuglarina gore, pargalanmis ve par¢alanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerin giivenli ve
kaginan baglanma diizeylerinde anlaml bir farklilik olmadig1 goriilmezken, parcalanmis ailelerdeki
ergenlerin kaygili-kararsiz baglanma diizeyleri parcalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerden daha yiiksek
cikmustir. Arastirmanin bir diger sonucuna gore, parcalanmis ailelerdeki ergenlerin psikolojik saglamliik
diizeyleri pargalanmamus aileye sahip ergenlerden daha diisiik oldugu bulunmustur. Baglanma stilleri ve
Cinsiyet arasindaki farklilasma incelendiginde; hem pargalanmis hem de pargalanmamus ailelerde
giivenli ve kacinan baglanma diizeylerinde bir farklilagma goriilmezken, her iki aile seklinde de
kadinlarin kaygili-kararsiz baglanma diizeyleri erkeklerden yiiksek cikmistir. Arastirma sonuglari
psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri ve cinsiyet arasinda farklilasma acisindan incelendiginde, par¢alanmamis
ailelerde erkek ergenlerin psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri kadin ergenlerden yiiksek olurken, par¢alanmis
ailelerde kadin ve erkekler arasinda psikolojik saglamlik diizeyleri agisindan anlamli bir farklilik
belirlenmemistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen diger bir sonug, parcalanmis aileye sahip ergenlerin
baglanma stilleri ile psikolojik saglamlik diizeylerinin, anne-babanin ayri yasama sekli agisindan
anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmadigidir. dilenin parcalanma sebebi agisindan incelendiginde; psikolojik
saglamlik diizeyinde ve baglanma stillerinin tiim alt boyutlarinda anlamli bir farkliliga rastlanmamustir.
Aragtirmadan elde edilen sonuglar ergenlerin birlikte yasadigi kisilere gore incelendiginde; pargalanmis
ve parcalanmamis ailelerde baglanma stillerinin tiim alt boyutlarinda anlamli bir farkliliga
rastlanmamistir. Calismadaki bir diger bulgu; aile ile yasayan ergenlerin psikolojik saglamlik
diizeylerinin, anne ile yasayan ergenlerden daha yiiksek oldugudur. Arastirma sonuglari, par¢alanmis
ailelerde parcalanmanin yasandigi yas agisindan ve incelendiginde; psikolojik saglamlik diizeyi ve
baglanma stillerinin tiim alt boyutlarinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadig1 belirlenmistir. Arastirma
sonuglarindan biri de; pargalanmis ve pargalanmamis aileye sahip ergenlerin ebeveynlerinin hayatta

olup olmamasina gore baglanma stillerinin tiim alt boyutlarinda anlamli bir farklilik tespit edilmedigidir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgulardan hareketle, bu arastirma farkli drneklem gruplarinda;
merkezi bir bolgede, farkli okul kademelerinde ve okul tiirlerinde calisilabilir. Veriler bilgisayar
ortamina girilirken, katilimcilarin nerdeyse tamamina yakiniin; Cocuk ve Geng Psikolojik Saglamlik
6lcegindeki “Kendimi okula ait hissediyorum” maddesine diisiik puan verdigi fark edildiginden, MEB
biinyesinde ¢ocuklarin okula ait hissetmelerini saglayacak projeler desteklenebilir. Farkli ¢caligmalarda
aileler de siirece katilarak nitel bir aragtirma yapilabilir. Son olarak, par¢alanmis ve pargalanmamig

ailelerin farkli degiskenlerle ele alinarak incelenmesi saglanabilir.
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