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 Covid 19 salgını fizyolojik etkilerinin yanı sıra birtakım psikososyal sıkıntıları da beraberinde getirmiştir. Psikolojik sağlamlık ise bu sıkıntılarla 
baş edebilmek üzere önemli bir özellik olarak karşımıza çıkmaktadır. Bu araştırmada, Covid 19 pandemi sürecinde değişen yaşam koşulları 
bağlamında, bireylerin romantik ilişki eğilimleri, bağlanma stilleri, sosyal medya kullanımları ve psikolojik sağlamlıkları arasındaki ilişkilerin 
incelenmesi yoluyla bir model ortaya koymak hedeflenmektedir. Araştırma örneklemini en az altı aylık romantik ilişki geçmişi bulunan ve evli 
olmayan 289 kişi oluşturmaktadır. Katılımcıların yaş ortalaması 27’dir. Yapılan yapısal eşitlik modellemesinin sonucunda, kaygılı ve kaçıngan 
bağlanma stillerinin sosyal medya kullanım amacı üzerinde ve sosyal medya kullanım amacının da psikolojik sağlamlık üzerinde etkisinin 
olmadığı bulunmuştur. Kaygılı ve kaçıngan bağlanma stillerinin, psikolojik sağlamlık üzerinde etkisinin olduğu ve bu etkinin tamamıyla romantik 
ilişki eğiliminin aracılığıyla gerçekleştiği bulunmuştur. Bulgular, psikolojik sağlamlığı artırmaya yönelik çalışmalarda, kişilerin romantik ilişki 
eğilimlerinin göz önünde bulundurulması gerekliliğini ortaya koymaktadır.

Anahtar sözcükler: psikolojik sağlamlık, bağlanma stilleri, romantik ilişki eğilimleri, covid 19, sosyal medya

 The Covid 19 pandemic involves some psychosocial problems in addition to physical risks, and resilience appears to be a critical feature to 
cope with these problems. This study aims to present a model examining the relationships between the psychological tendencies associated 
with romantic relationships, attachment styles, social media usage, and resilience during the Covid 19 pandemic. These relationships were 
investigated in a sample of unmarried adults (n = 289) with a romantic relationship history of at least six months. The average age of the 
participants was 27 years. As a result of structural equation modelling, anxious and avoidant attachment styles had no effect on the purpose 
of social media usage and the purpose of social media usage had no effect on psychological resilience. Also, anxious and avoidant attachment 
styles affected resilience, and this effect was fully mediated by psychological tendencies associated with romantic relationships. The findings 
reveal the necessity to consider the psychological tendencies associated with romantic relationships in studies aimed at increasing resilience.

Keywords: resilience, attachment styles, romantic relationship tendency, covid-19, social media
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Introduction

The current outbreak of Covid 19, which is one of the greatest 
disasters in human history, has brought many economic and 
psychosocial difficulties as well as its physiological effects. One 
of these psychosocial difficulties is the unmet need to relate to 
others. As a source of social connection, romantic relationships 
are affected by many of the stressors associated with the Covid 19 
pandemic. Investigating how the various external stress factors 
and current vulnerabilities (e.g. various emotional difficulties, 
such as insecure attachment styles, rigid personality traits, or 
depression) brought about by the pandemic shape tendencies 
in romantic relationships may reveal which individuals are 
more at risk for negative relationships. In recent years, various 
models and conceptual relationships have been proposed and 
investigated (Vowels and Carnelley 2020, Overall et al. 2022) or 
existing models have been adapted (Pietromonaco and Overall 
2021). For example, Pietromonaco and Overall (2021) adapted 
the Vulnerability-Stress-Adaptation Model (Karney and Bradbury 
1995) to the conditions of this period and suggested that non-
adaptive processes (e.g. hostility, withdrawal, less support) in 
coping with the external stresses related to the pandemic would 
weaken the relationship quality of couples. They also stated that 
this negative effect could be exacerbated by various demographic 
characteristics and individual vulnerabilities. It has been observed 
that studies on the reflections and consequences of the Covid 19 
period on romantic relationships in Turkey are also quite limited. 
However, a missing aspect in the studies conducted in this period 
is how the romantic relationship tendencies of individuals affect 
various factors that affect romantic relationships or how these 
factors shape the relationship. In this study, a model of the 
relationship between negative attachment styles which is an 
individual vulnerability factor of adults in Turkey, and resilience 
which is evaluated as a protective factor, romantic relationship 
tendencies, and social media use was proposed and examined. 
The relevant literature on the variables in the model is discussed 
below, and then the model is introduced.

Resilience is a personal source of resistance and self-recovery 
that enables an individual to successfully adapt despite facing 
a significant threat, compelling event, or significant negativity 
that will disrupt periods of development (Luthar et al. 2000). 
As a matter of fact, in a study conducted with individuals with 
earthquake experience, which can be considered as a disaster that 
interrupts life such as a pandemic, it has been revealed that there 
is a positive relationship between secure attachment styles and 
psychological resilience (Karaırmak and Güloğlu 2014). One of 
the important ways to remain resilient during the pandemic is to 
continue social and interpersonal relations despite risks (Chen 
and Bonanno 2020). Similarly, some studies show that the level 
of resilience increases in direct proportion to perceived social 
support (Wilks 2008). Perceiving the romantic relationship as a 
support is related to the quality of the relationship, individual 
attachment styles, and perceptions and tendencies about the 
relationship (Hazan and Shaver 1994).

Attachment styles are shaped by the infant’s perceived sensitivity 
from caregivers and internalization of the relationship. Individuals 
turn these first relationships into schemas that determine 
how they perceive both themselves, others and relationships 
(Ainsworth et al. 1978, Bowlby 1982). These early relational 
schemas, in other words internal working models, are thought 
to be one of the key predictors of adult romantic relationships 
(Mikulincer and Shaver 2007). Moreover, attachment styles 
can also be considered to be a psychological structure reflected 
in romantic relationships; that is, emotion, thought and action 
observed in romantic relationships. In romantic relationships, 
individual attachment styles seem to match a specific style 
of emotion regulation and coping (Pietromonaco and Overall 
2021). Therefore, examining the relationship between romantic 
relationship tendencies and attachment styles in this period can 
provide important information. 

The use of social media and the internet is taking up more and 
more space in our lives (Mander 2020). The need for relationship, 
socialization and intimacy began to be met on these platforms 
when the restrictions were at their strictest (Saud et al. 2020). In 
this study, not the attitudes of the participants in their romantic 
relationship, but their romantic relationship tendencies in 
general were measured. Therefore, in this study, it was tried to 
measure the tendency of the participants towards the romantic 
relationship rather than their attitudes and behaviors in their 
current romantic relationships.

In the Covid 19 pandemic, social media has undoubtedly become 
one of the most important communication tools, as individuals 
are forced to abandon their daily routines. Indeed, while the 
functions of social media such as fundraising, informing, 
soothing and communicating can help people to overcome 
events in a healthier way (Keim and Noji 2011), they may 
negatively affect psychological resilience due to providing false 
information or excessive exposure to negative content (Reuter 
and Spielhofer 2017). Social media is an environment that can 
lay the groundwork for emotional intimacy in an online platform. 
Studies show that there is a significant increase in social media 
usage during Covid 19 pandemic (Mander 2020). In this sense, 
the question of how romantic relationships are affected by this 
increase has become one of the important issues of the present 
day. Studies revealed that excessive usage of social media has 
negative effects on romantic relationships such as decreases 
in romantic relationship quality (Abbasi and Alghamdi 2017), 
relationship dissatisfaction, low commitment (Abbasi 2019), 
separation and divorce risk (Valenzuela et al. 2014).

In summary, it is possible to say that how human relationships, 
more specifically how romantic relationships are affected by the 
context and new normal conditions, is a comprehensive research 
subject. Studies conducted on romantic relationships during the 
Covid 19 period show that there is an increase in lower level of 
relational satisfaction, psychological well-being, stress-related 
conflicts, and negative emotions (Candel and Jitaru 2021). It 
is suggested that these negative outcomes are associated with 
various factors both at the external and individual level. In this 
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study, it is hypothesized that rapid changes such as the increase 
in the use of the internet and social media in interpersonal 
relationships due to external stress factors caused by the pandemic 
may have also affected individuals’ approaches to romantic 
relationships. Relationships between insecure attachment styles 
which is a fragility factor that can be triggered in such conditions, 
and resilience which is a protective factor, can be shaped through 
romantic relationship tendencies and social media use. In this 
research, the predictive effects of insecure attachment style, 
tendencies in romantic relationship and purpose of using social 
networks on resilience, which is an important resource for 
individuals in the recent period, were examined. It is believed that 
the results of this study can provide an up to date perspective in 
explaining the predictors of resilience. The hypothetical model 
established is given in Figure 1:

Method

This research is a prediction study with descriptive method and 
relational screening model (Karasar, 1998). The relationships 
between insecure attachment style, romantic relationship 
tendency, social media usage purpose, and resilience were 
examined by structural equation modeling (SEM). Insecure 
attachment style is exogenous, resilience is endogenous, 
romantic relationship tendency and social media usage purpose 
are included in the research model as mediator variables. The 
process of reaching the participants and collecting data was 
carried out online.

Participants
The participants consisted of 289 adults, 220 females (76.1%) 
and 60 males (23.9%), aged 18-47 years (M = 27.13 SD = 5:52) 
living in Turkey. The G*Power 3.1.9.2 program was used to 
determine the sample size. In the power analysis, the significance 
level is α = .05, the power value is ß = .95, and the effect width 
is |ρ| = 0.1 is determined. The number of participants to be 
reached in this way was calculated as 220. Participants of the 
study were determined by using convenient sampling method 
due to pandemic limitations. The convenient sampling method is 
a non-probability-based method in which the researcher includes 
volunteers who have easy access (in the immediate environment) 

to the study (Stratton 2021). None of the participants were 
diagnosed with Covid 19; however, there are participants who 
have been diagnosed with Covid 19 in their relatives. Because 
being married can have many confounding effects, the sampling 
included couples who experienced physical and social isolation 
during the pandemic rather than married couples. In addition, 
while the partners focus on their similarities and differences 
around the first six months of romantic relationships, they focus 
on the extent to which their mutual needs can be met at the 
end of the six months and shape their relationships accordingly 
(Kerckhoff & Davis 1962). For this reason, it was determined 
as a prerequisite for the participants to have a relationship of 
at least six months in the past and/or in the current situation. 
Participants reported their relationship status with one or more 
options. Information about the participants is given in Table 1.

Data Collection Tools

The Multidimensional Relationship Questionnaire
The Multidimensional Relationship Questionnaire (MRQ), 
developed by Snell et al. (2002), measures various psychological 

Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of participants

f %

Graduate level

High School 10 3.4

Undergraduate 10 3.4

Graduate 190 63.8

Postgraduate 79 27.4

Working Status

Working at home 112 38.8

Working in the office 41 14.2

Not working 31 10.7

Unpaid leave 18 6.2

Student 87 30.1

Change in income

No change in income 169 58.5

Decrease in income 103 35.6

Increase in income 17 5.9

Romantic relationship status

More than 6 months 124 42.9

Less than 6 months 21 7.4

Living with a partner 20 6.9

Living apart from partner 46 15.9

An open relationship 6 2.1

Flirting 14 4.8

Not in a relationship 104 36

Covid 19 Diagnosis Status for any relatives

Yes 23 8

No 266 92Figure 1. Hypothetical model in the research
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tendencies in relation to close relationships. It consists of 8 
factors and 53 items: extreme focus on relationship, relationship 
satisfaction, fear of relationship/relational anxiety, relational 
monitoring, relational esteem, external relational control, 
relational assertiveness, and internal relational control. The scale 
is scored on a five-point Likert type scale between 1 = “not suitable 
for me” and 5 = “very suitable for me”. While the minimum score 
that can be obtained from the scale is 53, the maximum score is 
265. Separately score could obtain from subscale as well as a total 
score could obtained. The Turkish adaptation of scale was carried 
out by Büyükşahin (2005). The Cronbach alpha coefficient for 
the internal consistency of the scale was found to be .81. Test-
retest reliability level was determined to be .80. In this study, the 
Cronbach alpha coefficient for extreme focus on relationship, 
relationship satisfaction, fear of relationship/relational anxiety, 
relational monitoring, relational esteem, external relational 
control, relational assertiveness, and internal relational control 
dimensions of the MRQ were .92, .91, .82, .89, .86, .78, .89 and 
.67, respectively.

Experience in Close Relationship Scale- Short Form
The Experiences in Close Relationships scale Short Form 
(ECRS-SF), developed by Wei et al. (2007), used to measure 
individual attachment style, comprises two sub-scales: anxiety 
and avoidance. This scale, which has a 7-point Likert-type 
rating between “totally disagree” and “totally agree”, consists 
of 12 items in total. The lowest 12 points and the highest 84 
points can be obtained on the scale. The internal consistency 
and reliability coefficients for the anxiety sub-scale of the scale 
are between .77 and .86; and for the avoidance sub-scale, it 
was determined to range from .78 to .88. Test-retest reliability 
coefficients, performed three weeks apart, were found to be .82 
for the anxiety sub-scale and .89 for the avoidance sub-scale. The 
Turkish adaptation of the ECRS-SF was carried out by Savcı and 
Aysan (2016). In the adaptation study, scale items were graded 
with a five-point Likert rating (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree). The two-factor structure of this scale, which shows a two-
factor structure in exploratory factor analysis, was confirmed as 
a result of confirmatory factor analysis. Internal consistency and 
reliability coefficients of the ECRS-SF were .90 for the anxiety 
sub-scale, .90 for the avoidance sub-scale, and .94 for the whole 
scale. In this study, the Cronbach alpha coefficients for the 
anxiety sub-scale, avoidant sub-scale and the whole scale were 
.68, .69, and .69, respectively.

Brief Resilience Scale
The Brief Resilience Scale (BRS), developed by Smith et al. 
(2008) to measure the individual’s resilience, consists of a single 
dimension and 6 items. The scale is scored on a five-point Likert-
type scale between 1 = “not at all suitable” and 5 = “completely 
suitable”. While the minimum score that can be obtained from 
the scale is 6, the maximum score is 30. The scores obtained 
from the scale indicate high resilience. The internal consistency 
and reliability coefficient is between .80 and .91; the test-retest 
reliability coefficient was found between .62 and .69. The Turkish 
adaptation of BRS was carried out by Doğan (2015). As a result 

of the exploratory factor analysis, this one-factor model of the 
BRS, which shows a one-factor structure, was confirmed by the 
confirmatory factor analysis. Related to the BRS, the internal 
consistency coefficient was found .83. In this study, the Cronbach 
alpha coefficient of BRS was found to be .91.

The Usage Purposes Scale of Social Networks 
The Usage Purposes Scale of Social Networks (UPSSN), developed 
by Usluel et al. (2014), used to determine the usage purpose 
of social networks, consists of seven sub-dimensions and 26 
items. With sub-dimensions of research, collaboration, initiating 
communication, establishing communication, maintaining 
communication, sharing content and entertainment, UPSSN 
is scored on a 7-point Likert-type rating between 1 = “totally 
disagree” and 7 = totally agree “. The lowest 26 points and the 
highest 182 points can be obtained on the scale. High scores 
obtained indicate the intensity of the intended use of the 
relevant social network. The internal consistency and reliability 
coefficient of the scale was found to be .92. In this study, the 
Cronbach alpha coefficient for the research, collaboration, 
initiating communication, establishing communication, 
maintaining communication, sharing content and entertainment 
sub-dimensions of UPSSN were .70, .80, .56, .90, .81, .81, and 
.66, respectively.

Procedure
In order to evaluate the ethical suitability of the research, an 
application was made to the Ege University Scientific Research 
and Publication Ethics Committee (EGEBAYEK), and ethical 
approval (29/12/2021, Meeting/Decision Number: 16/19, 
Protocol No: 1235) was obtained. The data of the study were 
collected online via Google Form due to the restrictions during 
the pandemic process. Demographic information and scales were 
arranged as a total of five pages. In the Google Form, instructions 
about the purpose, scope, and content of the research were 
presented. Participants were reached by promoting the research 
on social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, and 
WhatsApp. While the option to leave the scale items blank was 
not provided, the option to leave the demographic information 
blank was provided in the Google Form, which consists of 109 
questions and takes approximately 20 minutes to answer. The 
E-mail information of all participants was checked to prevent the 
same participant from participating in the study more than once.

Statistical Analysis
A total of 324 participants were reached during the data collection 
process. 22 participants who filled out the questionnaires and 
reported that they were married or had a romantic relationship of 
fewer than six months were excluded. In addition, 13 participants 
who were determined to fill the questionnaires incompletely and 
carelessly were excluded from the data set. First of all, descriptive 
statistics and correlation analysis were calculated with the SPSS 
25 program. Before correlation analysis, mean scores were 
calculated for each variable, and outliers were determined. The 
data of the three participants who created outliers were removed 
and the analyzes were continued. Second, structural equation 
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modeling analysis with maximum likelihood estimation was used 
to estimate the hypothetical path model with AMOS 21. First, 
a validated measurement model for the structural model was 
examined, and then the structural model, which identifies direct 
and indirect paths with latent variables, was tested (Kline, 2015). 
The bootstrapping method was used to evaluate the significance 
of the mediation relationship. Bootstrapping analysis, it is aimed 
to examine the parameter distributions according to each of 
these samples produced by creating multiple sub-samples from 
an original data set (Byrne 2016). Significance levels of direct and 
indirect effects were calculated. The fit index values   of ki χ2 /df, 
GFI, RMSEA, RMR, CFI, and NFI were used to evaluate the model 
fit (MacCallum et al. 1996, Hu and Bentler 1999, Schermelleh-
Engel et al. 2003, Dehon et al. 2005, Hooper et al. et al. 2008, 
Simon et al. 2010).

Results

Preliminary Analysis
Before starting the analyses, some preliminary analyses were 
carried out. It was observed that the data had multivariate 
normality (c.r. = 6.598 <10) (Kline 2015). The presence of a 
multicollinearity problem was examined. The VIF (variance 
increase factor) values of the variables were less than 10. 
Tolerance values were found to be greater than .10 and there 
was no multicollinearity problem (Tabachnick & Fidel 2007). 
In addition, the correlation values between observed variables 
ranged from .002 to .633 Correlation values between all observed 
variables are given in Table 2.

Note: 1. Anxious Attachment; 2. Avoidant Attachment; 3. 
Resilience; 4. Focus on Relationship Extremely; 5. Relationship 
Satisfaction; 6. Fear of Relationship/Relational Anxiety; 7. 
Relational Monitoring; 8. Relational Esteem; 9. External 
Relational Control; 10. Relational Assertiveness; 11. Internal 
Relational Control; 12. Research; 13. Collaboration; 14. 
Initiating Communication; 15. Establishing Communication; 
16. Maintaining Communication; 17. Sharing Content; 18. 
Entertainment

Measurement Model
In structural equation modeling, it is often recommended to 
follow two stages, consisting of the measurement model and 
the structural model (Kline, 2015). The measurement model 
comprises four latent factors (insecure attachment, resilience, 
romantic relationship tendency, and usage purpose of social 
media) and twenty-three observed variables. In the first analyses, 
all of the standardized path coefficients in the measurement 
model were determined to be significant (p <.001). However, the 
sub-dimensions of the high level of focus on the relationship and 
internal relationship control had low path coefficients among 
the romantic relationship tendencies (<.10). These dimensions 
were removed from the measurement model. Goodness of fit 
indexes for the measurement model were: χ2/df = 608.224 
/ 183 = 3.324, GFI = .82, SRMR = .093 CFI = .84 (Dehon et al. 
2005, Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003, Simon et al. 2010). These 
goodness of fit indexes for the measurement model were at 
acceptable levels. RMSEA indicates mediocre compatibility with 
a value of .090 (MacCallum et al. 1996). The NFI value (.79) was 

Table 2. Correlation values between all observed variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

1. 2.97 0.71 1

2. 2.12 0.71 .20** 1

3. 3.16 0.87 -.43** -.05 1

4. 3.08 0.84 .56** -.08 -.25** 1

5. 3.38 0.99 -.49** -.54** .25** -.18** 1

6. 2.43 0.74 .46** .59** -.29** .21** -.63** 1

7. 2.52 1.02 .45** .14* -.23** .40** -.24** .43** 1

8. 3.72 0.82 -.28** -.54** .29** .12* .62** -.61** -.10 1

9. 2.90 0.98 .32** .15* -.19** .19** -.30** .40** .33** -.11 1

10. 3.78 0.96 -.30** -.53** .17** -.04 .45** -.58** -.21** .62** -.11 1

11. 3.28 0.66 -.06 -.17** .13* .13* .21** -.10 .20** .36** .07 .30** 1

12. 5.11 1.15 .03 -.08 .06 .02 .02 .05 .05 .02 .04 .00 .00 1

13. 4.43 1.19 -.09 -.18** .14* .06 .12* -.10 .13* .21** .03 .14* .11 .43** 1

14. 2.55 1.23 .24** .06 -.09 .28** -.05 .13* .28** .09 .14* -.03 .17** .13* .25** 1

15. 5.76 1.50 .04 -.07 -.05 .09 .04 .00 .11 .10 .06 .06 .11 .24** .30** .22** 1

16. 4.65 1.42 .04 -.08 .04 .16** .01 .08 .18** .11 .10 .08 .22** .16** .39** .47** .51** 1

17. 3.88 1.41 .02 -.18** .05 .22** .20** -.12* .22** .32** -.04 .14* .12* .32** .53** .28** .38** .43** 1

18. 4.46 1.43 .12* -.07 -.03 .18** .05 .06 .15** .19** .23** .07 .19** .19** .28** .37** .34** .42** .42** 1

** p < .01; * p < .05
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not at an acceptable level (Hooper et al. 2008, Simon et al. 2010).

Modifications were made with covariance established between 
the observed variables, one (among the items “I can recover 
quickly after difficult times” and “it takes a long time to recover 
from the effects of negativities in my life*“) for resilience, two 
(between relational monitoring and relational esteem indicators 
and relational esteem and relational assertiveness indicators) for 
romantic relationship tendencies, and two (between indicators 
of cooperation with research and indicators of maintaining 
communication with research) for usage purpose of social 
media. After the modifications were made, the standardized 
path coefficients in the measurement model ranged from .31 to 
.87. In addition, all the factor loadings of the observed variables, 
representing the latent variables, were significant (p < .001). 
This measurement model had acceptable values for goodness 
of fit (χ2/df = 498.831 / 178 = 2.802, GFI = .86, SRMR = .090, 
RMSEA = .079, CFI = .88, NFI = .82) (Dehon et al. 2005, Hooper 
et al. 2008, Hu and Bentler 1999, Simon et al. 2010). As a result, 
the measurement model was confirmed and compatible with the 
data.

Structural Model
A structural model, which constitutes the hypothetical model of 
the research and was created with latent variables, was tested. 
The path from anxious and avoidant types of insecure attachment 
style to the usage purpose of social media (p = .376) and the path 
from usage purpose of social media to resilience (p = .579) was 
not significant (p > .001). These findings show that the expected 
effects in the research model related to the purpose of social media 
use do not exist. The modeling process continued by excluding 
the intended use of social media. At this stage, the measurement 
model formed by the variables for anxious and avoidant types of 
insecure attachment style, romantic relationship tendency, and 
resilience was tested.

All of the standardized path coefficients in this measurement 
model were significant (p <.001). With the values of χ2/df = 
320.605 / 74 = 4.333, GFI = .86, SRMR = .090, CFI = .88 and 
NFI = .85, the measurement model showed an acceptable level of 
agreement with the data (Dehon et al. 2005, Hooper et al. 2008, 
Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003, Simon et al. 2010). However, 
the RMSEA value (.108) was at the weak level of fit (McCallum 
et al., 1996). Modifications were made with the covariance 
established between the observed variables, one (among the 
items “I can recover quickly after difficult times” and “it takes 
a long time to recover from the effects of negativities in my 
life*“) for resilience and two (between relational monitoring and 
relational esteem indicators and relational esteem and relational 
assertiveness indicators) for romantic relationship tendency. 
After the modifications, the standardized path coefficients 
in the measurement model ranged from .38 to .87. All of the 
standardized path coefficients at this stage of the measurement 
model were significant (p < .001). This measurement model has 
acceptable goodness of fit values (χ2/df = 252,830 / 71 = 3.561 
/, GFI = .89, SRMR = .084, CFI = .91, NFI = .88) (Dehon et al. 
2005, Hooper et al. 2008, Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003, Simon 

et al. 2010). RMSEA indicates mediocre fit with a value of .094 
(McCallum et al., 1996).

The path from anxious and avoidant types of insecure attachment 
styles to resilience is negative and significant (p <.001). The path 
from anxious and avoidant types of insecure attachment styles to 
romantic relationship tendency is also negative and significant (p 
<.001). In addition, the path from romantic relationship tendency 
to resilience is positive and significant (p < .001).

Mediation Test
The mediation relationship was tested to examine whether 
romantic relationship tendency has a mediating role in the 
relationship between anxious and avoidant insecure attachment 
styles and resilience. The significance of mediation relations was 
examined by Bootstrapping Analysis. Bootstrapping Analysis 
was performed through 5000 resamplings (95% CI) to examine 
whether the indirect paths were significant. The path from 
anxious and avoidant insecure attachment styles to romantic 
relationship tendency was found to be negative and significant (p < 
.001). The path from romantic relationship tendency to resilience 
was found to be positive and significant (p < .001). However, 
the path from anxious and avoidant insecure attachment styles 
to resilience (p = .939) was found to be insignificant (p > .001). 
This finding indicates that romantic relationship tendency plays 
a full mediating role in the relationship between anxious and 
avoidant insecure attachment styles and resilience. By removing 
the path from anxious and avoidant insecure attachment styles 
to resilience, the model in which the only way in this relationship 
is provided through romantic relationship tendency was tested. 
All paths in this model were found to be significant (p < .001). 
The important parameter values   of the final model are given in 
Table 3.

The model for the relationship between anxious and avoidant 
type of insecure attachment styles and resilience achieved 
through romantic relationship tendency had χ2/df = 320.681 / 75 
= 4.276, GFI = .86, SRMR = .090, CFI = .88 and NFI = .85. It had 
an acceptable level of goodness of fit to the values (Dehon et al. 
2005, Hooper et al. 2008, Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003, Simon 
et al. 2010). However, RMSEA was not at an acceptable level of 
fit (.107) (McCallum et al. 1996). Modifications were made with 
the covariance established between the observed variables, one 
(among the items “I can recover quickly after difficult times” and 
“it takes a long time to recover from the effects of negativities in 
my life*“) for resilience and two (between relational monitoring 
and relational esteem indicators and relational esteem and 
relational assertiveness indicators) for romantic relationship 
tendencies. After the modifications, the model had acceptable 
goodness of fit values (χ2/df = 252.835 / 72 = 3.512, GFI 
= .89, SRMR = .084, CFI = .91, NFI = .88) (Dehon et al. 2005, 
Hooper et al. 2008, Schermelleh-Engel et al. 2003, Simon et al. 
2010). RMSEA had mediocre agreement with the value of .093 
(McCallum et al. 1996).

As a result, the final model in the study confirmed that the effects 
of anxious and avoidant insecure attachment styles on resilience 
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were entirely mediated by romantic relationship tendency. In this 
final model, the romantic relationship tendency has a dominant 
effect (= .39) on resilience. With this model, 15% of the total 
variance regarding psychological resilience is explained. The path 
diagram for the research model is given in Figure 2.

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships 
between romantic relationship tendency, attachment style, social 
media usage and resilience of adult individuals during the Covid 
19 pandemic.

Analyses indicated that anxious and avoidant attachment styles 
are negatively related to resilience. Rasmussen et al. (2018) 
analysed the results of 33 resilience studies and concluded that 
there is a positive relationship between the quality of attachment 
and psychological resilience, and that secure attachment may be 
one of the main factors in positive adaptation, which is a feature 
of psychological resilience. Results of other relevant studies show 
that there is a positive relationship between resilience and secure 
attachment (Bender and Ingram 2018, Karaırmak and Güloğlu 
2014, Simeona et al. 2007) and anxious and avoidant attachment 
style is significantly associated with low resilience (Caldwell and 
Shaver 2012). Therefore, this finding of the current study is 
consistent with the results of related studies in the literature.

Another finding indicated that anxious and avoidant attachment 
style have a negative relationship with relationship satisfaction, 
relational esteem, relational assertiveness, and internal relational 
control as well as positive relationship with fear of relationship/
relational anxiety, relational monitoring, and external relational 
control. Attachment experiences in early childhood shape the 
way individuals establish relationships in adulthood through 
internalized schemas (Mikulincer and Shaver 2007) and influence 
their approaches towards romantic relationships (Shaver and 
Hazan 1988). Therefore, attachment styles are also significantly 
related to the tendencies of individuals in their romantic 
relationships. The internal working models of self and others are 
explained with anxiety and avoidance dimensions (Griffin and 
Bartholomew 1994).

While anxious attachment style is characterized by a strong 
desire for closeness, intense worries, and insecurities about the 
existence of the partner’s love and value perceived by the partner; 
avoidant attachment style is described as involving discomfort 
about intimacy and attachment to the partner, maintaining 
emotional distance, insecurity, and preferring only self-reliance 
(Mikulincer and Shaver 2007, Simpson 1990). Individuals with 
different attachment styles possibly have different romantic 
relationship tendencies considering the differences in the 
internal working models (Simpson 1990). On the other hand, 
Güloğlu and Karaırmak (2017) found that extreme focus on 
relationship, relationship assertiveness and external relationship 
control tendencies positively correlated with secure attachment 
style, while fearful attachment style is related with relationship 
fear and relationship assertiveness. They also concluded that 
fear of relationship and an extreme focus tendency predicted the 
dismissive avoidant attachment style significantly. In another 
study, fearful attachment style positively predicted relationship 
fear and relationship anxiety (Teeruthroy and Bhwon 2012). 
Hence, the effect of anxious and avoidant attachment styles 
on romantic relationship tendencies is also supported by the 
literature. 

Another important finding in the study is the positive relationship 
between romantic relationship tendency and resilience. Three 
of the romantic relationship tendencies, which are relational 
esteem, fear of relationship, and relationship satisfaction, 
explained the total variance at a higher level than the other 
relationship tendencies (.51 and above). Although attachment 
styles directly affect romantic relationships, people may not 
establish the same type of relationships with every romantic 
partner, and the tendencies exhibited in romantic relationships 
may vary. According to relational cultural theory, relationships 
that are convenient for meeting mutual needs, maintaining 
authenticity, and feeling competent can be positively related 
to resilience (Jordan 2017, Miller and Stiver 1997). Therefore, 
Hartling (2008) also suggests that resilience can be strengthened 
by being involved in relationships that develop a sense of value, 
competence, empowerment, and most importantly, connection. 
People who have relational esteem evaluate their competence to 
meet expectations positively, and relationship satisfaction means 

Table 3. Direct and indirect effect between insecure attachment style, romantic relationship tendency, and resilience

Parameter b S.E. ß p

Direct effects -,002 ,032 -,005 .000***

Insecure attachment styles →Resilience -5,358 1,389 -1,387 .000***

Insecure attachment styles →Romantic relationship tendency ,045 ,008 ,385 .000***

Insecure attachment styles →Usage purpose of social media 

Romantic relationship tendency →Resilience -,242 ,008 -,534 .000***

Usage purpose of social media →Resilience

Indirect effect -,240 ,032 -,530 .000***

Insecure attachment styles →Resilience -5,366 1,391 -1,387 .000***

Total Effects ,044 ,013 ,378 .000***

Note 2. b = Unstandardized regression coefficient, SE = Standard error, β = Standardized regression coefficient
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enjoying close relationships, and feeling intimacy needs are met 
within the current relationship (Snell et al. 1996). Consequently, 
these two romantic relationship tendencies seem in parallel with 
relational characteristics that improve resilience. 

Studies show that resilience increases marital satisfaction (Bradley 
and Hojjat 2017), relationship satisfaction mediates the negative 
relationship between resilience and depressive symptoms (Hou 
and Ng 2014) and relationship satisfaction has a protective role 
against psychological distress in the face of difficulties (Manne 
and Badr 2008, Weitlauf et al. 2014). In conclusion, the finding 
that relational esteem and relationship satisfaction have positive 
effects on resilience is also supported by related studies.

In romantic relationships, fear of relationship refers to the 
anxiety and fear of establishing emotional intimacy with 
others (Snell et al. 1996). People who are anxious and fearful 
about romantic relationships may not rely on their ability to 
cope with possible negative situations they encounter in their 
relationships, in contradiction with the definition of resilience. 
In addition, considering that the roots of resilience are based on 
relational connections (Miller and Stiver 1997), the effect of fear 
of relationships on resilience, which can prevent the people from 
being involved in romantic relationships, is consistent with the 
literature.

The study shows that anxious and avoidant attachment styles 
have no relationship between the purpose of using social media, 
also there is no significant relationship between the purpose of 
using social media and resilience. It is noteworthy that there is no 
consensus in studies about the relationship between attachment 
styles and social media usage. According to studies, attachment 

styles do not predict social media usage (Blackwell et al. 2017), 
and social media usage differs according to attachment styles. 
Those with fearful attachment styles use social media to interact 
and spend more time on these platforms (Baek et al. 2014). The 
purpose of using social media is associated with indifferent and 
obsessive attachment styles (Kaplan 2019). The contrasting 
findings in the literature suggest other variables may affect the 
relationship between social media and attachment styles. During 
the Covid 19 pandemic, people spend more time on social media 
(Mander 2020) and started using these platforms to provide 
social support and information (Saud et al. 2020). Also, during 
the Covid 19 pandemic, it is thought that people’s social media 
usage purposes and frequencies have become more similar, and 
this could be the reason the effect on other variables of purpose 
of using social media is reduced.

The most featured finding of the current study is that romantic 
relationship tendencies fully mediate the relationship between 
anxious and avoidant attachment styles and resilience. This 
finding indicates that the effects of anxious and avoidant 
attachment styles on resilience entirely occur through romantic 
relationship tendency. Romantic relationship tendencies are the 
reflection of attachment styles in adult romantic relationships, 
and attachment styles are known to affect many dimensions 
from choosing a romantic partner to conducting the relationship. 
Therefore, it is thought that attachment styles that are associated 
with resilience (Bender and Ingram, 2018) may contribute to the 
formation of either risk factors or protective factors for resilience 
through romantic relationship tendencies.

There are many studies indicating that close relationships and 
social ties are important sources of resilience (Afifi et al. 2016, 

Figure 2. Path diagram of the structural model              AS: Insecurely attachment style; RRT: Romantic relationship tendency; RES: Resilience
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Jordan 2004, Zautra 2014). Additionally, some studies show that 
social support has a mediating role in the relationship between 
avoidant attachment style and resilience, individuals with 
avoidant attachment style have less perceived social support, 
and as the perceived level of social support increases the level of 
resilience also increases (Dodd et al. 2015). Studies indicate that 
connection, support, approval, and encouragement in romantic 
relationships contribute positively to the psychological resilience 
of youth (Joly and Connoly 2019), and that supportive romantic 
relationships during adolescence positively affect psychological 
resilience and are a protective factor despite negative experiences 
with early caregivers (Szwedo et al. 2016). 

In addition to all these, there are some studies showing that 
differences in attachment styles affect social support seeking 
behaviour and perceived social support (Collins and Feeney 
2004, Florian et al. 1995). From this point of view, it may be more 
difficult for people with avoidant or anxious attachment style to 
use environmental and relational resources appropriately when 
they need them. People with avoidant attachment style especially 
may avoid asking for help, people with anxious attachment style 
may be perceived as demanding or fussy because of excessively 
expressing their needs and desires, and as a result, individuals 
with both attachment styles may have more difficulty in coping 
with stress (Mikulincer and Shaver 2012). The attachment 
system is basically related to the ability to perform emotion 
regulation by using appropriate resources in stressful and 
challenging situations (Bowlby 1982) and it is thought that close 
relationships directly affected by the attachment system are an 
important resource for resilience. In this regard, an individual’s 
style of coping with stress and their capacity to adapt to difficult 
situations is mainly determined by attachment style and affects 
their resilience through romantic relationships.

The current study has some limitations. First, the lack of a 
balanced distribution in terms of gender of the participants 
(220 women, 69 men) and the lack of information about gender 
identity and ethnic origins among demographic information can 
be seen as limitations of the research sample. Second, due to the 
pandemic restrictions, collecting data online makes it impossible 
to report respondents’ rate of return. Participants who agreed 
to participate in the study during the current pandemic 
conditions and quarantine implementation were included in 
the study. Therefore, the sample size of this study is limited 
to the participant group that can be reached under the current 
conditions. Additionally, in the planning phase of the research, it 
was observed that the scales adapted to Turkish regarding social 
media use were limited. Considering that the expressions in the 
romantic relationship tendency scale are aimed at heterosexual 
individuals, this may have negatively affected the motivation 
of non-heterosexual individuals to participate in the study. 
Also, while generalizing and interpreting the results, it should 
be considered that the validity and reliability studies for the 
romantic relationship tendency scale were conducted with 
heterosexual groups. Finally, 104 participants in the sample 
stated that they are not in any current romantic relationship. 

The lack of relationship experiences of the participants during 
the pandemic may also have affected the results.

Conclusion

The results from this study highlighted the role of romantic 
relationship tendencies on the relationship between anxious 
and avoidant attachment styles and resilience among Turkish 
adults in Covid 19 pandemic. There are many research findings 
in the literature showing that attachment styles are an important 
factor in romantic relationships. In this respect, we expected a 
relationship between insecure attachment styles and romantic 
relationship tendencies. In addition, the study showed that 
insecure attachment styles were also associated with psychological 
resilience. In the established model, it was revealed that romantic 
relationship tendencies mediate the relationship between 
attachment styles and resilience. This is a notable finding because 
it can provide some information about how variables that are 
closely linked to romantic relationships exhibit correlations at a 
time when psychological resilience becomes important, such as 
the Covid 19 pandemic. Accordingly, it can be said that the effect 
of anxious or avoidant attachment style on resilience is shaped 
by tendency in romantic relationships. Especially in this period, 
one of the important sources on the psychological resilience of 
individuals is romantic relationship support. When considered 
in the opposite direction, it can adversely affect psychological 
resilience. Insecure attachment styles are one of the factors 
that has a negative impact on romantic relationships. Thereby, 
practitioners who want to work on clients’ insecure attachment 
styles may think they can manifest in some romantic relationship 
tendencies. Thus, it may be possible to plan more concrete 
interventions.

Since the application of the romantic relationship scales to one 
of the partners may provide missing or one-sided data about 
the relationship, in future studies participation of partners in 
the research together may be useful. In addition, while positive 
relationship experiences affect resilience positively, it can be 
thought that negative relationship experiences can have the 
opposite effect. When viewed from this aspect, investigating 
the relationship experiences of the participants in similar future 
studies can provide additional information. It may be useful to 
investigate whether resilience levels vary according to different 
romantic relationship tendencies. Finally, in similar future 
studies with Turkish samples, it would be helpful to include 
information such as ethnicity and sexual orientation.

In terms of counselling practices, it is thought that the relationship 
problems of the client may impact their psychological resilience. 
Especially when working with clients with anxious or avoidant 
attachment styles, it can be considered that the negative effects 
of insecure attachment style on resilience may be reduced 
through interventions aimed at increasing individual satisfaction 
in romantic relationships and self-confidence in relationships.
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