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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this study was to examine the effect of attachment styles on perfectionism in 
romantic    relationships among university students. 136 university students participated 
in this study. The data collection tools were “Perfectionism in Romantic Relationships 
Scale” and “Relationships Scale”. The ANOVA analysis system was used to define the 
differences, if any, in points related to the participants’ and their partners’ gender, birth-
sequence, the state of their relationships, and attachment. A correlation analysis to with 
age was carried out to determine differences, if any, to do with age and a t-test analysis 
was used to determine differences, if any, to do with gender. The findings showed that 
there was no difference in terms of gender in both perfectionism type scores. In addition, 
while there were no differences in self-perfectionism scores according to their birth-
sequence, there are reasonable differences when romantic relationships are at stake. A post-
hoc study showed that these differences are seen among the participants with no past 
experience, but have newly started a relationship. When points related to a partner’s 
perfectionism is considered, it is seen that there are no differences to do with birth-
sequence and romantic relationships. A negative correlation, at a reasonable level, has been 
seen between age and partner-oriented perfectionism. Finally, there seemed no differences 
between self-perfectionism and partner’s perfectionism points in attachment styles. 
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INTRODUCTION 

For many individuals, having a close, positive and effective relationship means happiness, enjoying life and feeling 
confident. For Sternberg (1986), maintaining long-lasting friendship and self-development without any problems 
shows mutual communication and understanding which form emotional attachment between couples. Gizir (2012) 
points out that the quality of intimacy among individuals affects their mental development, self-respect, success 
and social adaptation. Romantic relationships in the scope of close relationships are defined as a relationship as a 
result of attachment and passion and is considered as the most important psychological development in puberty 
age (Sternberg (1986; Erikson, 1968). 

Like other intimate relationships, romantic relationships affect individuals’ social, emotional and personal 
development as well as forming the quality of the relationship between families and friends (Gizir, 2012). Intimate 
relationships are more important compared to other stages for young adults because at this stage they try to develop 
their roles. Furman (2002) points out that romantic relationships at university years help them in choosing their 
spouses as well as the quality of other relationships. 

mailto:yagmur.cerkez@neu.edu.tr


 
 
 
 
 
 
Y. Çerkez / Perfectionism in Romantic Relationships 

6924 

Research studies show that, first romantic experiences at young ages play a great role in the development 
of intimate relationships at later ages (Q’sullivan, Cheng, Harris and Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Davies, 2006; Raley and 
Sullivan, 2010). Particularly research on romantic relationships among university students show that such 
relationships occupy a great time in their lives (Demir, 2008) and an average of %65 of them experience a romantic 
relationship at least once at university years (Collins, 2003). 

The concept of perfectionism and parent-child relationship (Flett, Hewitt, Oliver& McDonalds, 2002; 
Kenny Benson & Pomerantz, 2005), mutual relationships among individuals (Besharat, 2004; Larijani & Besharat, 
2010; Stoeber, 2013) and romantic relationships (Flett, Hewitt, Shapiro & Rayman, 2001; Makinnon, Sherry, Antony, 
Stewart & Sherry, 2012; Stoeber, 2012) have been dealt with in many studies. Although the researchers did not agree 
on a clear definition of the concept of perfectionism, in many resources it is assumed that it is the major focus on 
an individual’s efforts in specifying high personal standards and perfectionism (Frost, Marten, Lahart & Rosenblate, 
1990; Flett & Hewitt, 2002). 

In their studies, Hewitt and Flett (1991) looked at perfectionism through various angles among groups and 
individuals and specified it as based on “self-oriented”, “others-oriented”, and “social oriented”. At this point, 
perfectionism was examined according to what was expected from others (Flett & Hewitt, 2002). In self-related 
perfectionism, the bases of one’s behaviors are the individual himself/herself. In this regard, the individual sets 
unrealistic high standards for himself/herself, criticizes weaknesses heavily and tries to generalize his thoughts to 
his behaviors. On the other hand, in perfectionism to do with others, various elements were dealt with and it was 
seen that the individual sets unrealistic standards, exhibits excessive evaluating approaches, and refrains from 
failure, but even at this point, the focus is on others. Finally, in the case of social perfectionism, individuals are 
preoccupied with the idea that others set high standards and evaluate them in the light of those standards (Hewitt 
& Flett, 1991). 

Flett et al. (2001) developed a model in which they studied perfectionism in romantic relationships in two 
dimensions; perfectionism towards others – developing strict standards towards the partner and perfectionism for 
oneself – strict standards towards self-behavior. Similarly, Wiebe and McCabe (2002) examined the same issue in 
two dimensions; over-strict standards for oneself and partner’s conception of over-strict standards and developed 
the scale of perfectionism in relationships. Stoeber, (2012), too, examined the issue in two dimensions; self over- 
strict standards and over-strict standards perceived from partners. In their study on the Turkish adaptation of 
perfectionism in individual romantic relationship, Özteke, Büyükbayraktar and Kesici (2015) explained 
perfectionism as self-oriented perfectionism and perfectionism towards partners. This present study deals with 
these dimensions in perfectionism in romantic relationships. 

In studies and literature related to relationships between people, the concept of “attachment” was 
considered to be the one of the effective theory (Kuyumcu, 2011). In the theory of attachment behavior in babies, 
John Bowlby points out the theory as a strong bond by people towards the others they consider as important 
(Bowlby, 1969).  Bowlby (1982) and Ainsworth (1989) classified attachment styles in babies in three different styles 

State of the literature 

• When the studies on the subject-matter is considered, it is strongly emphasized that university students 
consult most frequently to the Psychological Guidance Centers with problems and disagreements they 
experience in their relationships (Tütküm, Kızıltaş and Sarıyer, 2004; Creasy and Ladd, 2004; Küçükarslan, 
2011). 

• Whereas in national and international literature, it is noted that married individuals focus on their beliefs in 
relationships (Küçükarslan, 2011; Hazan & Shaver, 1994). 

Contribution of this paper to the literature 

• It will contribute to the literature on perfectionism in romantic relationships. 
• It will provide suggestions for solving the current issues of university students’ lives. 
• It will contribute to the literature of the studies carried out in small countries. 
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as safe, unsafe-anxious, and unsafe- side-step attachment. Later, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), based on these 
studies, divided attachment among grown-ups into four styles; safe-attachment, dismissive avoidant-attachment, 
preoccupied-attachment, and insecure-attachment. In the light of these points, attachment styles are effective roles 
in individuals ‘intimate behaviors, the degree of influence they face in, the rate of satisfaction, and overcoming such 
situations in relationships (Gonzaga, 2001). 

Secure-attachment style is defined as a positive ego and values, which includes low rate anxiety and low 
rate avoidance. Individuals in this style have a positive ego conception and they are comfortable in close 
relationships. Even more, such individuals see others as reliable, easy to reach, supportive and good willing and 
they have both the feeling of positive ego and self-appreciation. Therefore, individuals with the ability of secure-
attachment are both autonomous and can establish long-lasting positive relationships with others (Bartholomew, 
1994). 

In preoccupied-attachment styles, while others are perceived positively, one’s ego is perceived negatively 
and in such a style, anxiety level is high and avoidance level is low. In the case of such a style, the individuals lack 
self-esteem, feel insignificant, look at others positively and exhibit high efforts to prove themselves. Even more, in 
intimate relationships they have unrealistic expectations and reflect preoccupied behaviors (Bartholomew, 1994). 

In an insecure-attachment style, one perceives both himself and others negatively. In this style, anxiety 
and avoidance rates are high. These individuals have negative expectations from others and try to refrain from 
being refused and being the loser (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). Such individuals do not only blame their spouses 
for not being sincere, but they focus on them and develop an ongoing control mechanism over their spouses. 

Finally, in a dismissive avoidant attachment style, one perceives his ego positively, but perceives others 
negatively. In such a situation, both, high anxiety and avoidance level is at stake. Because such individuals have 
negative expectations, they refrain from establishing good relationships. They emphasize the importance of 
freedom and adapt a feeling of autonomy, ignoring the possibility of being on their own. They do not trust their 
spouses in their romantic relationships (Feeny, 2002). Therefore, they try to minimize the rate of their feelings and 
intimacy in their relationships (Riggs, Jacobvitz & Hazen, 2002).     

In studies dealing with romantic relationships, it has been noticed that the utmost attention was on non-
functional beliefs and their effects on romantic relationships (Epstein, 1986; Eidelson and Epstein, 1982). According 
to this, as the non-functional beliefs increase, individuals focus more on the negative sides of their spouses, which 
may put an end to their romantic relationships (Medora, Larson, Hortaçsu, and Dave, 2002; James, Hunsley and 
Hemsworth, 2002). 

Sherry, Sherry, Mcneil, Smith and Mackinnon (2014) studied clashes and perfectionism in romantic 
relationships and emphasized that self or partner-oriented perfectionism was a factor in clashes. Similarly, 
Makkinon et al. (2012) argued that perfectionist thoughts underlined clashes and depression symptoms. In another 
study by Stoeber (2012), partner-oriented perfectionism has a negative effect on self-satisfaction in relationships 
and long-lasting attachment. All these findings indicate that perfectionism in romantic relationships plays a great 
role on the quality of relationship, satisfaction and some psychological symptoms. 

Studies carried out show that there is a connection between attachment-styles, psychological symptoms 
and mental functions. For example, Lippe Von der Eilersten, Hartmann and Kille (2010), point out that children 
from secure-attachment-style mothers develop the same style and their mental functions are affected positively. On 
the other hand, according to Cabeldue and Boswell (2012), timid and anxious styles affect individuals in their self-
efficiency beliefs negatively. In another study carried out in Turkey, Vatan (2015), examined the relation between 
preoccupied and compulsive indications and found out that attachment dimensions constrained preoccupied 
beliefs. 
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METHODS 

Research Design 

This is a descriptive study in which relationships are researched. The dependent variable of the study is 
perfectionism and the independent variables are secure-attachment, insecure-attachment, dismissive avoidant-
attachment, and preoccupied-attachment with gender, age, birth-sequence, and the state of romantic relationships. 

Participants 

This study extends its scope to university students, 136 of whom were picked through random sampling 
as participants. 

Data Collection Tools 

Perfectionism in romantic relationships scale 

A scale was developed by Matte and LaFontaine (2012) to specify the participants’ perfectionism in 
romantic relationships. A Turkish version of the form, adapted in a study in 2015 by Özteke, Girgin, 
Büyükbayraktar, and Kesici, was used in this study. Both forms, Turkish and English, were used in a two-week 
interval and the translation was found to match the original. The participants were those university students with 
a romantic relationship for more than 12 months. The reliability level of both forms (Turkish and English) was high 
(r=91, p<0.01). Although the scale consisted of 14 items according to the result of the confirming factor analysis, it 
came out in two items as in the original form as; self-oriented perfectionism (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7) and partner-
oriented perfectionism (8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14). Item 6, 10, 11, and 13 were marked reversely. Any high point in 
the lower dimension refers high level perfectionism. The correlation of total items is between 30 and 70 which 
equals to 76 in Cronbach alpha value. 

Relationship scales questionnaire 

Attachment styles of the participants were defined through a 30-item relationship- scale questionnaire 
(RSQ) developed by Griffin and Bartholomew (1994). The relationship scales were composed of Hazan’s and 
Shaver’s (1987) attachment-scale paragraphs and from Bartholomew’s and Horowitz’s (1990) items they used in 
relationship questionnaires. 18 items were used in this study. Attachment styles were specified with the points from 
18 items related to four attachment-styles (Güngör, 2000).The participants evaluated on a seven-step scale (1= It 
doesn’t define me; 7= It clearly defines me). Secure (3, 7, 8, 10, 17) and dismissive avoidant (2, 5, 12, 13, 16) 
attachment-styles were evaluated in four items; preoccupied (6, 11, 15, 18) and insecure- attachment (1, 4, 9, 14) 
styles were evaluated in four items. The participants’ replacement in one of the four attachment styles was based 
on their highest scores. 

In the translation of the scale into Turkish, a translation – retranslation method was used (Sümer & 
Güngör, 1999). The English version of the form was translated into Turkish by four experts in the field. The Turkish 
form agreed on was translated into English. The scale was finalized after some comparisons were done. In their 
study on the reliability and validity of the Turkish sampling, Sümer and Güngör (1991) referred to psychometric 
features of the Relationship Scales questionnaire. It was noted in the study that the coefficiency inter-validity of the 
Scales varied between .27 and .61 (Sümer & Güngör, 1999). 

Personal information form 

In the Personal Information form, developed by the researcher, the participants were asked to state their 
gender, age, and birth-sequence and the state of their relationships. 
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Data Analysis and Procedure 

After getting the permission from the University Administration to carry out the study, the data was 
collected while the participants were in class. The data collected was overviewed for any mistakes and unanswered 
questions. Then the analysis was done on fully completed data sets. Data analysis was carried out through the 20th 
version of the SPSS program. A t-test was applied to define the effect of gender on the perfectionism in romantic 
relationships and ANOVA analysis, a correlation analysis was applied to examine the relation between age and 
perfectionism, and, once more, ANOVA analysis was applied to examine the relation between perfectionism and 
attachment-styles in romantic relationships. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

All demographic information about the subject-matter in question is shown in Table 1. According to the 
findings, 75 (55.1%) of the participants in 22.52 (SD=2.5) age-average are female and 61 (44.1%) male. When their 
birth-sequence is considered, 41.9% of them are the first child, 30.1% are the second, 11% are the third, and 16.9% 
are the fourth or later. In the case of romantic relationships, it was found out that 19.9% of the participants had 
never experienced a relationship before, but at present they are experiencing it. On the other hand, 31.6% of them 
had experienced a relationship before, but at present they are without it. Even more, 26.5% of the participants had 
experienced a relationship before and they are still experiencing it at present. Finally, 22.1% of them have never 
experienced a relationship up to the present. 

From the perfectionism scores, it is noted that 71.3% of the participants are in self-oriented, and 28.7% of 
them are in partner-oriented classification. In addition, 25.7% are in secure style, 47.1% are dismissive avoidant, 
19.9% are in preoccupied, and 7.4% are insecure-attachment style. A t-test was applied to define any differences by 

Table 1. Demographic peculiarities of the participants 
 Frequency Percentage 
Gender   
Female 75  55.1 
Male 61 44.9 
Birth sequence   
First child 57 41.9 
Second child 41 30.1 
Third child 15 11.0 
Fourth and later 23 16.9 
The state of romantic relationship   
I had never experienced it before, but now I am experiencing it 27 19.9 
I had experienced before it, but I am not experiencing it now 43 31.6 
I had experienced before and I am experiencing it now 36 26.5 
I have never experienced it 30 22.1 
Perfectionism   
Self-oriented perfectionism 97 71.3 
Partner-oriented perfectionism 39 28.7 
Attachment styles   
Secure 35 25.7 
Dismissive avoidant 64 47.1 
Preoccupied 27 19.9 
Insecure 10 7.4 
 Minimum Maximum Average SD 
Age 19 34 22.52 2.5 
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gender on either self-oriented or partner-oriented perfectionism scores. Table 2 shows that there are no differences 
in perfectionism scores by gender (p<0.05). 

ANOVA analyses were done to identify the effect of birth- sequence and the state of relationship of the 
participants on perfectionism points (Table 3). The results of the analysis showed that, while there were no 
differences in self-oriented perfectionism scores related to birth-sequence (F(3, 132) = .805, p<0.05), there were 
reasonable differences in romantic relationships (F(3, 132) = 6.899, p<0.001). In order to see the reasonable 
differences between types of relationships, a post-hoc test was applied. 

The result of the test showed that, the difference was between participants with no previous experience 
and the ones experiencing a relationship now (p<0.001). Even more, participants with no previous experience, but 
experiencing it now have higher self-oriented perfectionism scores compared to the other group. According to these 
values, in the results with Cohen’s d value 1.088, the effect rate was 0.47. When partner-oriented perfectionism 
scores were examined, there seemed no differences related to birth-sequence (F(3, 132)  =  1.478; p<0.05) and the 
state of romantic relationships (F(3,132) = 2.480, p<0.05). 

A final ANOVA analysis was done to define differences (if any) between perfectionism scores and 
attachment styles (See Table 4). The analysis showed that there were no differences between self-oriented 
perfectionism scores (F(3,132)=.208, p<0.05) and partner-oriented perfectionism scores (F(3,132)=1.766,p<0.05) 
(Table 4). 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 

The aim of this study was to define the effect of attachment styles on perfectionism in romantic 
relationships among university students. The findings show that there are no differences in self-oriented or partner-
oriented scores related to gender. This is an indication that gender does not have any effect on perfectionism in 
romantic relationships. 

Table 2. T-test table showing the differences by gender in the level of perfectionism 
 N Average t df p 
Self-oriented perfectionism      
Female 75 32.61 -.651 134 .516 
Male 61 33.40    
Partner-oriented perfectionism      
Female 75 28.44 .232 134 .817 
Male 61 28.22    

 

Table 3. Correlation analysis results related to the relation between age and perfectionism scores 
 r P 
Self-oriented perfectionism -.023 .795 
Partner-oriented perfectionism -.180 .036* 

 

Table 4. ANOVA analysis results to define differences (if any) in perfectionism scores related to attachment styles 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F P 
Self-oriented perfectionism      
Between groups 31.89 3 10.63 208 .891 
Within groups 6737.99 132 51.04   
Partner-oriented perfectionism      
Between groups 143.70 3 47.90 1.766 .157 
Within groups 3581.05 132 27.12   
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Moreover, while there are no differences in scores related to self-oriented perfectionism according to birth-
sequence, there seemed reasonable differences when romantic relationships are at stake. A post-hoc test showed 
that this difference seemed between individuals with no romantic relationship in the apast, but experiencing it now 
which indicates a lower level of self-oriented perfectionism between inexperienced individuals and individuals 
experiencing it now. This can be interpreted as that individuals’ expectations are high in their self-oriented romantic 
relationships. 

It is also noted that, there is a reasonable difference between birth-sequence and the state of relationship 
when partner-oriented perfectionism scores are examined. 

Finally, differences were noted in self-oriented and partner-oriented perfectionism scores according to 
attachment styles. However, these findings do not match with previous research findings. For example, Vatan 
(2015) investigated the relation between preoccupied and compulsive signs related to attachment styles and found 
out that attachment styles dimensions affected preoccupied beliefs. The present study deals only with perfectionism 
in romantic relationships and attachment styles are considered as ineffective factors. If a future study on the same 
subject is done with a larger sample, findings will be more comprehensible.      
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