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Abstract 
Humans are social beings; we attach to each other it may be emotionally or psychologically. We tend 

to attach to each other by birth, ethologically or psychologically. Another form of attachment is 

mother child attachment or partner attachment or family or friends’ attachment. When it comes to 

attachment with the partner, we tend to marry them to form a bonding. Marriage is the bond between 

two people and it extends to two families for normal social and emotional development we tend to 

develop relationship with the other person. Cohabitation is a bonding with the partner, living with our 

soul mate it is also called as trial marriage. Marriage and cohabitation both have its merits and 

demerits of young adults using attachment style scales developed by Alexander, Feeney, Hohaus, and 

Noller (2001), keeping above points in view the present study was undertaken to find out the 

attachment style in married (n=60) and cohabited young adults(n=60). The obtained result signifies 

no significant difference in attachment style between Married young adults and cohabitation young. 
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Introduction 

Attachment is bonding emotionally. It may be parent child attachment, peer attachment or 

attachment with the partners. According to John Bowlby (1960) and Mary Ainsworth (1970) 

attachment can be of four type secure attachment, anxious attachment, avoidant attachment, 

disorganised attachment. Attachment theory says to increase the survival rate, humans have a 

socio-biological need which forms a strong affection. The attachment behavioural system 

says depending on the proximity threat or distress is dependent. The distressed individuals 

maintain a secured and close relationship with each other. As the years proceed the 

individual interacts with other who is called as the attachment figure. By them they gain the 

stability and form attached (Gillath et al., 2005). Attachment style thus refers to individuals’ 

most accessible mental schema, and behaviors, associated with close relationships. We need 

a legal bond which is called marriage. The togetherness is formed by marriage. Getting 

married has many benefits reports Myers (2000). More harmony is seen in married couples. 

Winker (1998). Another form of being together is cohabitation it is also called as trial 

marriage. Cohabitation had a social stigma the reported by Scott (1998). The several aspects 

in marriage were examined by Tamara.L fuller and frank D Fincham (1995) attachment style 

changes over the period of marriage (over the period of 2 years). Keeping the views of the 

researchers the current study tries to find attachment style among the married women and 

cohabited women. 

 

Methodology 

Problem  

The role of married and cohabited young adults on attachment styles. 

 

AIM  

Aim of the study is to find the attachment style of married and cohabited young adults. 
 

Objectives 
The objective of the study to know the attachment styles in married and cohabited young adult
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Hypotheses 

The hypothesis are as follows: H1 : There is a significant 

difference between married and cohabited young adults in 

their attachment styles. 

 

Variables 

Independent variable: Relationship (Type of marriage) 

Dependent Variable: Attachment Styles. 

 

Operational Definition 

Cohabitation: Living with the partner without legal 

recognition. 

Marriage: The bond between two people who love each 

other. 

Meaning of family: The group of people living together 

with a bond. 

Attachment styles: The emotional bonding between the 

partners where the feel anxious leaving each other. 

 

Research Design 
The present research design is between group research 

designs. 

 

Sample 

 60 married women and 60 cohabited women in a 

committed relation at least from past 2 years. Snow ball 

sampling technique was used to collect the relevant data 

only women were included in the study. 

 

The Inclusion Criteria 

 Married women age ranges from 21-30 years who are 

married within 2 years. 

 Cohabited women age ranges from 21-30 years with 3 

months to 2 years in cohabitation. 

 Residents of Bengaluru district. 

 

The Exclusive Criteria 

 Married women below the age 21 and above 30 years. 

 Cohabited women below the age 21 and above 30 

years. 

 Married and cohabited women who lives outside 

Bengaluru district. 

 

Materials 

  Attachment style questionnaire (ASQ) developed by 

Alexander, Feeney, Hohaus, and Noller (2001) it has 

two factors 1. Avoidance and 2. Anxiety and again this 

can be analysed with five factor model which are as 

follows 1. Confidence 2. Discomfort with closeness 3. 

Relationship as secondary 4. Need for approval 5. 

Preoccupied scored 1=totally disagree,2=strongly 

disagree,3=slightly disagree,4=slightly 

agree,5=strongly agree,6=totally agree. The test as 

high on reliability and validity. 

 

 Analysis Of Results and Discussion 

The data was collected by taking the consent of the young 

married and cohabited women adults. The collection of 

socio demographic details was taken. The questionnaire 

was given to the subject and asked them to go through the 

questions and till the correct option to fill the forms. After 

the response was filled the analysis was done further 

.

 

Table 1: Shows the Married women and cohabited women Mean, SD, t, p scores in five factors Attachment style scale. 
 

Scale Subjects Style N Mean SD t df p 

Attachment scale 
Married Women and 

Cohabited women 

Confidence.1 60 30.77 4.42 
3.06** 118 0.00 

Confidence.2 60 28.49 3.67 

Discomfort.1 60 34.57 5.88 
1.07NS 118 0.28 

Discomfort.2 60 33.42 5.72 

Relationship as secondary.1 60 21.75 2.36 
0.06NS 118 0.95 

Relationship as secondary.2 60 21.71 3.62 

Need for approval.1 60 22.51 3.58 
0.75NS 118 0.45 

Need for approval.2 60 22.95 2.90 

Preoccupation.1 60 26.59 2.80 
0.19NS 118 0.84 

Preoccupation.2 60 26.71 4.00 

Note: **significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

NS: Not significant 

 

Disscussion 

When we look into the table 1 the married women and 

cohabited women mean scores. The significant difference 

in t test was observed. The obtained “t” value of attachment 

confidence is significant level at 0.01 significance for both 

married and cohabited women, where as in other areas 

there is no significant in difference observed in 

Relationship as secondary, need for approval, discomfort, 

preoccupied which rejects the hypothesis (H1) which states 

that there is a significant relationship between married 

women and cohabited women who are young adults in their 

attachment style. The obtained results also support the 

study result given by attachment occurs during the dramatic 

change, may be loss of relationship (Kobart and Hazan 

1991). The probable reasons may be the difference in 

stability in relation and the kind of hindrance absorbed in 

relation by both married and cohabited. According to Galo 

and smith (1991) the cognition is a part of forming 

attachment with the partners. This theory supports the 

hypothesis. M Mikulincer, I Erev, Br (1991) reports people 

in romantic relation fail in realizing their desire for a warm 

and secure love, low attachment is observed in relationship. 

Many Experience less attachment may be due to decreased 

in happiness, less intense love and secure people. Hence, 
we reject the hypothesis why says there is a significant relation in 

attachment styles in married and cohabited young women.  

 

Conclusion 

There is no significant difference in attachment styles in 

married and cohabited women. 
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