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Abstract
Objective: The main goal of this study was to examine the
interplay between individuals’ attachment insecurity and
their perceptions of their partners’ COVID-related behav-
iors (supportive and negative behaviors) in predicting their
relationship satisfaction.
Background: Stress is a well-documented risk factor for
relationship satisfaction. COVID-19 related stressors thus
pose a challenge to maintaining relationship satisfaction.
Although partners’ supportive behaviors can play a central
role in mitigating these stressors, enduring individual vul-
nerabilities, such as attachment insecurity, are likely to
moderate the effectiveness of supportive (or negative)
behaviors.
Method: In this two-wave study, conducted at the start of
the COVID-19 pandemic in Israel, 239 participants in
cohabiting Israeli couples reported their current relation-
ship satisfaction and perceived partners’ supportive and
negative behaviors in response to COVID-related stress.
Participants’ pre-COVID reports of relationship satisfac-
tion and attachment orientations were used to assess the
extent to which partners’ supportive/negative behaviors
interacted with attachment orientations to predict relation-
ship satisfaction maintenance during the first lockdown in
Israel.
Results: Higher levels of support and lower levels of nega-
tive behaviors were associated with greater relationship
satisfaction maintenance. Anxiously attached individuals
showed greater sensitivity to their partners’ support,
whereas avoidantly attached individuals manifested lower
reactivity to their partners’ negative behaviors.
Conclusions: Perceived partners’ supportive and negative
behaviors can predict relationship satisfaction during
stressful times. However, high attachment anxiety and low
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attachment avoidance may render individuals more sensi-
tive to such behaviors.
Implications: The results suggest that during times of
stress, it is essential to target partners with attachment
insecurity to strengthen their supportive skills.
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The COVID-19 pandemic constitutes one of the most serious global health crises the world has
witnessed in a century (World Health Organization, 2020). There is now ample evidence that
the stress caused by the pandemic is exerting pernicious effects on many people’s well-being
(e.g., Brooks et al., 2020; Torales et al., 2020). Pandemic-related stressors have been shown to
lead to psychological distress (e.g., Brown et al., 2020; Luetke et al., 2020; Pietromonaco &
Overall, 2020; Prime et al., 2020). Such negative effects of the pandemic on people’s well-being
have been documented in Israel as well. For example, two studies conducted on the Israeli pop-
ulation reported elevated levels of perceived stress and COVID-related economic and health
anxiety (Bareket-Bojmel et al., 2021; Horesh et al., 2020).

Notably, the pandemic’s adverse effects have also been found to spill over to affect people’s
close relationships (Brown et al., 2020; Pietromonaco & Overall, 2020; Prime et al., 2020). The
measures put in place to combat the pandemic have resulted in massive disruptions to couples’
daily routines. For example, stay-at-home policies require couples to cope with drastic changes
dyadically, such as working from home and sharing responsibility for (home) childcare
(Carlson et al., 2020). These challenging circumstances are likely to deplete partners’ resources,
which may impede them from satisfactorily addressing each other’s relational needs. Thus, the
external stressors related to the COVID-19 pandemic may impact partners’ ability to maintain
a high level of relationship satisfaction (Pietromonaco & Overall, 2020).

The current study implemented the vulnerability-stress-adaptation model (Karney &
Bradbury, 1995) to explore the interplay between partners’ relational behaviors at the start of
the pandemic in Israel and their pre-pandemic dispositional vulnerabilities. Specifically, it
focused on partners’ attachment insecurity, a key vulnerability factor, in shaping partners’ rela-
tionship satisfaction during the pandemic (Pietromonaco & Overall, 2020).

A satisfying romantic relationship is strongly linked to individuals’ physical health (Robles
et al., 2014) and mental well-being (Braithwaite & Holt-Lunstad, 2017; Proulx et al., 2007;
Whisman & Baucom, 2012). There is consistent evidence that lower levels of relationship satis-
faction and higher levels of relational distress are causal risk factors for depression (for a recent
review, see Whisman et al., 2021). Relatedly, partners in highly satisfying relationships tend to
live longer and have fewer health problems than unsatisfied partners or single individuals
(Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001; Robles et al., 2014). The impact of people’s relationships on
their long-term health is comparable to (or greater than) that of well-known health-risk factors
such as obesity (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010). This points to the need to better identify the rela-
tional and personal factors shaping partners’ relationship satisfaction during times of stress.

Relational behaviors (whether supportive or nonsupportive) play a central role in mitigating
(or exacerbating) the external effects of stressors on couples’ personal and relational well-being
(Bodenmann, 2005; Conger et al., 1999; Karney & Bradbury, 1995). In one study, where cou-
ples were asked to disclose their stressful experiences, higher attentive support from the listening
partner was associated with higher self-reported satisfaction by both partners (Kuhn
et al., 2018). In the context of COVID-19, a recent daily diary study on a sample of Israeli cou-
ples found that although the disclosure of one’s COVID-related stress had no effect on daily
levels of relationship satisfaction, perceived partner’s constructive and destructive responses to
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these disclosures were significantly associated with better daily relational outcomes (Bar-Kalifa
et al., 2021). Given the stress and disruption caused by the pandemic, it is plausible that part-
ners’ needs for support have grown while, at the same time, their capacity to meet each other’s
needs has diminished.

Furthermore, people’s personality dispositions are likely to affect relational well-being
(Kashdan et al., 2018). The vulnerability-stress-adaptation model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995)
posits that romantic partners’ relational functioning in times of stress is shaped by their disposi-
tional vulnerabilities (e.g., difficulties in regulating distressing emotions). Support for this model
comes, for example, from a longitudinal study following newlywed couples over 3 years. Cou-
ples’ vulnerability traits (e.g., impulsivity) strengthened the association between external
stressors (e.g., financial strain, health concerns) and physical aggression (Langer et al., 2008). In
another longitudinal study on a cohort of African American romantic partners, chronic finan-
cial strain predicted lower enacted and perceived dyadic support (Clavél et al., 2017).

Pietromonaco and Overall (2020) recently adopted the vulnerability-stress-adaptation model
as a conceptual framework to probe the possible consequences of COVID-19 related stressors
on couples’ relationships. They suggested that the external stress resulting from the pandemic
(e.g., economic hardship) would increase maladaptive relational behaviors (e.g., hostility), par-
ticularly for couples dealing with contextual (e.g., minority status) and personal
(e.g., depression) vulnerabilities. The current study focused on attachment insecurity, an indi-
vidual vulnerability factor that is likely to shape partners’ relational experience during the pan-
demic (Pietromonaco & Overall, 2020; Steele, 2020).

Attachment is a biologically mediated inborn system that directs individuals to seek proxim-
ity with significant others (i.e., attachment figures) to receive comfort and security when feeling
distressed (Bowlby,1969, 1973, 1982; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). Over the course of develop-
ment, children develop enduring expectations (i.e., working models) as to attachment figures’
responsivity in times of need. When entering adulthood, the romantic partner serves as one of
the most significant attachment figures for many people (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2007).

Adults’ attachment style can be conceptualized on two axes of attachment, termed anxiety
and avoidance (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). When faced with stress, individuals high on attachment
anxiety tend to adopt hyperactivating attachment strategies that are manifested in excessive
proximity-seeking behaviors and high reactivity to their partners’ relational behaviors. By con-
trast, avoidantly attached people tend to adopt deactivating attachment strategies that are often
manifested in withdrawal behaviors and insensitivity to their partners’ relational behaviors
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Simpson & Rholes, 2017). For example, Kordahji et al.’s (2015)
study examined the moderating effect of partners’ attachment anxiety on the association
between emotional support and partners’ reduction in cardiovascular arousal during laboratory
dyadic supportive interactions. This study found that attachment anxiety was associated with
greater arousal reduction when partner’s emotional support was provided. In contrast, attach-
ment avoidance was associated with lower arousal reduction in response to such support. These
findings are in line with the idea that anxiously attached individuals benefit more, and are reac-
tive to a greater extent, to their partner’s supportive behaviors than avoidantly attached
individuals.

The idea that pre-pandemic attachment vulnerability could predict changes in partners’ rela-
tionship functioning during the pandemic has recently been examined (Overall et al., 2020).
Using a sample of 234 romantic partners who reported their attachment style before the pan-
demic outbreak in New Zealand, the authors found that attachment anxiety predicted greater
relationship problems and lower relationship quality; attachment avoidance predicted lower
family cohesion and problem-solving efficacy.

The current study builds on these findings but goes further to examine whether attachment
style renders individuals more or less sensitive to their partners’ behaviors. In other words, it
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examines attachment style as a moderator of partners’ reactivity to partners’ perceived support
and negative behaviors. Specifically, based on a sample of 239 Israeli participants, we examined
whether pre-COVID attachment style would interact with perceived supportive and negative
behaviors in predicting relationship satisfaction during the first lockdown in April 2020.

Specifically, it was predicted that higher levels of perceived COVID-related supportive
behaviors (e.g., empathy, tangible support) and lower levels of perceived negative behaviors
(e.g., criticism, withdrawal) would be associated with the maintenance of relationship satis-
faction (Hypothesis 1). Based on findings showing higher dependence on partners’ support in
anxiously attached individuals (Campbell et al., 2005; Overall & Sibley, 2009), we further
predicted that attachment anxiety would strengthen the association between perceived
COVID-19 supportive/negative behaviors and relationship satisfaction maintenance
(Hypothesis 2). In contrast, based on findings showing less dependence on partners’ support
among avoidantly attached individuals (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Overall & Sibley, 2009), we
predicted that attachment avoidance would weaken the association between perceived
COVID-19 supportive/negative behaviors and relationship satisfaction maintenance
(Hypothesis 3).

METHOD

Participants

Two hundred thirty-nine cohabiting Israeli couples who had participated in studies conducted
in our lab in 2018–2019 (prior to the pandemic) were approached on April 12, 2020, when the
Israeli population was under the first lockdown. Two of the original studies were daily diaries
studies, and two were laboratory-based observation studies in which couples participated in
dyadic interactions. The measures used in the current study were taken from the background
questionnaire administered prior to participation in the diary or the lab session. Participants in
these studies were included if they were adult couples (i.e., both partners >18 years of age) who
had lived together and been in a relationship for at least 6 months. A total of 240 individuals
who were still living with the same partner in April 2020 completed the same set of question-
naires within a period of 2 weeks. Following Barton et al. (2020), who highlighted the impor-
tance of including individuals whose partners were unwilling to participate in dyadic studies, we
included data from any individual who was still in the same relationship, even if his or her part-
ner did not complete the follow-up assessment. Completers and noncompleters did not differ in
their attachment or relationship satisfaction scores as measured in the original studies (p > .23).
One participant was excluded due to an unusual pattern in the man’s attachment scores1; there-
fore, the final sample was composed of 239 individuals: 79 couples (80 women, 78 men) and
81 individuals (57 women, 24 men). One couple self-identified as lesbian, one individual self-
identified as a gay man, and the rest self-identified as heterosexual.

On average, current reports (i.e., during COVID-19 lockdown) were filled out for
403.26 days (range: 41–734 days, SD = 221.14 days) after the initial reports were collected
(i.e., in the original studies). Participants’ mean age was 30.18 years for men (range: 20.3–
70 years, SD = 8.33 years) and 28.85 years for women (range: 20.3–65 years, SD = 7.66 years).
In relation to education, 105 participants (43.93%) had a high school education, and
133 (55.64%) reported having a higher education. Education data was missing for one partici-
pant. By the time of the study, the average duration of the relationships was 7.06 years (range:
1.17–39.17 years, SD = 6.62 years), and the average duration of cohabitation was 4.96 years
(range: 10 months to 39 years, SD = 6.68 years). One hundred four participants (43.51%) were
married, and 35 participants (14.64%) had at least one child.
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Procedure

The data were collected between April 12 and April 27, 2020, during which Israel was under the
first imposed lockdown. Home confinement regulations included a 100-meter (328 foot) limit on
venturing from home for nonessential activities, travel limitations for nonessential activities (includ-
ing work), and a prohibition on meeting people (including family) from another household.
Couples were approached via a personal e-mail to participate in a follow-up survey focusing on
personal and relational coping with the current pandemic. Upon completing the study, participants
were entered into a raffle, where 10 participants won and received a prize of 250 Israeli Shekels
(i.e., approximately US$70). The University Institutional Review Board approved the study.

Measures

The study was administered in Hebrew, and all instruments were translated and back-translated
by native English speakers to ensure consistency with the English versions.

Attachment orientation

Partners’ attachment orientation was measured in the original studies (i.e., prior to COVID-19
outbreak) using the Experiences in Close Relationships—Relationship Structures Questionnaire
(ECR-RS; Fraley et al., 2011). On the ECR-RS, participants rate six items assessing attachment
avoidance (e.g., “I prefer not to show my partner how I feel deep down”) and three items
assessing attachment anxiety (e.g., “I often worry that my partner doesn’t really care for me”).
Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The internal
reliability of the attachment avoidance scale in our sample was .81 and .64 for men and women,
respectively. The internal reliability of the attachment anxiety scale in our sample was .78 and
.74 for men and women, respectively.

COVID-related support and negative behaviors

Partners’ supportive and negative behaviors in response to one’s COVID-related concerns were
assessed on five items. The supportive behavior score was computed as the average of three items:
“My partner is expressing understanding, empathy, and caring”; “My partner is helping me to see
the stressful situation in a different light”; and “My partner is doing practical things to alleviate
my stress.” The internal reliabilities in the current sample were .77 for men and .74 for women.
The negative behavior score was computed as the average of two items: “My partner blames me
or criticizes the way I am dealing with my stress,” and “My partner is not taking my feelings seri-
ously or ignores them.” The internal reliabilities in the current sample were .75 for men and .79
for women. All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (0 = very rarely, 4 = very often).

Relationship satisfaction

Most participants’ (83%) baseline (pre-COVID) relationship satisfaction levels were assessed on
the four-item version of the Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007) collected
in the original study. For the remainder of the participants, the pre-pandemic CSI-4 was
unavailable (i.e., it was not collected in the original study) and, therefore, could not be used as
the baseline pre-pandemic relationship satisfaction covariate. Instead, their pre-pandemic
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relationship satisfaction levels were assessed using the satisfaction subscale of the Perceived
Relationship Quality Components (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000). To construct a comparable
measure of baseline pre-pandemic relationship satisfaction, we computed the standardized rela-
tionship satisfaction scores for each participant using the distributions of the original samples
employed to develop the PRQC-satisfaction and CSI-4 scales (i.e., Fletcher et al., 2000; Funk &
Rogge, 2007). That is, the standardized z score for participants in our study was calculated
using the means and standard deviations from the original validation publications.2 During the
lockdown, relationship satisfaction was measured on the four-item version of the CSI-4
(Funk & Rogge, 2007). The first item of the CSI-4 is rated on a 6-point Likert scale, and the rest
on a 5-point Likert scale. The CSI-4 pre-COVID internal reliabilities in our sample were .91 for
men and .90 for women. The CSI-4 during-COVID internal reliabilities were .90 for men and
.92 for women. The PRQC-satisfaction scale internal reliabilities were .89 for men and .94 for
women.

Analytic approach

Relationship satisfaction during the lockdown was predicted by the perceived partners’ behav-
iors (supportive/negative), their interactions with attachment anxiety and avoidance, and the
participants’ pre-COVID relationship satisfaction. Note that some of the participants in the
current study were coupled, therefore introducing interdependence in their relationship satisfac-
tion scores (and hence in the model’s residuals). Thus, to analyze our data, we implemented the
generalized least squares regression model (implemented with the R nlme package using the
GLS function; Pinheiro et al., 2021) which allowed us to model the covariation in partners’
residuals. A set of additional covariates were included in the model. First, Barton et al. (2020)
showed that coupled participants who participate in a study without their partner tend to report
lower satisfaction levels. Therefore, we accounted for participation status by included a binary
control variable indicating whether the participant’s partner’s data were available.3 In addition,
the following covariates were included: gender, time elapsed since the baseline assessment, rela-
tionship duration, marital status, and the number of children. Simple slopes were computed
using the emmeans R package (Length, 2020).

Power analysis

We used the Monte Carlo simulation method advocated by Lane and Hennes (2018) to calcu-
late power in the context of models with dyads. Estimates for effect sizes were obtained from
previous research (for more details, see online materials at https://osf.io/83fb6). The effect sizes
were estimated to be within the medium range. The simulation indicated that the data were suf-
ficiently powered to examine our hypotheses (.89–.99).

RESULTS

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. As shown, attachment anxiety and avoidance
were positively associated with each other. Attachment avoidance and anxiety were associated
with perceiving less support and more negative behavior in response to COVID-related con-
cerns. Both attachment orientations were associated with lower relationship satisfaction. Part-
ners’ supportive and negative behaviors were associated with partners’ relationship satisfaction
during COVID lockdown in the expected directions. Specifically, a paired t test showed
that participants’ relationship satisfaction did not change significantly from the baseline
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(pre-COVID) to the follow-up (during COVID lockdown) assessments (t = 1.801, df = 136,
p = .074, Cohen’s d = 0.153 for women; t = 0.561, df = 101, p = .575, Cohen’s d = 0.055 for
men). In addition, a set of generalized least squares models indicated that female participants
reported higher levels of perceived partner support behaviors and lower levels of attachment
avoidance.

Hypotheses testing

Table 2 presents the standardized estimated fixed effects of this model, which were obtained by
standardizing the raw variables of the entire data set and re-estimating the model (see Baldwin

TABLE 2 Results of the GLS model predicting relationship satisfaction during lockdown

Predictor Standardized estimate (SE) p value

Support behaviors .24 (.05) <.001

Negative behaviors �.20 (.05) <.001

Attachment avoidance .07 (.06) .238

Attachment anxiety �.08 (.05) .109

Support � Attachment Avoidance .03 (.04) .430

Support � Attachment Anxiety .13 (.04) .003

Negative Behaviors � Attachment Avoidance .10 (.05) .033

Negative Behaviors � Attachment Anxiety .05 (.04) .182

Pre-COVID RS .52 (.06) <.001

Partners’ participation (0 = no, 1 = yes) �.00 (.09) .998

Time elapsed since first assessment �.01 (.05) .896

Relationship duration �.16 (.07) .034

Marriage (0 = no, 1 = yes) .07 (.10) .500

Kids number �.01 (.07) .905

Gender (�0.5 = male, 0.5 = female) �.09 (.09) .322

Note. GLS = generalized least squares; RS = relationship satisfaction.

F I GURE 1 Perceived Support Behavior � Attachment Anxiety effect on relationship satisfaction
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et al., 2014). As predicted, supportive behaviors were positively associated with relationship sat-
isfaction, whereas negative behaviors were negatively associated with relationship satisfaction.
A significant Support � Attachment Anxiety emerged. As depicted in Figure 1, anxiously
attached individuals showed greater sensitivity to their partners’ supportive behaviors. Specifi-
cally, supportive behaviors were more strongly associated with relationship satisfaction for indi-
viduals high on attachment anxiety (at +1 SD β = .36, SE = .07, p < .0001), than for
individuals with average attachment anxiety (β = .24, SE = .05, p < .0001(. The association
was no longer significant for individuals low on attachment anxiety (at �1 SD β = .10,
SE = .06, p = .08).

In addition, a significant Negative Behavior � Attachment Avoidance interaction emerged.
As depicted in Figure 2, avoidantly attached individuals were less reactive to their.
partners’ negative behaviors. Specifically, negative behaviors were not associated with
relationship satisfaction for individuals high on attachment avoidance (at +1 SD β = �.08,
SE = .05, p = .155), whereas this association was significant for participants with average
(β = �.20, SE = .04, p < .0001) and low attachment avoidance (at �1 SD β = �.32, SE = .07,
p < .0001).

DISCUSSION

The COVID-19 pandemic, the most devastating global health crisis of the current century
(World Health Organization, 2020), has brought about immense disruption to individuals from
all walks of life. Unsurprisingly, the pandemic and its related stressors (e.g., health concerns,
economic strains, lack of childcare) have been found to exacerbate psychological distress
(e.g., Brooks et al., 2020; Torales et al., 2020). This universal situation provides a unique, albeit
unfortunate, opportunity to test some of the most fundamental tenets of relationship science in
an ecologically valid context. The current study drew on the vulnerability-stress-adaptation
model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), which posits that the ultimate effect of external stress on
intimate relationships is largely determined by the intersection between partners’ vulnerability
and the quality of their support. Based on this line of thought, this study examined the interplay
between participants’ perceived partner’s response to COVID-related stress and their attach-
ment insecurity in predicting their relationship satisfaction maintenance at the start of the
COVID-19 outbreak.

F I GURE 2 Perceived Negative Behavior � Attachment Avoidance effect on relationship satisfaction
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Consistent with the first hypothesis, higher levels of perceived supportive behaviors
(e.g., showing understanding, providing tangible help) and lower levels of perceived negative
behaviors (e.g., criticism, disregarding) in response to one’s COVID-related stress were associ-
ated with better relationship satisfaction. These findings are in line with a large body of research
showing that partners’ reactions to each other in times of stress are critical to their satisfaction
(for a review, see Falconier et al., 2015, and Randall & Bodenmann, 2017). Importantly, the
reported effects of supportive and negative behaviors on partners’ relationship satisfaction
emerged above and beyond the couples’ baseline relationship satisfaction levels measured prior
to the pandemic. Thus, the findings can be interpreted as pointing to the role of responsiveness
in relationship satisfaction maintenance in stressful times.

It is worth noting that the effects of perceived supportive behaviors and negative behaviors
were comparable in size in the current study. This contrasts with an extensive body of work
documenting the phenomenon of “bad is stronger than good”; that is, that negative stimuli have
more substantial effects on various psychological outcomes (including relational) than positive
stimuli (see Baumeister et al., 2001). For example, in a set of daily diary studies examining the
effects of dyadic support and hindrance, the latter were found to be more robustly associated
with partners’ daily relationship feelings, especially negative ones (Rafaeli et al., 2008). This
pattern was interpreted to reflect people’s social baseline (Beckes & Coan, 2011); that is, the
presence, responsiveness, and availability of close others are, in the true psychological sense, the
human baseline state. Thus, a partner’s behaviors that fall short of the baseline expectation
may lead to a more pronounced (negative) effect (Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2015). Nevertheless,
the current results challenge this interpretation by suggesting that stressful times call baseline
expectations into question, rendering people as sensitive to positive relational behaviors as to
negative ones.

In partial support of the second hypothesis, attachment anxiety interacted with the partner’s
perceived supportive (though not negative) behaviors in predicting relationship satisfaction
maintenance. In other words, anxiously attached individuals were more reactive to their part-
ners’ responsiveness with regard to COVID-related stress. Ample research has shown that given
their concerns about their attachment figures’ availability, individuals with high attachment
anxiety tend to adopt hyperactivating attachment strategies, mainly consisting of excessive
proximity-seeking attempts (Collins et al., 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, 2019). These
attempts are often ineffective, leaving anxiously attached individuals perpetually vigilant for
cues of their partner’s unavailability (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008). Furthermore, anxiously
attached individuals may be particularly susceptible to the existential fears triggered by the
COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., mortality, loss, isolation; Steele, 2020), which thus may further
exacerbate their reliance on their partners’ support and soothing.

In partial support of the third hypothesis, attachment avoidance interacted with the negative
(though not supportive) behaviors in predicting relationship satisfaction maintenance. Specifi-
cally, those participants high on attachment avoidance were less reactive to their partners’ nega-
tive behaviors (e.g., blame, withdrawal) with respect to COVID-related stress. The literature
has repeatedly shown that avoidantly attached individuals often find it hard to trust their
attachment figures’ capacity to alleviate their distress. Therefore, when distressed, they adopt
deactivating attachment strategies, consisting chiefly of withdrawal, self-reliance, and detach-
ment from relational needs (Barry & Lawrence, 2013; Cassidy & Kobak, 1988; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2008). Thus, the lack of sensitivity to their partners’ negative behaviors may reflect their
emotional disengagement and distancing from their partners (Feeney & Fitzgerald, 2019;
Feeney & Karantzas, 2017; Overall et al., 2013).

Caution should be exercised in interpreting these findings to imply that attachment avoid-
ance inoculates the relationship to the potentially deleterious effects of COVID-related stress.
For example, over time, chronic engagement in deactivating strategies is likely to result in a
lack of connection as well as resentment on the part of these individuals’ partners (Beck
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et al., 2013; Overall et al., 2015). Relatedly, even though avoidantly attached individuals often
do not report experiencing distress, they still react viscerally to relational transgressions. For
example, in response to relational stressors, they showed heightened physiological reactivity as
manifested in their autonomic nervous system and the hypothalamic–pituitary–adrenal axis
(Diamond & Fagundes, 2010; Feeney & Kirkpatrick, 1996; Pietromonaco et al., 2013). Future
studies examining the interplay between COVID-related stress and attachment avoidance
should pay greater attention to the long-term effects of their deactivating strategies and collect
both subjective and objective indices of distress.

In contrast to our predictions, attachment anxiety did not interact with partner’s perceived
negative behaviors in predicting relationship satisfaction maintenance. This finding is inconsis-
tent with research showing that highly anxious individuals are more sensitive to relationship
threats (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003, 2012; Simpson & Rholes, 2012) and experience higher
levels of distress during conflicts (Campbell et al., 2005). In addition, in contrast to our predic-
tions, attachment avoidance did not interact with partner’s supportive behaviors in predicting
relationship satisfaction maintenance. Though caution should be exercised in interpreting such
null results, this lack of a linear association may be interpreted in light of Girme et al.’s (2015)
findings of a curvilinear effect of partner’s support for avoidantly attached individuals. It is pos-
sible that social support is only effective for highly avoidant individuals when it is provided at
moderate levels of intensity when the partner communicates care, but the support is not experi-
enced as overwhelming, which would evoke a sense of dependency. Unfortunately, our samples
were insufficiently powered to test the quadratic effect of perceived support, but this should be
considered in future research.

These findings may also have societal implications. For example, economic strain was
shown to be linked to poor dyadic support and more negative behaviors (Cutrona et al., 2003;
Jackson et al., 2016; Maisel & Karney, 2012; Williamson et al., 2013; though see Ross
et al., 2019). Therefore, it is likely that the association between sociodemographic risk factors
(e.g., poverty, minority identity) and marital distress is related to maladaptive dyadic coping
behaviors (e.g., greater negative behaviors, lower support). This may be particularly pro-
nounced during a time of crisis that engenders various economic challenges (Bareket-Bojmel
et al., 2021). Furthermore, sociodemographically disadvantaged individuals often reported ele-
vated levels of attachment insecurity (Li et al., 2020; Schmitt, 2008). The results of the current
study suggest that such insecurity may act as a vulnerability factor that places additional
demands on disadvantaged couples’ relationship satisfaction. Interestingly, recent work has
highlighted that couples at higher risk benefit more from relationship education programs
(Stanley et al., 2020). Therefore, it is important to provide access to such programs to
sociodemographically disadvantaged couples, especially in times of global health crises.

Limitations and future directions

Several limitations of the current study should be mentioned. First, relative to the general popu-
lation, the couples who participated in the current study reported high levels of satisfaction and
lower levels of attachment insecurity on average (see Fletcher et al., 2000; Fraley et al., 2011;
Funk & Rogge, 2007). Low levels of partners’ negative behaviors were reported as well. This
limited variability in the focal variables threatens the generalizability of the results and could
reduce the statistical power to detect some of the hypothesized effects (e.g., interaction between
attachment anxiety and partners’ negative behaviors). Therefore, future studies would benefit
from targeting more heterogeneous samples.

Relatedly, the data were collected soon after the outbreak of the pandemic in Israel, which
may explain why we were able to collect follow-up assessments from only half of the partici-
pants we contacted. Although the data were sufficiently powered to detect effects within the
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medium range, the effects that were found to be significant were in the low-medium range
(β = .12 to β = .26). This hints that the interaction effects found to be insignificant maybe be
underpowered to test.

Furthermore, the moderate sample size prevented us from examining a more complex set of
effects. Specifically, given the inherently dyadic nature of stress coping (Bodenmann, 2005;
Bodenmann et al., 2006), it is imperative to consider the effect of one’s partner’s attachment
insecurity as it relates to one’s own attachment insecurity. For example, in one lab study observ-
ing couples discussing a relational conflict, anxiously attached women had difficulty recogniz-
ing their avoidant partners’ distress; avoidantly attached men, for their part, had difficulties
approaching and supporting their anxious partner (Beck et al., 2013). Therefore, as has recently
been pointed out by Pietromonaco and Overall (2020), the pairing of attachment anxiety and
avoidance is likely to result in poorer adaption to the current crisis.

It is also critical to consider the specific juncture at which the current study took place; that
is, shortly after the outbreak of the crisis, when the Israeli population was under the first lock-
down. In other words, even though the current study provides an ecologically valid glimpse into
how partners cope with stress, when the data were collected, participants were likely to have
experienced the pandemic as acute (vs. chronic) stress. Dyadic support can play a pivotal role in
coping with both acute and chronic stress (Randall & Bodenmann, 2009), but enduring stress
often depletes people of their resources and thus places them in greater need of their partner’s
support (Karney et al., 2005). By following romantic partners over a more extended period of
time, future studies could achieve a more in-depth understanding of how acute versus chronic
stress affects partners. For example, we failed to find evidence that anxiously attached individ-
uals were more reactive to their partners’ negative behaviors. However, over time, when their
personal resources are exhausted, anxiously attached individuals may react more strongly to
their partners’ destructive behaviors toward their COVID-related stress.

Another issue worth mentioning is that partners’ supportive and negative behaviors were
measured using participants’ self-reports. Though it could be argued that the perceptions them-
selves are what matters in assessing one’s own satisfaction, discrepancies between perceptions
and behaviors effects on relational outcome could also be meaningful to explore. Specifically, it
is likely that participants’ attachment anxiety and avoidance biased their perceptions of their
partners’ relational behaviors (Barry et al., 2007; Overall et al., 2015). Therefore, to better
understand the interplay between partners’ behaviors and attachment style in the context of a
measured stressor, future studies could incorporate self-reports with observation methods. This
would allow a more direct examination of how attachment style shapes both partners’ percep-
tions and actual behaviors.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The current pandemic constitutes a unique, although tragic, opportunity to explore the inter-
play between partners’ dispositional vulnerabilities and dyadic coping in the face of a major
ecological stressor. In this study, partners’ relationship satisfaction served as the focal outcome,
which is known to be robustly associated with partners’ mental and physical health
(e.g., Robles et al., 2014; Slatcher & Schoebi, 2017; Whisman & Baucom, 2012). The results
indicated that the perceived quality of the partner’s response to one’s own COVID-related stress
predicted relationship satisfaction maintenance pre- to post-COVID outbreak. Therefore, inter-
ventions aimed at strengthening partners’ responsiveness and dyadic coping may be useful for
partners when traversing these difficult times, especially approaches that can be delivered
through a self-directed, online platform (Spencer & Anderson, 2021), which is better suited to
social-distancing regulations. For example, Bodenmann and Shantinath (2004) developed an
empirically based dyadic skill-learning intervention targeting partners’ dyadic coping. There is
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evidence to suggest that this program can be effectively provided online (Bodenmann
et al., 2014). Therefore, policy makers may want to consider funding this type of intervention to
make it more accessible to the larger community during stressful periods.

The results suggested that partners’ preexisting dispositional vulnerability, namely, attach-
ment insecurity, interacts with the perceived partner’s responsiveness when predicting changes
in relationship satisfaction. These results may help family counselors better identify couples
with enduring vulnerability (e.g., those experiencing elevated attachment anxiety) who may be
at greater risk during these stressogenic circumstances. In addition, the results highlight the
need to implement interventions that directly address attachment insecurity when working with
couples in distressing times. For example, emotionally focused therapy for couples (Johnson
et al., 1999) has been shown to be effective in changing partners’ attachment orientations
(Burgess Moser et al., 2016; Wiebe et al., 2017). It is essential to integrate some of the interven-
tions developed by this approach such as withdrawal re-engagement, blamer softening (i.e., the
therapist helps the more withdrawn partner and the more critical partner to express their vul-
nerable emotions and attachment-related needs) in stressful global times.
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ENDNOTES
1 This participant provided the same rating on all items, including reversed ones. Note that we re-ran the model while
including this participant, and the pattern of results remained unchanged.

2 Note that in a sample of 70 participants collected in our lab, the CSI-4 and PRQC satisfaction subscale were highly
correlated (r = .85). In line with a reviewer’s suggestion, as a robustness test, we re-ran the model when including the
one item shared by both the PRQC and CSI-4 scales (“how satisfied are you with your relationship”) as the relation-
ship satisfaction index. The pattern of results remained the same.

3 When we re-ran the model only using participants for whom we had data from both partners (79 couples), the pattern
of results remained the same.

REFERENCES
Baldwin, S. A., Imel, Z. E., Braithwaite, S. R., & Atkins, D. C. (2014). Analyzing multiple outcomes in clinical research

using multivariate multilevel models. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 82(5), 920–930. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0035628

Bareket-Bojmel, L., Shahar, G., & Margalit, M. (2021). COVID-19-Related economic anxiety is as high as health anxi-
ety: Findings from the USA, the UK, and Israel. International Journal of Cognitive Therapy, 14, 566–574. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s41811-020-00078-3

Bar-Kalifa, E., & Rafaeli, E. (2015). Above and below baselines: The nonmonotonic effects of dyadic emotional support
in daily life. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 32(2), 161–179. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0265407514525888

Bar-Kalifa, E., Randall, A. K., & Perelman, Y. (2021). Daily dyadic coping during COVID-19 among Israeli couples.
Emotion. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000971

Barry, R. A., Lakey, B., & Orehek, E. (2007). Links among attachment dimensions, affect, the self, and perceived sup-
port for broadly generalized attachment styles and specific bonds. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
33(3), 340–353. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296102

Barry, R. A., & Lawrence, E. (2013). “Don’t stand so close to me”: An attachment perspective of disengagement and
avoidance in marriage. Journal of Family Psychology, 27(3), 484–494. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032867

Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Finkenauer, C., & Vohs, K. D. (2001). Bad is stronger than good. Review of General
Psychology, 5(4), 323–370. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323

Barton, A. W., Lavner, J. A., Stanley, S. M., Johnson, M. D., & Rhoades, G. K. (2020). “Will you complete this survey
too?” Differences between individual versus dyadic samples in relationship research. Journal of Family Psychology,
34(2), 196–203. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000583

Beck, L. A., Pietromonaco, P. R., DeBuse, C. J., Powers, S. I., & Sayer, A. G. (2013). Spouses’ attachment pairings pre-
dict neuroendocrine, behavioral, and psychological responses to marital conflict. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 105(3), 388–424. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033056

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION DURING COVID-19 13

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0354-7493
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0354-7493
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3579-3015
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3579-3015
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035628
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035628
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41811-020-00078-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41811-020-00078-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407514525888
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407514525888
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000971
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296102
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032867
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000583
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033056


Beckes, L., & Coan, J. A. (2011). Social baseline theory: The role of social proximity in emotion and economy of action.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5(12), 976–988. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011.00400.x

Bodenmann, G. (2005). Dyadic coping and its significance for marital functioning. In T. Revenson, K. Kayser, & G.
Bodenmann (Eds.), Decade of behavior. Couples coping with stress: Emerging perspectives on dyadic coping
(pp. 33–49). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/11031-002

Bodenmann, G., Hilpert, P., Nussbeck, F. W., & Bradbury, T. N. (2014). Enhancement of couples’ communication and
dyadic coping by a self-directed approach: A randomized controlled trial. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psy-
chology, 82(4), 580–591. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036356

Bodenmann, G., Pihet, S., & Kayser, K. (2006). The relationship between dyadic coping and marital quality: A 2-year
longitudinal study. Journal of Family Psychology, 20(3), 485–493. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.20.3.485

Bodenmann, G., & Shantinath, S. D. (2004). The Couples Coping Enhancement Training (CCET): A new approach to
prevention of marital distress based upon stress and coping. Family Relations, 53(5), 477–484. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00056.x

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment. Basic Books.
Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Separation, anxiety and anger. Basic Books.
Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Attachment. Basic Books.
Braithwaite, S., & Holt-Lunstad, J. (2017). Romantic relationships and mental health. Current Opinion in Psychology,

13, 120–125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.001
Brooks, S. K., Webster, R. K., Smith, L. E., Woodland, L., Wessely, S., Greenberg, N., & Rubin, G. J. (2020). The psy-

chological impact of quarantine and how to reduce it: Rapid review of the evidence. The Lancet, 395(10227),
912–920. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8

Brown, S. M., Doom, J. R., Lechuga-Peña, S., Watamura, S. E., & Koppels, T. (2020). Stress and parenting during the global
COVID-19 pandemic. Child Abuse & Neglect, 110(Pt. 2), Article 104699. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104699

Burgess Moser, M., Johnson, S. M., Dalgleish, T. L., Lafontaine, M.-F., Wiebe, S. A., & Tasca, G. A. (2016). Changes
in relationship-specific attachment in emotionally focused couple therapy. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy,
42(2), 231–245. https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12139

Clavél, F. D., Cutrona, C. E., & Russell, D. W. (2017). United and divided by stress: How stressors differentially influ-
ence social support in African American couples over time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(7),
1050–1064. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217704195

Carlson, D. L., Petts, R., & Pepin, J. R. (2020). Changes in parents’ domestic labor during the COVID-19 pandemic.
SocArXiv. https://https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/jy8fn

Campbell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry, J., & Kashy, D. A. (2005). Perceptions of conflict and support in romantic rela-
tionships: The role of attachment anxiety. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(3), 510–531. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510

Cassidy, J., & Kobak, R. R. (1988). Avoidance and its relationship with other defensive processes. In J. Belsky & T.
Nezworski (Eds.), Clinical implications of attachment (pp. 300–323). Erlbaum.

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory perspective on support seeking and caregiv-
ing in intimate relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(6), 1053–1073. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.78.6.1053

Collins, N. L., Guichard, A. C., Ford, M. B., & Feeney, B. C. (2006). Responding to need in intimate relationships:
Normative processes and individual differences. In M. Mikulincer & G. S. Goodman (Eds.), Dynamics of romantic
love: Attachment, caregiving, and sex (pp. 149–189). Guilford Press.

Conger, R. D., Rueter, M. A., & Elder, G. H., Jr. (1999). Couple resilience to economic pressure. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 76(1), 54–71. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.54

Cutrona, C. E., Russell, D. W., Abraham, W. T., Gardner, K. A., Melby, J. N., Bryant, C., & Conger, R. D. (2003).
Neighborhood context and financial strain as predictors of marital interaction and marital quality in African
American couples. Personal Relationships, 10(3), 389–409. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00056

Diamond, L. M., & Fagundes, C. P. (2010). Psychobiological research on attachment. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 27(2), 218–225. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407509360906

Falconier, M. K., Jackson, J. B., Hilpert, P., & Bodenmann, G. (2015). Dyadic coping and relationship satisfaction: A
meta-analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 42, 28–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.07.002

Feeney, J., & Fitzgerald, J. (2019). Attachment, conflict and relationship quality: Laboratory-based and clinical
insights. Current Opinion in Psychology, 25, 127–131. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.04.002

Feeney, J. A., & Karantzas, G. C. (2017). Couple conflict: Insights from an attachment perspective. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 13, 60–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.017

Feeney, B. C., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (1996). Effects of adult attachment and presence of romantic partners on physiolog-
ical responses to stress. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(2), 255–270. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.70.2.255

Fletcher, G. J. O., Simpson, J. A., & Thomas, G. (2000). The measurement of Perceived Relationship Quality Compo-
nents: A confirmatory factor analytic approach. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(3), 340–354.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265007

14 FAMILY RELATIONS

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011.00400.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/11031-002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036356
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.20.3.485
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00056.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104699
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12139
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217704195
https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/jy8fn
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.6.1053
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.6.1053
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6811.00056
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407509360906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.2.255
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.2.255
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167200265007


Fraley, R. C., Heffernan, M. E., Vicary, A. M., & Brumbaugh, C. C. (2011). The Experiences in Close Relationships—
Relationship Structures Questionnaire: A method for assessing attachment orientations across relationships.
Psychological Assessment, 23(3), 615–625. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022898

Funk, J. L., & Rogge, R. D. (2007). Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing precision of measurement
for relationship satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction Index. Journal of Family Psychology, 21(4), 572–583.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572

Girme, Y. U., Overall, N. C., Simpson, J. A., & Fletcher, G. J. (2015). “All or nothing”: Attachment avoidance and the
curvilinear effects of partner support. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 108(3), 450–475. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0038866

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 52(3), 511–524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Attachment as an organizational framework for research on close relationships.
Psychological Inquiry, 5(1), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0501_1

Holt-Lunstad, J., Smith, T. B., & Layton, J. B. (2010). Social relationships and mortality risk: A meta-analytic review.
PLoS Medicine, 7(7), Article e1000316. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000316

Horesh, D., Kapel Lev-Ari, R., & Hasson-Ohayon, I. (2020). Risk factors for psychological distress during the
COVID-19 pandemic in Israel: Loneliness, age, gender, and health status play an important role. British Journal of
Health Psychology, 25(4), 925–933. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12455

Jackson, G. L., Trail, T. E., Kennedy, D. P., Williamson, H. C., Bradbury, T. N., & Karney, B. R. (2016). The salience
and severity of relationship problems among low-income couples. Journal of Family Psychology, 30(1), 2–11.
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000158

Johnson, S., Hunsley, J., Greenberg, L., & Schindler, D. (1999). Emotionally focused couples therapy: Status and chal-
lenges. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 6(1), 67–79. https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.6.1.67

Karney, B. R., & Bradbury, T. N. (1995). The longitudinal course of marital quality and stability: A review of theory,
methods, and research. Psychological Bulletin, 118(1), 3–34. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3

Karney, B. R., Story, L. B., & Bradbury, T. N. (2005). Marriages in context: Interactions between chronic and acute
stress among newlyweds. In T. A. Revenson, K. Kayser, & G. Bodenmann (Eds.), Decade of behavior. Couples
coping with stress: Emerging perspectives on dyadic coping (pp. 13–32). American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/11031-001

Kashdan, T. B., Blalock, D. V., Young, K. C., Machell, K. A., Monfort, S. S., McKnight, P. E., & Ferssizidis, P.
(2018). Personality strengths in romantic relationships: Measuring perceptions of benefits and costs and their
impact on personal and relational well-being. Psychological Assessment, 30(2), 241–258. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pas0000464

Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K., & Newton, T. L. (2001). Marriage and health: His and hers. Psychological Bulletin, 127(4), 472–
503. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.472

Kordahji, H., Bar-Kalifa, E., & Rafaeli, E. (2015). Attachment insecurity as a moderator of cardiovascular arousal
effects following dyadic support. Journal of Research in Personality, 57, 89–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2015.
04.004

Kuhn, R., Bradbury, T. N., Nussbeck, F. W., & Bodenmann, G. (2018). The power of listening: Lending an ear to the
partner during dyadic coping conversations. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(6), 762–772. https://doi.org/10.1037/
fam0000421

Langer, A., Lawrence, E., & Barry, R. A. (2008). Using a vulnerability-stress-adaptation framework to predict physical
aggression trajectories in newlywed marriage. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 76(5), 756–768.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013254

Length, R. (2020). emmeans: Estimated Marginal Means, aka Least-Squares Means (R package version 1.4.7) [Com-
puter software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=emmeans

Lane, S. P., & Hennes, E. P. (2018). Power struggles: Estimating sample size for multilevel relationships research. Jour-
nal of Social and Personal Relationships, 35(1), 7–31. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517710342

Li, X., Curran, M. A., LeBaron, A. B., Serido, J., & Shim, S. (2020). Romantic attachment orientations, financial
behaviors, and life outcomes among young adults: A mediating analysis of a college cohort. Journal of Family and
Economic Issues, 41(4), 658–671. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09664-1

Luetke, M., Hensel, D., Herbenick, D., & Rosenberg, M. (2020). Romantic relationship conflict due to the COVID-19
pandemic and changes in intimate and sexual behaviors in a nationally representative sample of American adults.
Journal of Sex & Marital Therapy, 46(8), 747–762. https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2020.1810185

Maisel, N. C., & Karney, B. R. (2012). Socioeconomic status moderates associations among stressful events, mental
health, and relationship satisfaction. Journal of Family Psychology, 26(4), 654–660. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0028901

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral system in adulthood: activation, psychodynamics,
and interpersonal processes. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 53–
152). Elsevier Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(03)01002-5

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION DURING COVID-19 15

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022898
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.4.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038866
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038866
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0501_1
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000316
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12455
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000158
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.6.1.67
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.118.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/11031-001
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000464
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000464
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2015.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2015.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000421
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000421
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013254
https://cran.r-project.org/package=emmeans
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517710342
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09664-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/0092623X.2020.1810185
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028901
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028901
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(03)01002-5


Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2005). Attachment theory and emotions in close relationships: Exploring the
attachment-related dynamics of emotional reactions to relational events. Personal Relationships, 12(2), 149–168.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1350-4126.2005.00108.x

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure, dynamics, and change. Guilford Press.
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2008). Adult attachment and affect regulation. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),

Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applications (pp. 503–531). Guilford Press.
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2012). An attachment perspective on psychopathology. World Psychiatry, 11(1),

11–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wpsyc.2012.01.003
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2019). Attachment orientations and emotion regulation. Current Opinion in Psychol-

ogy, 25, 6–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.02.006
Overall, N., Chang, V., Pietromonaco, P. R., Low, R. S. T., & Henderson, A. M. E. (2020). Relationship functioning

during COVID-19 quarantine. PsyArXiv. https://https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/7cvdm
Overall, N. C., Fletcher, G. J. O., Simpson, J. A., & Fillo, J. (2015). Attachment insecurity, biased perceptions of

romantic partners’ negative emotions, and hostile relationship behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 108(5), 730–749. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038987

Overall, N. C., & Sibley, C. G. (2009). Attachment and dependence regulation within daily interactions with romantic
partners. Personal Relationships, 16(2), 239–261. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01221.x

Overall, N. C., Simpson, J. A., & Struthers, H. (2013). Buffering attachment-related avoidance: Softening emotional
and behavioral defenses during conflict discussions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104(5), 854–871.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031798

Pinheiro, J., Bates, D., DebRoy, S., Sarkar, D., & R Core Team. (2021). nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects
Models (R package version 3.1–153) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme

Prime, H., Wade, M., & Browne, D. T. (2020). Risk and resilience in family well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic.
American Psychologist, 75(5), 631–643. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000660

Pietromonaco, P. R., DeBuse, C. J., & Powers, S. I. (2013). Does attachment get under the skin? Adult romantic attach-
ment and cortisol responses to stress. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22(1), 63–68. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0963721412463229

Pietromonaco, P. R., & Overall, N. C. (2020). Applying relationship science to evaluate how the COVID-19 pandemic
may impact couples’ relationships. American Psychologist, 76(3), 438–450. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000714

Proulx, C. M., Helms, H. M., & Buehler, C. (2007). Marital quality and personal well-being: A meta-analysis. Journal
of Marriage and Family, 69(3), 576–593. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00393.x

Rafaeli, E., Cranford, J. A., Green, A. S., Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2008). The good and bad of relationships: How
social hindrance and social support affect relationship feelings in daily life. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 34(12), 1703–1718. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208323742

Randall, A. K., & Bodenmann, G. (2009). The role of stress on close relationships and marital satisfaction. Clinical
Psychology Review, 29(2), 105–115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2008.10.004

Randall, A. K., & Bodenmann, G. (2017). Stress and its associations with relationship satisfaction. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 13, 96–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.05.010

Robles, T. F., Slatcher, R. B., Trombello, J. M., & McGinn, M. M. (2014). Marital quality and health: A meta-analytic
review. Psychological Bulletin, 140(1), 140–187. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031859

Ross, J. M., Karney, B. R., Nguyen, T. P., & Bradbury, T. N. (2019). Communication that is maladaptive for middle-
class couples is adaptive for socioeconomically disadvantaged couples. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 116(4), 582–597. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000158

Schmitt, D. P. (2008). Evolutionary perspectives on romantic attachment and culture: How ecological stressors influence
dismissing orientations across genders and geographies. Cross-Cultural Research, 42(3), 220–247. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1069397108317485

Simpson, J. A., & Rholes, W. S. (2012). Adult attachment orientations, stress, and romantic relationships. In Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 45, pp. 279–328). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-
394286-9.00006-8

Simpson, J. A., & Rholes, W. S. (2017). Adult attachment, stress, and romantic relationships. Current Opinion in Psy-
chology, 13, 19–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.006

Slatcher, R. B., & Schoebi, D. (2017). Protective processes underlying the links between marital quality and physical
health. Current Opinion in Psychology, 13, 148–152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.09.002

Spencer, C. M., & Anderson, J. R. (2021). Online relationship education programs improve individual and relationship
functioning: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 47(2), 485–500. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jmft.12491

Stanley, S. M., Carlson, R. G., Rhoades, G. K., Markman, H. J., Ritchie, L. L., & Hawkins, A. J. (2020). Best practices
in relationship education focused on intimate relationships. Family Relations, 69(3), 497–519. https://doi.org/10.
1111/fare.12419

Steele, H. (2020). COVID-19, fear and the future: An attachment perspective. Clinical Neuropsychiatry, 17(2), 97–99.
https://doi.org/10.36131/CN20200213.

16 FAMILY RELATIONS

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1350-4126.2005.00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wpsyc.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.02.006
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/7cvdm
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038987
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2009.01221.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031798
https://cran.r-project.org/package=nlme
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000660
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412463229
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412463229
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000714
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00393.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208323742
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2008.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031859
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000158
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069397108317485
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069397108317485
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394286-9.00006-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394286-9.00006-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12491
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12491
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12419
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12419
https://doi.org/10.36131/CN20200213


Torales, J., O’Higgins, M., Castaldelli-Maia, J. M., & Ventriglio, A. (2020). The outbreak of COVID-19 coronavirus
and its impact on global mental health. International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 66(4), 317–320. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0020764020915212

Williamson, H. C., Hanna, M. A., Lavner, J. A., Bradbury, T. N., & Karney, B. R. (2013). Discussion topic and
observed behavior in couples’ problem-solving conversations: Do problem severity and topic choice
matter? Journal of Family Psychology, 27(2), 330–335. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031534

Whisman, M. A., & Baucom, D. H. (2012). Intimate relationships and psychopathology. Clinical Child and Family
Psychology Review, 15(1), 4–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-011-0107-2

Whisman, M. A., Sbarra, D. A., & Beach, S. R. (2021). Intimate relationships and depression: Searching for causation
in the sea of association. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 17, 233–258. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
clinpsy-081219-103323

Wiebe, S. A., Johnson, S. M., Lafontaine, M.-F., Burgess Moser, M., Dalgleish, T. L., & Tasca, G. A. (2017). Two-year
follow-up outcomes in emotionally focused couple therapy: An investigation of relationship satisfaction and
attachment trajectories. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 43(2), 227–244. https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12206

World Health Organization. (2020, December 23). A year without precedent: WHO’s COVID-19 response. Retrieved
from https://www.who.int/news-room/spotlight/a-year-without-precedent-who-s-covid-19-response

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Bar-Shachar, Y., Lopata, S., & Bar-Kalifa, E. (2022).
Relationship satisfaction during COVID-19: The role of partners’ perceived support and
attachment. Family Relations, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12767

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION DURING COVID-19 17

https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764020915212
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764020915212
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031534
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-011-0107-2
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-081219-103323
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-081219-103323
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12206
https://www.who.int/news-room/spotlight/a-year-without-precedent-who-s-covid-19-response
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12767

	Relationship satisfaction during COVID-19: The role of partners' perceived support and attachment
	METHOD
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Attachment orientation
	COVID-related support and negative behaviors
	Relationship satisfaction

	Analytic approach
	Power analysis


	RESULTS
	Hypotheses testing

	DISCUSSION
	Limitations and future directions

	CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
	Endnotes
	REFERENCES


