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The relationship between adult attachment style and 

romantic relationship quality in marriage relationships was 

explored. Romantic relationship quality was measured at the 

working model (or perceptual) and the behavioral levels. No 

previous research had investigated romantic relationship 

quality as reflecting specific attachment related 

perceptions of self and spouse or as attachment related 

behaviors. 

Two hundred and six married subjects were recruited 

from university campuses, churches, and on an individual 

basis. Most of the subjects were white, middle class, and 

had children. Subjects completed self-report questionnaires 

measuring adult attachment style, working model of self and 

romantic partner, and reports of relationship behaviors of 

self and romantic partner. The first hypothesis proposed 

that attachment style differences would be seen in specific 

attachment related working models of self and romantic 

partner. The second hypothesis proposed that attachment 

style differences would be seen in reports of attachment 



related behaviors for self and romantic partner. Hypotheses 

were tested using multivariate analysis of variance. 

Only the second hypothesis was supported. Attachment 

style differences were found on reports of both self and 

spouse behaviors. Exploratory analyses revealed that there 

were also significant attachment style differences when 

working models were measured at a global perceptual level, 

in contrast to the specific level proposed. Adult 

attachment styles are predictably related to romantic 

relationship quality at both the global perceptual and 

behavioral levels, but not at a more specific perceptual 

level. Results suggest dyadic effects of attachment style. 

Limitations, implications, and suggestions for future 

research were discussed. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES iv 

LIST OF FIGURES V 

Chapter 
I. INTRODUCTION TO STUDY 1 

Attachment Theory and Adult Romantic 
Relationships 
Attachment Styles and Working Models of 
Relationships 

Related Research 
Attachment Styles and Romantic 
Relationship Quality 

Related Research 
Summary and Rationale for Study 

II. METHOD 52 
Subjects and Procedure 
Measures 
Design 
Hypotheses 
Analyses 

III. RESULTS 65 
Description of the Sample 
Description of the Measures 
Major Findings 

IV. DISCUSSION 74 
Discussion of the Findings 
Conclusions and Limitations 
Implications and Recommendations 

APPENDICES 104 

REFERENCES 148 

111 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Means and Standard Deviations of SASB 
Scores on Surface A 135 

2. Means and Standard Deviations of SASB 
Scores on Surface C 136 

3. Means and Standard Deviations for 
SOC-R Categories 137 

4. T-Test Means of SOC-R Categories and 
Predictor Variables 138 

5. Correlations of SASB Clusters and 
SOC-R Categories on Surface A 139 

6. Correlations of SASB Clusters and 
SOC-R Categories on Surface C 140 

7. Correlations of SASB Patterns and 
SOC-R Categories on Surface A 141 

8. Correlations of SASB Patterns and 
SOC-R Categories on Surface C 142 

9. SASB Pattern Coefficient Means by 
Attachment Style 143 

10. SOC-R Category Means by 
Attachment Style 144 

IV 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure Page 

1. Profiles of Cluster Scores by 
Attachment Style 146 

2. Profiles of Cluster Scores by 
Surface 147 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to better understand the 

impact of individual relationship styles on the quality of 

romantic relationships. Clinical lore and everyday 

experience suggest that there are characteristic ways in 

which people approach interpersonal relationships. These 

repetitive relationship patterns have also been described 

recently in a number of self-help books concerning love 

relationships. Familiar phrases, such as being too 

dependent or avoiding commitment, have been used by both 

clinicians and laymen to describe these patterns. These 

relationship patterns are thought to predict the overall 

quality of romantic relationships. For example, the person 

who generally avoids commitment may have romantic 

relationships of poor quality, due the particular 

perceptions and behaviors associated with this general 

style. 

Since approximately 50% of all new marriages today end 

in divorce, the time seems ripe for increasing our knowledge 

about the impact of these styles on relationship quality. 

Even when couples do stay together, poor relationship 



quality is thought to have significant detrimental effects 

on the psychological well being of spouses and their 

children (Bloom, Asher, & White, 1987). For instance, 

problems with marital quality have been associated with 

adult alcoholism and depression, and with the increase of 

teen suicides and behavioral problems (Klerman & Weissman, 

1990). Because of these problems, well-designed and 

empirically sound interventions are needed to identify and 

remediate the sources of romantic relationship distress. 

Research regarding the different ways people approach 

romantic relationships has focused on identifying and 

describing different types of love. Empirical studies in 

this area were first based upon Rubin's (1973) model of love 

which broadly discriminated love relationships from liking 

relationships. Since then, several more complex models have 

been proposed. For instance, Sternberg's (1986) triangular 

theory of love describes eight different types of love. 

This theory uses the presence or absence of intimacy, 

passion, and commitment to distinguish between the types. 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) have empirically tested Lee's 

(1973, 1988) colors of love typology which describes three 

primary classes of love (Eros, Ludus & Storge) and three 

secondary classes derived from blending all possible pairs 

of the primary types. Kelley (1983) suggested three primary 

types of love (passionate, pragmatic, and altruistic); while 



Berscheid (1983, 1988) proposed four varieties (eros, 

friendship attachment, affection, and altruistic love). 

This body of research has provided preliminary evidence 

for the existence of certain love styles; however, it has 

been primarily descriptive and atheoretical. What is known 

from this body of research is that people tend to approach 

romantic relationships with different styles, and these 

styles can be defined by differing interpersonal processes. 

There still is no well-accepted system for how these styles 

develop, or for the role they play in impacting the quality 

of romantic relationships. 

The quality of romantic relationships has been 

primarily investigated within the context of marriage 

relationships. The earliest systematic studies regarding 

marital quality were conducted by sociologists and led to a 

number of contributions with regard to need complementary 

and similarity of personality traits (Buss, 1984). 

Researchers then empirically tested a wide variety of 

concepts related to marital quality which were based upon 

the tenets of Thibault's and Kelley's (1959) social exchange 

theory. 

Over the years, this wide body of research has explored 

relationship behaviors, as well as the cognitive and 

affective components of relationships (Baucom & Epstein, 

1990). Most empirical work examining marital behaviors has 

compared the behaviors of distressed and non-distressed 



couples. Findings indicate that distressed couples 

disagree, criticize, complain, and reciprocate negative 

behaviors more than non-distressed couples (Gottman, 1979). 

Distressed couples also tend to spend less time in 

recreational activities together and have sex one half to 

one third as often as non-distressed couples (Williams, 

1979; Barnett & Netizel, 1979). Cognitive features have 

been investigated in terms of attributions people make about 

their spouses and their marriage relationships. These 

findings suggest that dissatisfied spouses are less likely 

to interpret positive behaviors from their spouses as 

positive; and they also tend to interpret the intent of 

their spouses' statements as more negative than do satisfied 

spouses (Markman, 1981). Research examining the affective 

features of marital functioning has found that spouses place 

a high value on love and caring. These studies have also 

suggested that current satisfaction is negatively correlated 

with expressions of negative emotions, such as anger and 

sadness (Gottman & Krokoff, 1989). 

Research regarding relationship quality has been 

fruitful; however, this empirical base has not stemmed from 

a unified theoretical position. Therefore, there have been 

few attempts to integrate these diverse findings under a 

single conceptual framework. For instance, while certain 

behaviors, cognitions, and emotions have been identified as 

contributors to marital quality, how these various qualities 



work together in relationships is still not known. Another 

issue regarding this research is that there have been no 

theoretical explanations offered for the ways these 

processes may develop within each individual. 

One theory which has significant potential for 

advancing our understanding of both relationship styles and 

quality is Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) attachment theory. 

Attachment theory is an ethological theory based upon the 

notion that the need for emotional closeness is a biological 

need, just as are feeding and mating. This theory offers an 

explanatory framework for romantic relationships, defines 

and describes different relationship styles, and provides a 

theoretical basis with which to integrate the study of a 

wide variety of relationship qualities. In fact, it has 

been stated that attachment theory "situates romantic love 

within an evolutionary framework, asks about its 

(interrelated) dynamics and possible functions...and 

explores how its infantile forms might be related to its.. 

adult forms" (Shaver, Hazan, & Bradshaw, 1988, p. 69). 

Attachment theory is particularly applicable to the 

study of romantic relationships, since it is a theory which 

applies only to very close emotional relationships. Weiss 

(1982) has stated that the attachment bond "appears only in 

relationships of central emotional importance" and "is not 

to be found in some degree in every significant relationship 

adults maintain" (p. 175). Finally, this theory allows for 



the consideration and integration of important romantic 

relationship phenomena such as love, intimacy, reactions to 

loss, loneliness, caregiving, and sexuality. 

According to attachment theory, there are different 

interpersonal styles of attachment which people bring to 

romantic relationships. These styles of attachment are 

thought to predict the quality of all emotionally close 

relationships through their influence on what Bowlby (1973) 

termed the working model of relationships, and on specific 

relationship behaviors. The working model of relationships 

is thought to incorporate certain perceptions about the self 

and others in close relationships which are related to 

attachment (Bowlby, 1973; Bretherton, 1985). Bowlby (1988) 

believed that the working model perpetuated the attachment 

style throughout the lifespan by acting as a perceptual 

filter through which experience and others' behavior is 

interpreted. Attachment behaviors are those which generally 

serve the function of either obtaining or retaining 

closeness to another person (Bowlby, 1988). 

This study applied predictions that attachment theory 

makes concerning attachment styles and perceptions of 

romantic relationship quality at the working model and 

behavioral levels. It was hoped that this application would 

further our understanding of the processes by which people 

develop and maintain relationships, and would aid in 



designing interventions at the appropriate level in couple's 

therapy. 

Attachment Theory and Adult Romantic Relationships 

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in 

understanding the processes by which adults form, maintain, 

and terminate romantic relationships. While psychoanalytic 

theory and clinical experience have suggested that the 

quality of romantic relationships is related to early 

childhood experiences, empirical applications of this notion 

have been lacking. However, in its "ethological origins and 

expanding research base" (Paterson & Moran, 1988, p. 611), 

attachment theory offers an explanatory framework for 

linking adult romantic relationship quality to early 

childhood experiences. Empirical research in this area was 

generated by the theoretical work of John Bowlby (1969, 

1973, 1980), who sought to determine how and why infants 

become emotionally attached to their primary caregivers. 

From his study of this attachment system across different 

species, Bowlby developed a theory of attachment grounded in 

evolutionary principals. 

Attachment theory emphasizes the biological importance 

of emotionally close relationships, and describes how early 

experiences between parent and child influence later close 

relationships. Theory suggests that children develop a 

certain style of being emotionally attached to significant 

others through repeated interactions with their primary 
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caretaker. Research concerning attachment theory initially 

focused on identifying different styles of attachment in 

infants (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). These 

styles are described as secure attachment, 

anxious/ambivalent attachment, and avoidant attachment. 

These attachment styles are thought to be carried forth into 

romantic relationships by self-reinforcing tendencies of the 

working models and behaviors associated with each style. 

Romantic relationships are particularly influenced by 

attachment styles because of the emotional intensity 

involved in this type of relationship. 

According to Bowlby (1977), the working model is 

organized around perceptions regarding one's own and an 

attachment figure's responses (generally regarding 

availability and responsiveness). This working model allows 

people to forecast behavior in all emotionally close 

relationships, in romantic relationships in general, and in 

specific close/romantic relationships (Bowlby, 1969). The 

working model continues to influence close relationships 

throughout the lifespan. Bowlby (1977) stated that: 

"whatever representational models of attachment figures and 

of self an individual builds during his [sic] childhood., 

these tend to persist relatively unchanged into adulthood. 

As a result, he tends to assimilate any new person with whom 

he may form a bond...to an existing model, and often to 

continue to do so despite repeated evidence that the model 



is inappropriate" (p. 209). Thus, the working model often 

acts as a perceptual filter through which actual behavior is 

interpreted. The working models of securely attached 

persons include perceptions of self and others which are 

generally positive, realistic, and flexible. On the other 

hand, the working models of anxious/ambivalent and avoidant 

persons contain perceptions which are generally negative, 

unrealistic, and inflexible. 

Attachment theory makes predictions about certain 

behaviors related to attachment dynamics. Some of these 

attachment behaviors are seen both in infancy and in 

romantic relationships. For example, attachment behaviors 

designed to promote closeness and increase feelings of 

security are seen in both types of relationships. These 

behaviors center around the availability and responsiveness 

of both persons in the relationship (West, 1987). Because 

these behaviors include kissing, holding, and caressing, the 

process of falling in love has been described as an actual 

attachment process (Shaver & Hazan, 1988). 

However, attachment behaviors are activated by 

different processes in infancy and in romantic 

relationships. Infant attachment behaviors are thought to 

be an instinctual response to environmental stimuli. 

Romantic attachment behaviors are thought to be dependent 

upon feedback from both environment and from higher order 

processes (e.g., cognitive perceptions). In addition, the 
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range of situations in which romantic attachment behavior is 

activated is more narrow, since adults are more self-

sufficient than children or adolescents. 

There are also clear behavioral differences in infant 

and romantic attachment relationships. For example, during 

infancy, one person behaves as the caretaker. In contrast, 

romantic partners should, at times, be able to ignore their 

own needs and respond appropriately to the needs of their 

partners. Also, anxiety upon separation should be less 

intense in romantic attachment relationships, and a wider 

range of exploratory and adaptive behaviors should be 

observed. Finally, sexual behavior is observed in romantic 

relationships. Thus, romantic attachment relationships are 

marked more by mutuality and reciprocity than by the 

complementarity associated with infancy (West, 1987; Weiss, 

1982; Ainsworth, 1988). 

Romantic attachment relationships are thought to 

involve the interaction of three specific behavioral 

systems: attachment, caregiving, and sexual mating (Weiss, 

1982, Shaver & Hazan, 1988). The attachment behavioral 

system centers around one's own and his or her romantic 

partner's availability and responsiveness (West, 1987). The 

caregiving behavioral system includes behaviors related to 

mutual nurturance, and the sexual behavioral system 

naturally includes sexual behaviors. Theory suggests that 

each attachment style predicts a different mixture of the 
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three systems. It is possible that one or more of these 

behavioral systems may be absent in some love relationships. 

Based on theory, there are predictions which can be 

made regarding the experiences associated with each of the 

three attachment styles. In romantic relationships, having 

a secure attachment style involves the ability to be 

appropriately available and responsive to one's partner, 

which includes the ability to temporarily put aside one's 

own needs and engage in caretaking of the other. In 

addition, secure persons should be able to engage in 

mutually satisfying sexual relationships, feel little 

anxiety upon separation, and independently explore the 

environment. In the anxiously attached person, attachment 

behavior is thought to be activated too easily. Thus, 

anxiously attached individuals are thought to feel high 

levels of anxiety upon separation, and often responds 

inappropriately to their partners by becoming excessively 

clinging and jealous. Anxiously attached persons also often 

attempt to test their relationships by behaving in 

manipulative ways, and may be unable to put aside their own 

needs. These behaviors tend to distance partners from each 

•other, and may in turn affect the sexual relationship. In 

addition, dependency may limit these persons' ability to 

independently explore the environment. Persons who have an 

avoidant attachment style have essentially lost hope of 

finding an adequate attachment figure, and attempt to avoid 
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romantic relationships. When they do engage in romantic 

relationships, they typically fear becoming close to another 

and do not respond appropriately (or at all) to the needs of 

their partners. This creates a lack of intimacy in these 

relationships, and may lead to sexual dysfunction. Also, 

the absence of true attachment relationships in adulthood 

may suppress most exploratory behavior in these individuals. 

Several research studies have begun to apply attachment 

theory to the study of love relationships. One way this has 

been approached empirically is by investigating the possible 

links between adult attachment styles and working models of 

relationships. The second way attachment theory has been 

applied to love relationships is by studying the connections 

between adult attachment styles and certain qualities of 

particular love relationships. For purposes of clarity, 

this empirical review will organize the literature according 

to these two areas of research. 

Attachment Styles and Working Models of Relationships 

The links between adult attachment styles and working 

models of relationships have been empirically investigated 

based on theory which suggests that different attachment 

styles predict certain perceptual expectancies about self 

and others in close relationships. As has been discussed, 

theory predicts that secure people should have primarily 

positive and realistic working models, while the working 



13 

models of anxious/ambivalent or avoidant people should be 

primarily negative and unrealistic. 

Related Research 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) conducted the landmark research 

studies which provided preliminary evidence for the 

application of attachment theory to adult romantic 

relationships. These researchers classified adults into 

attachment styles, and found predictable associations 

between attachment styles and working models of 

relationships. Two studies were conducted in which older 

adults and undergraduate students were surveyed through the 

newspaper. In both samples, the results confirmed the 

hypothesis that adults would classify themselves into 

attachment styles in similar proportions found in infancy 

(56% secure, 19% anxious/ambivalent, 25% avoidant). 

When attachment style and working models of people in 

general were explored, findings indicated that the secure 

style was associated with perceptions that people are well-

intentioned and good hearted; while the anxious/ambivalent 

style perceived people to lack understanding and be 

unappreciative. The perceptions of the avoidant style fell 

between the extremes set by the other attachment styles. 

Attachment style was also found to be predictive of working 

models of romantic relationships. The secure attachment 

style was associated with perceptions that romantic feelings 

will come and go over the course of romantic relationships; 
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and that the feeling of love would occasionally reach the 

intensity experienced at the start of a romance. The 

avoidant style perceived that head over heels romantic love 

was unobtainable for them, and thought true love did not 

exist. The anxious/ambivalent style perceived that it would 

be easy to fall in love frequently, but thought that real 

love was rare. 

The finding that adults classified themselves into 

attachment styles in similar proportions found in infancy 

suggested preliminary evidence for some degree of continuity 

between attachment in childhood and in adulthood. However, 

with this methodology, it is not possible to know what the 

connections are between childhood and adulthood. Results 

indicating that people with different attachment styles do 

have differing working models of relationships were 

interpreted to be supportive of attachment theory's 

predictions. These authors thought that working models may 

contribute to the self-perpetuating nature of relationships, 

in that they are part of the cycle in which perception 

impacts behavior, and behavior, perceptions. 

The three studies in this area which followed have 

sought to replicate and extend this work. Fiala and Janoff-

Bulman (1989) generally replicated Hazan and Shaver's 

results concerning attachment styles and working models of 

romantic relationships. In this study, perceptions 

regarding future marriage relationships were also studied, 
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and it was found that secure subjects felt more optimistic 

about marriage than did the other two groups. Thus, 

attachment styles may be predictably associated with 

marriage relationships in particular, as well as with all 

romantic relationships in general. 

Feeney and Noller (1990) replicated Hazan and Shaver's 

(1987) results concerning the relationships between 

attachment styles and both types of working models of 

relationships. A result which raises questions in this 

study is that attachment styles were more predictive of 

working models of people in general than of working models 

of romantic relationships. These authors attributed this 

finding to the notion that the working model of people in 

general guides all relationships, not just romantic 

relationships. While this might be possible; adults 

assigned themselves to attachment styles with their most 

important romantic relationship in mind. Therefore, in this 

study, it seems that working models of romantic 

relationships should be more strongly related to attachment 

styles than would working models of people in general. 

A study by Collins and Read (1990) also found 

attachment styles and working models of both types of 

relationships to be related in ways predicted by theory. 

These authors extended previous research by designing and 

using a more complex measure of attachment style and by 

using several different standardized measures of the working 
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models of relationships. Their findings indicated that 

secure subjects perceived other people in general to be 

trustworthy, dependable, and altruistic. Anxious/ambivalent 

subjects viewed people as being less altruistic than did 

secure subjects, and thought others were complex and 

difficult to understand. When working models of romantic 

relationships were assessed, secure subjects were likely to 

report unselfish perceptions of themselves in their love 

relationship, while anxious/ambivalent subjects were likely 

to endorse obsessive, dependent views. 

These authors believed that their findings added 

support for the use of their attachment measure and provided 

strong evidence that differences in attachment were 

predictably related to various working models of 

relationships. These results generally corroborated those 

of previous studies (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Fiala & Janoff-

Bulman, 1989; Feeney & Noller, 1990). 

While these studies obtained results which were 

supportive of attachment theory's predictions, several 

methodological issues are raised. For example, attachment 

style theoretically reflects an interpersonal style in all 

emotionally close relationships; however, it is 

operationalized differently in most of these studies. Both 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) and Feeney and Noller (1990) asked 

subjects to endorse attachment styles as reflecting their 

experiences in their most important romantic relationship. 
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Thus, their results seem to be implying that a style in one 

romantic relationship is predictably related to working 

models of relationships. Collins and Read (1990) asked 

subjects to describe themselves when they completed their 

attachment questionnaire. This methodology seems to be 

measuring attachment style as a characteristic of the 

person, not as a general interpersonal style in emotionally 

close relationships. Only Fiala and Janoff-Bulman (1989) 

asked subjects to endorse their attachment styles as 

reflecting their experiences in all emotionally close 

relationships. When attachment style is not operationalized 

in line with theory or is endorsed from different 

perspectives from study to study, meaningful conclusions are 

difficult to make. 

The working model construct suffers from similar 

problems. This construct can be theoretically 

conceptualized as perceptions regarding either: close 

relationships in general, any one class of close 

relationships (e.g., romantic relationships in general), or 

one particular close relationship. However, in all but one 

of these studies (e.g., Fiala & Janoff-Bulman), subjects' 

working models about people in general are assessed. Since 

this working model may not apply to emotionally close 

relationships, it does not seem to be tapping perceptions 

necessarily related to attachment theory. Also, it is not 
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clear how a working model of people in general applies to 

the study of romantic relationships. 

When working models of romantic relationships are 

assessed in these studies, subjects endorse their 

perceptions about either romantic relationships in general 

(Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Fiala & Janoff-Bulman, 1989; Feeney & 

Noller, 1990) or one particular romantic relationship 

(Collins & Read, 1990). While examining working models of 

romantic relationships in general and of one particular 

romantic relationship are both theoretically sound, results 

are not discussed in light of these differences. For 

example, there is no discussion regarding how these two 

working models may be similar and/or different. Also, since 

the working model construct in the Collins and Read (1990) 

study is tapping perceptions related to only one romantic 

relationship, it seems to be reflecting what other 

researchers have called relationship quality. Thus, these 

results can not be directly compared to the other studies. 

Another concern is that while the working model construct is 

tapping perceptions logically related to attachment theory 

such as trust and insecurity, these perceptions are not 

•specifically tied to attachment theory's predictions. 

Therefore, it is not clear that attachment theory is being 

adequately tested. 

The final issue is that most of these studies are using 

either undergraduate subjects or young adult subjects to 
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study adult attachment and romantic relationships. The 

romantic relationships of young subjects may not be 

reflecting true adult attachment relationships, since they 

lack permanency and commitment. 

Attachment Styles and Romantic Relationship Quality 

The connections between adult attachment styles and 

romantic relationship quality have been explored in an 

attempt to further apply attachment theory to the study of 

romantic relationships. This research question is based in 

theory which predicts that attachment styles predict the 

quality of specific close relationships throughout the 

lifespan. One concern with these studies is that romantic 

relationship quality is difficult to distinguish from the 

working model of romantic relationships reviewed previously, 

since both constructs seem to be measuring perceptions of 

romantic relationships. However, in this group of studies, 

the entire focus is on perceptions regarding experiences in 

one specific romantic relationship, rather than perceptual 

expectancies about romantic relationships in general. 

In this body of research, two different types of 

subject populations have been used. For purposes of 

clarity, the first research studies reviewed will be those 

which use individual subjects reporting with their romantic 

relationship in mind. The second group of studies reviewed 

(couple studies) have used subjects who are involved in 

actual romantic relationships. Three broad hypotheses have 
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been tested in these studies. The first hypothesis is that 

subject's attachment styles will be related to their own 

reports about the quality of their relationship in ways 

predicted by theory. 

Attachment theory offers several explanations for this 

hypothesis. First, attachment style may influence 

relationship quality reports because the particular working 

models associated with each style guide behaviors, and act 

as a filter through which the behaviors of the partner are 

interpreted. Thus, people with different attachment styles 

report certain core experiences in their relationships, 

regardless of objective reality. Another idea is that 

people select partners whose behavior confirms their working 

model of relationships. It seems likely that both 

mechanisms may be operating. 

The second hypothesis in this research asks whether 

subjects' attachment styles are predictably related to their 

partners' reports of relationship quality. Researchers have 

not offered theoretical explanations for this hypothesis. 

However, a number of explanations could apply. For example, 

individuals' attachment style could be related to their 

partners' reports about the relationship because there are 

certain behaviors associated with each style to which 

partners are predictably reacting. Another possibility is 

that the partners may have the same attachment style (though 
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this is not tested) and the partners' reports are simply a 

reflection of their own perceptual biases. 

The third hypothesis concerns the influence of both 

partners' attachment styles on their reports of relationship 

quality. This question is grounded in theory which predicts 

that the working models and behaviors associated with both 

partners' attachment styles interact to predict each 

person's report of the relationship. 

Related Research 

Research with Individual Subjects 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) were the first researchers to 

find that adult attachment styles and the quality of 

romantic relationships were related. In two studies, 

undergraduate and adult subjects reported with their most 

important relationship in mind. Their findings indicated 

that secure subjects described their romantic relationship 

as happy, friendly, and trusting, accepted their partner 

despite faults, and had longer relationships than the two 

insecure groups. Avoidant subjects reported fears of 

intimacy and emotional highs/lows and jealousy. 

Anxious/ambivalent subjects described feeling an obsessional 

desire for reciprocation and union, and reported emotional 

highs and lows and feelings of extreme sexual attraction and 

jealousy. Results also revealed that relationship quality 

was more strongly related to attachment styles in the older 

adult sample than in the undergraduate sample. 
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These researchers interpreted their results to be 

support for attachment theory's prediction that adults with 

different attachment styles have certain core experiences in 

their love relationships. The result that attachment styles 

were more strongly associated with relationship quality in 

the adult sample than in the undergraduate sample could be 

due to a lack of true emotional closeness (inhibited by 

immaturity) in these relationships. 

The following research studies have been conducted in 

order to both replicate and extend Hazan and Shaver's (1987) 

work. Fiala and Janoff-Bulman (1989) found modest support 

for the relationship between undergraduates' attachment 

styles and their reports of romantic relationship quality. 

Results in two undergraduate samples indicated that the 

anxious/ambivalent attachment style was associated with 

experiencing unrequited love in the past and with having 

difficulty ending relationships. These researchers used two 

different models to explain their results. First, the 

anxious style could be directly influencing perceptions of 

the relationship; or, the anxious style could be the result 

of negative experiences in several romantic relationships. 

However, this later interpretation seems to discount 

theoretical explanations for the early origins of attachment 

style. 

Pistole (1989) found that attachment styles were 

predictably related to feeling satisfied and to the 
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management of conflict in romantic relationships. These 

results were consistent with those of Hazan and Shaver 

(1987) and Fiala and Janoff-Bulman (1989). This study 

extended prior research by using more complex measures of 

relationship quality and by moving toward the study of 

relationship behaviors (e.g., conflict resolution skills). 

Undergraduate subjects reported with their most important 

relationship in mind. Pistole's (1989) findings revealed 

that secure subjects were more likely to report using a 

mutually focused conflict strategy than were the other two 

groups. Secure subjects also reported using more 

compromising than did the anxious/ambivalent group (but not 

the avoidant group). These subjects also reported higher 

levels of relationship satisfaction than did the two 

insecure groups. However, one dimension of satisfaction 

(cohesion) was significantly higher for both secure and 

avoidant subjects than for anxious subjects. 

The author believed that secure persons used this 

particular conflict style because it involves direct 

confrontation (which is not threatening to them). 

Compromise was interpreted as being more of a threat to the 

anxious subjects because of their strong fear of 

abandonment. Avoidant subjects were thought to report the 

same amount of cohesion as secure subjects because their 

expectations for intimacy are low in the first place. The 

low cohesion scores of the anxious subjects were explained 
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as being a reflection of their unrealistically high 

expectations for relationships. Pistole (1989) seemed to be 

implying (though not directly testing) that the working 

models people have about their partners are more influential 

in predicting conflict resolution skills and satisfaction 

than are actual behaviors. This view would fit with the 

notion that the working model of relationships acts as a 

perceptual filter through which relationship behaviors are 

interpreted. 

In sum, these few studies found that secure subjects 

describe high levels of closeness, commitment, and 

satisfaction in their love relationship, and are able to 

resolve conflict in healthy ways. Anxious/ambivalent and 

avoidant subjects typically report problems with intimacy 

and jealousy, and use unproductive ways to resolve conflict. 

These studies represent an important beginning in this area 

of research. However, there are several methodological 

issues which tend to cloud the interpretation of results. 

For example, as with previous research, attachment style is 

not operationalized in the same way across studies. Fiala 

and Janoff-Bulman (1989) and Pistole (1989) operationalized 

attachment style as a reflection of experiences in close 

relationships in general. However, Hazan and Shaver (1987) 

operationalized attachment style as a reflection of 

experiences in one particular romantic relationship. Thus, 

results are difficult to compare across the three studies. 
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There are also concerns about how relationship quality 

has been operationalized in these studies. Although the 

relationship quality variables in these studies seem to be 

logically related to attachment theory's predictions 

regarding availability and responsiveness, none of these 

studies has precisely tied theory to method. Though Pistole 

(1989) did discuss the results of the study in light of 

theory's predictions; the relationship quality variables 

were not precisely linked to theory. Therefore, it is 

unclear whether relationship quality is actually related to 

attachment dynamics. 

Relationship quality is also operationalized too 

closely to the working models construct. This is due to the 

problem that both are measuring perceptions of romantic 

relationships. When perceptions of one particular romantic 

relationship are being measured, (as in these studies) it 

seems that these perceptions are more appropriately termed 

the working model of the particular relationship. If these 

perceptions are termed the working model, this research 

seems to be almost an extension of previous work (regarding 

attachment styles and working models of relationships) 

rather than a distinct body. One way to move beyond this 

level is to investigate romantic relationship quality not 

only at the working model level, but also at the behavioral 

level. Attachment theory supports this notion, by 

emphasizing the importance of both working models and 
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behaviors in relationships. Since most of these studies 

have focused only on the working model level, behaviors 

related to attachment have not yet been adequately explored. 

Two issues regarding subject populations need to be 

addressed. First, subjects are reporting with their most 

important romantic relationship in mind (rather than on 

relationships with clearly defined parameters). Therefore, 

these results are difficult to generalize to a specific 

population. Also, with the exception of the Hazan and 

Shaver (1987) study, only undergraduate romantic 

relationships are being surveyed. The romantic 

relationships of older adults may be more reflective of true 

adult attachment relationships. 

Research with Couples 

These couple studies have extended research in several 

ways. First, using couples as subjects has identified 

parameters for the relationships being studied. Therefore, 

results can be generalized to a specific population. Also, 

romantic relationship quality is measured more complexly 

than in previous research, which provides additional 

information about romantic relationship functioning. In a 

few of the couple studies, relationship quality is measured 

not only as global perceptions, but also as relationship 

skills or behaviors. Studying relationship skills and 

behaviors is an important addition to this research, as 

attachment theory predicts not only that certain global 
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perceptions are related to attachment styles, but also 

behaviors. These studies are reviewed with the three major 

hypotheses in mind. 

Subject attachment stvle and relationship quality. 

Whether attachment styles are predictably related to 

romantic relationship quality is the same hypothesis 

explored in research using individuals as subjects. Levy 

and Davis (1988) extended research by using subjects 

involved in actual dating relationships, and by measuring 

several new components of relationship quality. Their 

findings revealed that secure subjects rated their romantic 

relationship as having high levels of intimacy, passion, 

commitment, and satisfaction. Avoidant and anxious/ 

ambivalent subjects reported low levels of intimacy, 

commitment, and satisfaction. Secure subjects reported 

using compromising and integrating conflict styles more than 

the two insecure styles. Both the avoidant and anxious 

subjects had high scores on conflict; however, the avoidant 

subjects reported avoiding conflict, and anxious/ambivalent 

subjects reported a dominating approach to conflict. These 

findings corroborate those of research conducted with 

individual subjects (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Fiala & Janoff-

Bulman, 1989; Pistole, 1989) and suggest that people with 

different attachment styles have differing core experiences 

in romantic relationships. 
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Collins and Read (1990) also found that attachment 

styles and romantic relationship quality were predictably 

related in a dating couples sample; however, they found 

differences for women and men. The attachment style 

dimensions of Close, Depend, and Anxiety were used to 

measure attachment style in this study. The anxiety 

dimension was the strongest predictor for women; whereas, 

the close dimension was the strongest predictor for men. 

Women who scored high on anxiety viewed their relationship 

negatively. They reported problems with overall 

satisfaction, trust, closeness, jealousy, and communication. 

Men who scored high on the closeness attachment dimension 

viewed their relationship positively. They reported being 

very satisfied in their relationship, felt close to their 

partner, and rated their level of communication as high. 

These results were generally consistent with previous 

research. For example, closeness, trust and jealousy were 

found to be predictably related to attachment style by Hazan 

and Shaver (1987). Results concerning conflict within the 

relationship were in line with those of Levy and Davis 

(1988) and Pistole (1989), and relationship satisfaction was 

related to attachment in both this study and in the Pistole 

(1989) study. With regard to sex differences, it is 

possible that female anxiety and male comfort with closeness 

are most strongly associated with relationship quality due 

to different socialization experiences of the sexes. 
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Simpson (1990) replicated the results of previous 

studies and examined the additional relationship quality 

variables of interdependence and commitment. Findings in an 

undergraduate dating sample revealed that the romantic 

relationships of secure subjects were characterized by 

greater interdependence, commitment, trust, and 

satisfaction, than were the relationships of the 

anxious/ambivalent and avoidant subjects. Avoidant 

individuals reported their relationships to be somewhat less 

interdependent and committed than did anxious subjects; 

whereas anxious/ambivalent people reported less trust in 

their relationships than did avoidant individuals. 

The pattern of results obtained in this study were 

generally consistent with previous research (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987; Levy & Davis, 1988; Pistole, 1989; Collins & Read, 

1990). Findings concerning the additional relationship 

quality variables of interdependence and commitment were in 

line with theoretical predictions, in that avoidant people 

were the least interdependent and committed in their 

relationships. 

Frazier, Fisher, Wright and Debord (1991) basically 

replicated the results of Collins and Read (1990) concerning 

attachment style dimensions and relationship satisfaction. 

However, there were no significant sex differences in this 

study. Results in an undergraduate dating sample indicated 

that subjects who scored high on Depend and Close reported 
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high levels of satisfaction; while subjects who scored high 

on Anxiety reported low levels of satisfaction. These 

results were also in line with other research (Levy and 

Davis, 1988; Pistole, 1990; Simpson, 1990). However, this 

study also found that subjects' attachment styles were 

better predictors of their own satisfaction than were their 

partners' attachment styles or were both partners' 

attachment styles. This suggested that it may be the 

perception of one's relationship, rather than actual 

behaviors, that determines satisfaction. 

A study by Kobak and Hazan (1991) found attachment 

styles to be related to romantic relationship quality and 

extended this research in several ways. These researchers 

conceptually and methodologically redefined attachment style 

and relationship quality, and used married couples for 

study. One initial problem these researchers had was that 

only a limited number of their subjects endorsed the two 

insecure attachment styles when measured by Hazan and 

Shaver's method (80% endorsed the secure style). 

Therefore, another method of operationalizing attachment 

style was used. Attachment style indicated the degree of 

subject attachment security (attachment security reflected 

feelings about their own and their partners' availability 

and responsiveness). Relationship quality was defined as 

emotional regulation (rejecting and supportive behaviors) 

during communication exercises, which were observed and 
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recorded by observers. A standardized measure of overall 

marital adjustment was also used to assess relationship 

quality. 

These findings indicated that wives who were high on 

attachment security displayed low levels of rejection 

towards their spouses. Husbands who were high on attachment 

security displayed low levels of rejection towards their 

wives and high levels of support. In addition, both wives 

and husbands who were high on attachment security reported 

high levels of marital adjustment. These authors 

interpreted these results as being supportive of theory 

which suggests that secure attachment promotes the ability 

to modulate emotions (which leads to constructive problem 

solving communication). However, this interpretation seems 

confusing, in that it is not clear how rejecting and 

supportive behaviors are a direct measure of emotional 

regulation. This interpretation also seems to be a rather 

limited view of the multiple possibilities for these 

results. 

The results from these few studies corroborate research 

using individuals as subjects. To summarize, secure 

subjects involved in romantic relationships reported high 

levels of commitment, communication, intimacy, 

interdependence, satisfaction and adjustment, and low levels 

of jealousy and conflict. Anxious/ambivalent and avoidant 

subjects showed the opposite pattern. For instance, 



32 

anxious/ambivalent subjects reported low levels of 

commitment, satisfaction, communication, intimacy, and 

interdependence, and high levels of jealousy and conflict. 

Avoidant subjects reported lower levels of intimacy, 

commitment, and interdependence than did either the secure 

or anxious subjects. These findings suggest that persons 

with different attachment styles report differing core 

experiences in romantic relationships, the nature of which 

are generally in line with theory's predictions. 

However, attachment style was operationalized in three 

different ways in these five studies. As in previous 

research, subjects were asked to endorse their attachment 

style as reflecting either their feelings in romantic 

relationships in general (Levy & Davis, 1988; Simpson, 

1990), one particular romantic relationship (Kobak & Hazan, 

1991), or as a characteristic of themselves (Collins & Read, 

1990; Frazier, Fisher, Wright, & Debord, 1991). Thus, 

attachment style was not operationalized directly in line 

with theory in any of these studies. It is also very 

difficult to compare the results from all five studies to 

one another with attachment style operationalized 

•differently. In the Collins and Read (1990) and Simpson 

(1990) studies, attachment style was operationalized as only 

one dimension of attachment. Separate attachment style 

dimensions (e.g., close, depend, anxiety) measure only one 

aspect of attachment at a time; thus, it is not possible to 
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directly compare the results of these studies to any 

previous research. Also, in the Kobak and Hazan (1991) 

study, attachment style seems to be operationalized more in 

line with the working model construct, as it is tapping 

perceptions related to attachment in only one romantic 

relationship. 

As in previous studies, relationship quality variables 

were weakly linked to predictions attachment theory makes 

about romantic relationships. While such variables as 

intimacy, commitment, communication, and satisfaction can be 

logically tied to theory, research is not directly testing 

theory's predictions about the responsiveness and 

availability of partners. Thus, it is not clear whether 

attachment theory is being adequately tested in these 

studies. Also, the main focus in these studies is on 

variables which tap global perceptions of relationships 

(e.g., intimacy, satisfaction, commitment) which makes it 

difficult to distinguish between the working model and 

relationship quality constructs. Three studies seem to be 

moving in the direction of testing relationship behaviors 

related to attachment, which is an important addition to 

this research. These studies are examining the behavioral 

components of relationships by investigating communication 

processes (Levy & Davis, 1988; Collins & Read, 1990; Kobak & 

Hazan, 1991). However, these communication processes are 

not specifically linked to theory's predictions, and 
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represent only one small part of the behavioral domain 

within relationships. 

Finally, only one study in this group utilized married 

persons as subjects (Kobak & Hazan, 1991). It seems that 

the romantic relationships of older, married adults would be 

most reflective of committed adult attachment relationships. 

Subject attachment style and partner report of 

relationship quality. The same studies reviewed above (with 

the exception of Levy and Davis (1988) also tested whether 

subjects' attachment styles would be predictive of their 

partners' reports of relationship quality. As has been 

discussed, no specific theoretical explanations were offered 

for asking this question. Collins and Read (1990) were the 

first researchers to investigate data from both partners, 

and to find support for this hypothesis. In this study, sex 

differences were also found. For instance, anxious women 

had partners who were least satisfied, and men who were 

comfortable with closeness had partners who were the most 

satisfied. Specifically, anxious/ambivalent women had 

partners who reported low levels of satisfaction, closeness, 

trust, and communication and high levels of conflict. Men 

who were comfortable with closeness had partners who 

reported low levels of jealousy and conflict and high levels 

of satisfaction, closeness, trust, and communication. These 

authors interpreted these results as being supportive of 

traditional gender differences, in that men particularly 
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value their freedom and women value closeness and 

connection. However, with only one partner's attachment 

style being measured, it is not possible to interpret these 

results with any degree of certainty. This is because 

partners' relationship quality reports may be more of a 

reflection of their own attachment style than anything else. 

Simpson's (1990) findings indicated that anxious/ 

ambivalent subjects had partners who reported low 

interdependence and commitment, and subjects who were 

avoidant had partners who reported low levels of trust. 

With regard to sex differences, women's anxious/ambivalent 

attachment was more predictive of their partner's 

satisfaction than was men's anxious attachment. These 

findings were in line with the results from Collins and 

Read's (1990) study. 

Frazier, Fisher, Wright, and Debord (1991) found that 

women high on the close dimension had male partners who were 

satisfied. These results were different from those of 

Collins and Read (1990). Also, in this study, men low on 

the anxiety dimensions had female partners who were 

satisfied with their relationships. These results were also 

somewhat different from those of Simpson (1990) and Collins 

and Read (1990). However, when taken together, the results 

of these studies imply that both men and women value their 

partners' ability to be intimate and less anxious. 
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The findings from the Kobak and Hazan (1991) study 

indicated that when men were low on attachment security, 

they had female partners who evidenced high numbers of 

rejection behaviors and low numbers of supportive behaviors. 

When women were high on attachment security, their male 

partners evidenced a high number of supportive behaviors. 

With relation to marital adjustment, men and women who were 

high on attachment security were involved with partners who 

reported high scores on marital adjustment. The 

investigators interpreted these results to mean that the 

negative behaviors of the spouse influenced the attachment 

security of their partner. This was thought to be support 

for Bowlby's notion that working models of attachment are 

not only carried forth from childhood; but are also 

accommodated to new information received from partners in 

different relationships. However, it is also possible that 

behaviors associated with subjects' attachment security are 

eliciting responses from the spouses. With correlational 

data, it is not possible to know the direction of causality. 

In general, these findings imply that secure men and 

women have partners who evaluate the relationship positively 

and/or react positively to them. Less secure people have 

partners who evaluate and/or react negatively. While these 

couple findings seem interesting, these data are very 

difficult to interpret and apply without theoretical 

grounding or more information on each partner. In addition, 
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the methodological problems within and between studies 

mentioned previously further weaken the applicability of 

these results. Taken together, these concerns clearly call 

into question the justification for analyzing the data at 

this level. 

Both partners7 attachment styles and relationship 

quality reports. Two studies to date have examined the 

connections between both partners' attachment styles and 

relationship quality reports. Frazier, Fisher, Wright, and 

Debord (1991) asked whether people who were involved with 

partners who fit their expectations about relationships 

would be more satisfied than those who were involved with 

partners who did not fit their expectations about 

relationships. This question was grounded in Bowlby's 

(1977) notion that people's attachment styles lead them into 

relationships wherein their expectations are confirmed. In 

this study, partners who fit each others' expectations were 

defined as having similar scores on the same attachment 

style dimension. The modest findings indicated that 

correlations between partner's scores on the anxiety 

dimension of attachment were significant predictors for male 

satisfaction. Specifically, when less anxious men were 

involved with less anxious women, men reported high levels 

of satisfaction; and when highly anxious men were involved 

with less anxious women, the men reported low satisfaction. 

These results were interpreted as showing mild support for 
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attachment theory. For example, these authors believed that 

their results concerning anxious partners supported theory's 

predictions that people choose people who fit their 

expectations about relationships. However, while attachment 

theory does posit that people become involved with others 

who fit their expectations about relationships; this is not 

generally interpreted that people always become involved 

with persons of the same attachment style. For instance, 

anxious/ambivalent persons are thought to become involved 

with avoidant persons in order to confirm their expectations 

for abandonment. Therefore, this explanation does not seem 

to be well-grounded in theory. 

Findings from this study also indicated that subjects' 

own attachment dimension scores were more predictive of 

relationship quality than were both partners' attachment 

dimension scores. The authors believed that this could be 

because the subjects' perceptions of their partners (e.g., 

working model) rather than the partners' actual behavior, 

might be determining their satisfaction. While this 

interpretation is certainly possible, meaningful conclusions 

are difficult to draw from this study because of two major 

problems. First, as has been mentioned, attachment style 

dimensions only reflect one component of attachment style; 

therefore, attachment style is not actually being measured. 

Also, relationship quality was operationalized with a five-
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item measure of satisfaction, which provides very little 

information about relationship functioning. 

Kobak and Hazan (1991) wanted to test Bowlby's (1973) 

notion that tolerably accurate working models promote 

healthy relationship functioning. Accuracy of working 

models was operationalized as couple's agreement scores 

about each other's attachment security. Results indicated 

that high agreement scores about attachment security were 

positively associated with husbands' and wives' supportive 

behaviors and negatively associated with husbands' and 

wives' rejecting behaviors. In addition, agreement scores 

were also positively associated with both spouse's ability 

to listen to their spouses. These results were interpreted 

by these authors to be support for Bowlby's notion that 

accurate working models promote healthy relationship 

functioning. 

While these results were interesting and methodology 

was improved by observing actual behaviors between couples, 

several problems arise. First, attachment security 

reflected a style of being attached in this one 

relationship. Thus, Bowlby's (1973) notion about the 

•accuracy of working models was not tested with this 

methodology. Actually, this way of operationalizing 

attachment fits neither with previous conceptualizations of 

attachment style nor with the working model construct. It 

is also difficult to understand how couples' agreement about 
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each others' attachment style reflects accuracy in any 

respect. Accuracy would seem to be reflected by the 

correlation between a working model (e.g., perceptions) and 

actual relationship behaviors. With these issues in mind, 

it does not seem possible to tie the results of this study 

to previous research in this area, nor to make clear 

theoretical interpretations of the data. 

Investigating both partners' attachment styles and 

different aspects of relationship quality is certainly 

ambitious research; however, this level of analysis may be 

somewhat premature, given the apparent complexity involved. 

It would seem more fruitful at this point to improve upon 

existing methodologies, so that future research similar to 

these two studies will yield more meaningful results. 

Summary and Rationale for Study 

To date, a small body of research has attempted to 

apply Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) attachment theory to the 

study of adult romantic relationships. These researchers 

have approached this area from two perspectives. First, 

studies have asked whether adult attachment style is related 

to working models of relationships in ways predicted by 

attachment theory. The second broad question has asked 

whether adult attachment styles are predictably related to 

the quality of a specific romantic relationship. 
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Research Issues Related to Attachment Styles 

and Working Models 

The relationships between adult attachment styles and 

working models of relationships have been explored in order 

to validate theory which predicts that different attachment 

styles are associated with differing perceptual expectancies 

about close relationships in general. Empirical findings 

have generally supported these connections. For instance, 

results indicate that adults who classify themselves as 

having a secure attachment style report that they generally 

trust others, expect that they can depend on people, and 

perceive that love relationships are both obtainable and 

desirable. On the other hand, adults endorsing the 

anxious/ambivalent style report mistrusting but depending on 

others, and report jealously and insecurity about romantic 

love. Avoidant adults report mistrusting and distancing 

themselves from others, and endorse negative expectations 

about falling in love. 

While this research has addressed whether attachment 

theory can be applied to romantic relationships, several 

methodological weaknesses may have resulted in this question 

not being adequately tested. The first issue concerning 

this body of research is that attachment style has been 

measured in several different ways from study to study. 

For instance, attachment style has been measured as a 

romantic relationship style, a relationship style applying 
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to emotionally close relationships, or a general 

interpersonal style applying to the person. Two major 

problems arise from these differing methodologies. First, 

some studies seem to be operationalizing attachment styles 

in ways inconsistent with theory. Thus, attachment style 

may not really be assessed and it is operationalized too 

closely to the working models construct to add any new 

information beyond a validation level. For example, when 

attachment style is operationalized as a style in romantic 

relationships, and the working model reflects perceptions 

about romantic relationships; the two constructs become too 

closely linked. The second problem with these varying 

methodologies is that the ability to compare results from 

study to study is significantly reduced. Theoretically, 

attachment styles are an interpersonal style in all 

emotionally close relationships. Clearly defining 

attachment styles as such will tie method to theory and will 

allow for clear distinctions between variables. 

In a similar vein, the working models construct has 

been operationalized in a confusing way. For instance, 

researchers have investigated adult attachment styles in 

relation to either working models of (a) people in general, 

(b) romantic relationships in general, or (c) one particular 

romantic relationship. The first concern is that it is 

theoretically unclear why working models of people in 

general should be related to adult attachment style (or, 
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even included in a study of romantic relationships). 

According to Bowlby (1977), the tenets of attachment theory 

apply only to emotionally close relationships. Therefore, 

there does not seem to be strong theoretical support for 

investigating attachment style with relation to working 

models of people in general; nor for including this 

construct in a study of romantic relationships. Instead, 

these studies seem to be validating the existence of a 

broader interpersonal style rather than a style defined by 

attachment dynamics. 

The second concern about the working models construct 

is that when working models of romantic relationships are 

endorsed, the construct taps either perceptions regarding 

romantic relationships in general, or one particular 

romantic relationship (depending upon the study). However, 

the results are discussed as if they are directly comparable 

to one another. When working models are applied to specific 

romantic relationships, they seem to be reflecting one 

component of relationship quality. Clearly distinguishing 

and defining different types of working models is necessary 

for the results to be clinically useful and/or comparable 

from study to study. In order to clearly discriminate 

between attachment styles and working models and to move 

research beyond this validation level, the working model 

construct should be operationalized as applying to one 

particular romantic relationship. However, when the working 
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model construct measures perceptions related to one romantic 

relationship, it will naturally become a component of 

romantic relationship quality, and will be discussed as such 

in this study. 

Assessment instruments which have been used to measure 

the working model construct have generally been simplistic, 

poorly validated, and have only provided limited convergent 

validity to the construct. Therefore, this very complex 

construct has not been adequately explored. This 

methodology must be improved to fully understand the 

components of romantic relationship functioning which are 

related to attachment theory, and to enhance the ability to 

design and implement useful clinical interventions. 

Finally, this research has used primarily 

undergraduate, individual subjects to study adult attachment 

styles and working models of romantic relationships. The 

reports of undergraduates may not be reflective of true 

adult attachment, nor would their working models about 

romantic relationship necessarily be based upon much actual 

experience. Therefore, when studying adult attachment and 

working models of romantic relationships, it seems most 

appropriate to use adult subjects who have had more 

experience in romantic relationships, and whose current 

romantic relationships are more reflective of true adult 

attachment. 
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Research Question #1 

In order to address the issues presented, the first 

research question will ask if adult attachment styles (when 

measured as applying to all emotionally close relationships) 

are associated with the working model of one romantic 

relationship. While this question seems to replicate 

previous studies, no one study has clearly operationalized 

the two constructs in this way; therefore, it is hoped that 

more theoretically sound and clinically useful information 

will be obtained from this study. 

According to attachment theory, adult attachment styles 

and working models of one romantic relationship should be 

closely related. This is due to the self-perpetuating 

nature of attachment style throughout life. This continuity 

of attachment style implies that people with different 

attachment styles select relationships throughout life which 

confirm their working models of relationships. Thus, the 

working models of secure, anxious/ambivalent, and avoidant 

persons are thought to remain relatively stable from 

relationship to relationship throughout life. 

Issues related to methodology in this body of research 

will be addressed in several ways. To ensure that 

attachment style is operationalized in line with theory and 

discriminated from the working model construct, subjects 

will be instructed to endorse a style of attachment which 

describes their style in all emotionally close 
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relationships. Issues regarding the working models 

construct will be addressed in several ways. First, the 

working model will be operationalized as perceptions of self 

and partner in one romantic relationship which are 

specifically predicted by attachment theory. Thus, 

attachment style and working models will be theoretically 

and methodologically distinct, and it will be clear that 

attachment theory is being tested. Issues related to 

simplistic, unstandardized measurement of the working model 

construct will be addressed by using a standardized, complex 

measure designed specifically to measure perceptions about 

self and others in relationships. This instrument, the 

Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB) (Benjamin, 

1974), will cover a broad range of perceptions in order to 

better understand the complexity of this construct. In 

addition, assessing this range of perceptions will allow for 

investigation of both the convergent and divergent validity 

of the components of this working model. In order to 

address concerns about using undergraduate subject 

populations, older adult individuals who are involved in 

marriage relationships will be utilized as subjects. 

Research Issues Related to Attachment Stvle and 

Romantic Relationship Quality 

The second way attachment theory has been empirically 

applied to the study of adult romantic relationships is by 

exploring the links between adult attachment styles and 
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experiences in specific romantic relationships. This 

question is based on theory which suggests that adult 

attachment styles predict perceptions regarding specific 

love relationships, just as they impact perceptions about 

close relationships in general. Attachment styles influence 

specific romantic relationships due to their enduring and 

self-perpetuating nature. Empirical work in this area has 

generally supported this notion. Findings from these 

studies indicate that secure persons report having love 

relationships in which high levels of intimacy, trust, 

communication, interdependence, communication, and 

satisfaction are experienced. Anxious/ambivalent and 

avoidant subjects report the opposite pattern. Studies 

examining partner data have found that subject attachment 

styles and their romantic partners' reports about the 

quality of the relationship are predictably related. These 

results have generally shown that partners of secure, 

anxious, and avoidant persons report reactions that are 

expected by theory. For example, partners of secure persons 

report positive relationship quality patterns; while 

partners of anxious and avoidant persons report negative 

relationship patterns. Research which has investigated the 

influence of both partners' attachment styles on 

relationship quality suggest that partner similarity on 

certain components of attachment style is somewhat 

predictive of relationship quality. This research has also 
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found that partner's agreement about each other's styles has 

some predictive validity for the quality of the 

relationship. 

While these studies have been able to validate the 

application of attachment theory to romantic relationships, 

there are several methodological improvements which could 

benefit this area of research. Like in other studies, 

attachment style has seldom been operationalized in line 

with theory. For example, attachment style often reflects 

experiences about romantic relationships (in general) in 

these studies, instead of experiences in all emotionally 

close relationships. Operationalizing attachment style this 

way is not only out of line with theory, but also 

significantly narrows any distinction between attachment 

style and the romantic relationship quality construct. 

Attachment style has also been operationalized as one 

dimension of attachment (e.g., close, depend, anxiety) in 

some studies. This is not actually a measure of attachment 

style, but instead reflects a more limited view of 

relationship style, such as dependency or closeness. In one 

study, attachment style is operationalized as a way of being 

attached in one relationship; which is more reflective of 

the working models construct. These differing and somewhat 

confusing methodologies make interpretations, comparisons, 

and generalizations difficult. 
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Another issue concerns the way relationship quality has 

been operationalized. Romantic relationship quality has 

been generally operationalized as global perceptions 

regarding one romantic relationship. This seems to be more 

in line with what theory would call the working model of one 

specific romantic relationship. While several studies have 

investigated perceptions in specific romantic relationships; 

few have specifically tied these perceptions directly to 

predictions attachment theory makes about relationships. 

Also, when attachment theory is applied to specific 

romantic relationships, relationship quality would naturally 

include both perceptions (e.g., working model) and reports 

of behaviors which are related to attachment. While some 

research has begun to study adult attachment styles with 

relation to reports of romantic relationship behaviors, 

these studies have limited their investigations to behaviors 

concerning communication processes. Although communication 

processes seem logically related to theory's predictions, no 

study to date has investigated attachment behaviors 

specifically predicted by theory. These include behaviors 

related to availability and responsiveness, caregiving, 

sexuality, and independent exploration of partners. More 

clearly linking method to theory by assessing these specific 

behaviors may ensure that attachment theory (and not some 

other theory of relationships) is being tested. 
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Finally, as in research with attachment style and 

working models, these studies have mostly utilized 

undergraduate dating couples as subjects. Using adults 

involved in committed romantic relationships may be a better 

way to test attachment theory's predictions about adult 

attachment relationships. 

Research Question #2 

The second major question of this study will ask if 

adult attachment styles (reflecting feelings in emotionally 

close relationships) and reports of relationship behaviors 

are associated along dimensions predicted by theory. While 

the basic question concerns attachment style and romantic 

relationship quality, few studies have addressed attachment 

styles with relation to romantic relationship behaviors. 

The issue regarding how attachment style is operationalized 

will be addressed by having subjects endorse their 

attachment style as their style in all emotionally close 

relationships. This will allow for the construct to be 

accurately theoretically grounded and to be distinguished 

from the romantic relationship quality variables. 

In order to investigate romantic relationship behaviors 

which are clearly tied to predictions attachment theory 

makes, reports of behaviors related to availability/ 

responsiveness, mutual caregiving, and sexuality will be 
» 

assessed. Reports of behaviors related to independent 

exploration will also be assessed, since these behaviors are 
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thought to be facilitated or inhibited by attachment styles. 

These behavioral reports will be assessed using a revised 

version of the Spouse Observation Checklist (SOC) (Wills, 

Weiss, & Patterson, 1974). Since the behaviors being 

assessed will be directly related to predictions attachment 

theory makes about romantic relationships, the likelihood 

that attachment theory is being tested (and not some other 

interpersonal theory of relationships) will be increased. 

Again, to ensure that adult attachment relationships are 

being assessed, older married adults will be used as 

subjects, rather than undergraduate individuals. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects and Procedure 

Subjects for this study were 206 married individuals 

between the ages of 20 and 60, (M = 40, SD = 7). The sample 

was evenly divided by gender, and over 50% of the subjects 

had been married for at least 10 years. Most of the 

subjects had children who lived with them. These subjects 

were recruited by the experimenter and by assistants to the 

experimenter from church groups, university campuses, and on 

an individual basis. Questionnaires were distributed to the 

subjects by the experimenter and the volunteers. Before 

subjects answered the instruments in the packet, they were 

instructed to complete the informed consent form and detach 

it in order to protect their confidentiality. Informed 

consent forms were collected separately from the 

questionnaire packets (see Appendix A). There was a subject 

number and no other identifying information on any of the 

questionnaires in the packet. After completion of the 

packet, subjects were offered the option of giving their 

completed packets to the experimenter or volunteer, or 

mailing their packets directly to the experimenter at the 

University of North Texas. 

52 
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The first section of the questionnaires included 

demographic information about each person (e.g., age, race, 

etc.) and about the marital relationship (e.g., length of 

relationship, number of children, etc.). Each subject 

completed the questionnaires in the following order: the 

Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ) (Hazan & Shaver, 1987); 

the Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB) (Benjamin, 

1974) ; the Separation Anxiety Test (SAT) (Hansburg, 1972) 

and an adaptation of the Spouse Observation Checklist (SOC-

R) (Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974). It took subjects 

approximately one hour to complete this packet. 

Measures 

Attachment Stvle Questionnaire (AS01. Attachment style 

was measured by the Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ) 

(Hazan & Shaver,1987). This measure is a single-item 

measure of adult attachment style (see Appendix B). Hazan 

and Shaver (1987) developed this questionnaire in order to 

test Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) theories related to adult 

attachment. The attachment style descriptors closely 

corresponded to those used to define the secure, 

anxious/ambivalent, and avoidant attachment styles found in 

•research with infants. 

The ASQ is composed of three statements about 

experiences in close relationships. Subjects are asked to 

endorse the statement which most closely describes them. In 

research with the ASQ, subjects have received differing 
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instructions about how to endorse the styles. For example, 

subjects have been asked to endorse a style which is 

reflective of their experiences in romantic relationships in 

general, one particular romantic relationship, or in all 

emotionally close relationships. In this study, subjects 

endorsed the attachment style which was most reflective of 

their experiences in all emotionally close relationships. 

Thus, subjects categorized themselves into one of three 

attachment styles (secure, anxious/ambivalent, avoidant). 

Data on reliability of the ASQ is very limited at this 

time. However, Pistole (1989) collected data from a 

demographically similar sample to that of Hazan and Shaver's 

(1987) who responded to the attachment questionnaire on two 

different occasions. Statistical analysis resulted in a 

contingency coefficient of 0.598 (maximum = 0.707), 

suggesting adequate consistency. 

In their initial study, Hazan and Shaver (1987) asked 

adults to assign themselves to one of three attachment 

styles reflecting their experiences in romantic 

relationships. Their findings indicated that adult subjects 

classified themselves in similar proportions to those found 

in Ainsworth's studies of American infants (56% secure; 25% 

avoidant, and 19% anxious/ambivalent). The ASQ has been 

shown by Hazan and Shaver (1987) to be related to reports 

of: (a) working models of self, others, and romantic 

relationships, (b) experiences in a person's most important 
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love relationship, and (c) childhood relationships with 

parents. These results provide some evidence of construct 

validity. The measure has also been compared to other 

attachment measures with resulting data on convergent and 

discriminant validity (Hazan, 1990; Brennan, Shaver, & Tody, 

1990). Most studies which have used this measure have found 

that adults typically endorse the styles in similar 

proportions to those found in the Hazan and Shaver (1987) 

studies (Feeney & Noller, 1990; Pistole, 1989; Levy & Davis, 

1988; Simpson, 1990). However, in one study by Kobak and 

Hazan (1991), 80% (vs. 56% in other studies) of adult 

subjects endorsed the secure attachment style. This 

variation could be due to the fact that Kobak and Hazan 

(1991) specifically asked for subjects who were happily 

married. 

Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB). The 

measure of the working model of self and other in the 

marriage which was used in the present study is the 

Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB) (Benjamin, 

1974, Appendix B). The SASB is a circumplex model of 

interpersonal relationships. It is based on the 

interpersonal theory of Sullivan (1953, cited in Benjamin, 

1974) and on prior circumplex models of social relations. 

This model was chosen because it offers a potentially more 

valid and conceptually compatible approach to the assessment 

of working models of relationships than do existing 
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measures. The SASB model is also capable of 

operationalizing and assessing the central components of 

attachment theory. The clusters on the SASB which identify 

interpersonal perceptions of self and other are all 

conceptually related to attachment theory's tenets regarding 

maintaining closeness and achieving appropriate distance in 

close relationships. 

Measurement of self and other perceptions on the SASB 

(Benjamin, 1974) consists of two questionnaires of 72 

questions each. Each question is scored on a Likert scale 

ranging from Never (0) to Always (100). Subjects were asked 

to answer questions based on their perceptions of themselves 

in the marriage relationship and their marriage partner in 

the relationship. 

For interpretation purposes, the SASB (Benjamin, 1974) 

model includes scores varying in levels of complexity. The 

full version of the model has 36 points on each of 3 

surfaces (self, other, intrapsychic) for a total of 108 

individual points. The less intricate cluster version 

consists of eight groupings of 4 to 5 adjacent points on 

each surface. Each variant of the SASB, however, consists 

of the same three focuses (self, other, and intrapsychic) 

and is based on the same central dimensions of affiliation 

and interdependency. Affiliation is on the horizontal axis, 

and it extends from friendly and loving on the right-hand 

side to hostile and attacking on the left-hand side. 
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Interdependence is on the vertical axis, and it ranges from 

independent or differentiated behavior at the top to 

interdependent, undifferentiated behavior at the bottom. 

In this study, two surfaces (Surface A, self; Surface 

C, other) and the eight clusters were used for initial 

analyses. Surface A represented subjects' perceptions of 

how they typically act in the marital relationship, and 

surface C indicated subjects' perceptions of how their 

marital partner typically acts toward them. The eight 

clusters were descriptively and numerically defined for 

purposes of analysis. Clusters reflecting subjects' 

perceptions about themselves and about their marital partner 

included both positive and negative perceptions, and were 

referred to by the following descriptors: 1) freeing and 

forgetting, 2) affirming and understanding, 3) nurturing and 

comforting, 4) helping and protecting, 5) watching and 

managing, 6) belittling and blaming, 7) attacking and 

rejecting, and 8) ignoring and neglecting. Thus, subjects 

had eight cluster scores describing their own perceptions, 

and eight cluster scores describing their perceptions of 

their spouse. 

In order to conduct further analyses with the SASB, an 

additional level of complexity was utilized. When using 

this level of analysis, two pattern coefficients are 

calculated. These pattern coefficients reflect scores 

measuring two broad response patterns on each of the two 
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SASB surfaces A and C. These response patterns are referred 

to as the attack and the control patterns. The attack 

pattern summarizes the extent to which endorsements center 

on the horizontal axis of the SASB model (e.g., affiliation 

vs. attack), and the control pattern summarizes the extent 

to which endorsements center on the vertical axis (e.g., 

independence vs. control. Pattern coefficients greater than 

or equal to .82 are statistically significant. Therefore, 

subjects had two pattern coefficient scores describing their 

own perceptions, and two pattern coefficient scores 

describing their perceptions of their spouses. 

Psychometric properties of the SASB-Intrex appear to be 

good. Construct validity has been studied using factor 

analytic, autocorrelational and circumplex analysis with 

positive results (Benjamin, 1974). The SASB model has been 

applied to a variety of clinical and research problems, 

including issues related to attachment theory. Research 

which has sought to identify recurrent interpersonal 

relationship patterns (Johnson, Popp, Schacht, Mellon, & 

Strupp, 1989) and differentiation failure in families 

(Benjamin, 1979) is particularly relevant to attachment 

style and to attachment dynamics in general. In one study, 

the SASB was used to investigate perceptions of distressed 

husbands and wives. The results of this study highlighted 
% 

differing perceptions between spouses, suggesting a 

therapeutic intervention at the perceptual, rather than at 
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the behavioral level in these marriages (Chiles, Stauss, & 

Benjamin, 1980). 

With regard to reliability, internal consistency of the 

SASB has ranged from .68 to .98, depending upon the clinical 

or non-clinical nature of the subject population. 

The Spouse Observation Checklist-Revised (SOC-R^ The 

instrument which was used to measure behaviors in the 

marriage relationship was a revision of the Spouse 

Observation Checklist (SOC) (Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 

1974). The SOC has been used extensively with married 

couples in the United States and other countries to 

investigate specific behaviors which may contribute to 

marital satisfaction. For the purposes of this study, the 

SOC-Revised (SOC-R) (see Appendix B) measured reports of 

marital relationship behaviors (of self and partner) which 

are related to attachment theory. These behaviors were 

chosen to reflect 7 dimensions related to attachment: 

availability/responsiveness-positive, availability/ 

responsiveness-negative, caregiving-positive, sexuality-

positive, sexuality-negative, independent exploration-

positive, and independent exploration-negative. 

The domain of behaviors on the original SOC was defined 

by expert raters involved in the Oregon Marital Research 

Studies Program. Each of these raters initially contributed 

to an item pool of behaviors thought to be both pleasing and 

displeasing to marital partners. A group of 24 clinical 
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judges then sorted the 480 items of the SOC into 12 

categories including Affection, Sex, Consideration, and 

Independent Exploration. 

From a psychometric point of view, the usual 

reliability claims cannot be made for the SOC. This is 

because the SOC has been used mostly as a clinical 

instrument, and is often adapted to meet the needs of 

particular couples. With regard to validity, a large number 

of studies have shown that pleasing vs. displeasing scores 

on the SOC share common variance with Daily Marital 

Satisfaction scores. The SOC has been shown to be extremely 

useful in tracking specific intervention assignments with 

couples in marital therapy. 

For the current study, several steps were taken in 

order to revise the SOC. First, the experimenter selected 

items from the SOC believed to be related to the predictions 

attachment theory makes about behaviors in close 

relationships. Next, six expert raters (familiar with 

attachment theory) were asked to rate the extent to which 

each item chosen from the SOC measured the specific areas of 

attachment behavior (e.g., availability and responsiveness, 

•caregiving, sexuality, and independent exploration). Each 

person rated every item on a scale from 1 to 7. The rating 

scores of each item were then averaged, and items with a 

mean of 5 or above were selected to measure the 4 areas of 

attachment behavior (see Appendix C). 
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In this study, subjects recorded the frequency of each 

behavior during a one week period, and these frequencies 

were added for each subscale. Thus, subjects had 7 scores 

for their own reported behaviors, and 7 scores for their 

reports of their partners' behaviors. 

A revised version of the original SOC was chosen for 

several reasons. First, many of the behaviors on the SOC 

are logically linked to attachment theory's predictions 

(e.g., behaviors which denote availability, responsiveness, 

caregiving, sexuality, and independent exploration). This 

instrument was also chosen to avoid problems associated with 

strategies requiring persons to make global generalizations 

about their behavior patterns. Such questionnaires require 

respondents to perform complex mental computations to 

provide an accurate response. For example, when respondents 

are asked to answer about the extent of their leisure 

activities together (rating them from all together- to all 

separate) there is too much room for interpretation (Huston, 

Robins, Atkinson, & McHale, 1987). Finally, the SOC was 

seen as preferable to behavioral observation, since that 

method is very time consuming, and it is difficult to 

motivate subjects to participate and/or to behave naturally. 

Also, observation would have provided detailed information 

about only a very limited aspect of the relationship. 

The Separation Anxiety Test (SAT1 The Separation 

Anxiety Test (SAT, Hansburg, 1972, 1980) was used as an 
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exploratory attachment measure, and is based on both 

analytic and attachment theory. The SAT is a semi-

structured, paper and pencil projective test which measures 

subjects7 reactions to separation events. The SAT consists 

of 12 black and white ink drawings, each of which depicts a 

child undergoing a different separation experience. 

Subjects are instructed to respond to each scene by 

selecting answers from a list of possible statements (e.g., 

in this scene, the child feels ). 

In the original scoring, these reactions to separation 

events result in scores on eight different systems related 

to attachment, which were initially developed by Hansburg 

(1972). However, the validity of these systems is 

questionable. Therefore, for this study, a revised scoring 

procedure was used which is based on factor analysis by 

George (1991). This scoring procedure yields 3 factor 

scores: Separation Distress (16 responses), Distress 

Avoidance (9 responses), and Adaptive Response (4 

responses). Subjects' scores on each of the responses were 

summed for each factor scale, and these totals were used for 

analyses in this study. 

Hansburg (1972) found adequate reliability for the SAT. 

Split-half reliability was shown to be .89 and test-retest 

stability of the response systems over a six month period 

produced coefficients ranging from .61 to .82. The SAT was 

validated by Hansburg (1972) by comparing interpretations of 
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the SAT to personality profiles which included psychiatric, 

psychological, and background materials. However, construct 

validity of Hansburg's eight theoretical systems (including 

Individuation and Attachment) is questionable. 

Design 

This study was factorial in nature, and incorporated 

three variables. The first variable was adult attachment 

style (secure attachment, anxious/ambivalent attachment, and 

avoidant attachment). The second variable was the working 

model of self and partner (scores on the eight clusters of 

the self and other surfaces of the SASB). These eight 

clusters on both surfaces on the SASB are: 1) freeing and 

forgetting, 2) affirming and understanding, 3) nurturing and 

comforting, 4) helping and protecting, 5) watching and 

managing, 6) belittling and blaming, 7) attacking and 

rejecting, and 8) ignoring and neglecting. The third 

variable was reports of marital relationship behaviors of 

self and partner, as measured by the sums of the seven 

categories of the SOC—Revised. These categories were: 1) 

availability and responsiveness-positive, 2) availability 

and responsiveness-negative, 3) caregiving-positive, 4) 

sexuality-positive, 5) sexuality-negative, 6) independent 

exploration-positive, and 7) independent exploration-

negative. The influences of gender, length of marriage, and 

whether the subjects have children and/or are living with 
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children were considered to see if they needed to be 

controlled for in the analyses. 

Hypotheses 

The first hypothesis was that there would be 

significant differences associated with attachment style on 

each of the eight clusters of the SASB (on surfaces A and 

C). 

The second hypothesis was that there would be 

significant differences associated with attachment style on 

the seven category scores for self and the seven category 

scores for partner on the SOC-Revised. 

Analyses 

The variables of gender, length of marriage, and 

whether subjects have children were examined initially to 

investigate their potential effects on the variables. 

Gender and length of marriage were included in initial 

analyses, but were not significant. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were 

analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Description of the Sample 

The sample consisted of 206 married individuals and was 

evenly divided by gender, with 48% of the subjects being 

male and 52% female. Ages ranged from 20 to 60 (M = 40, SD 

= 7). The sample was predominately Caucasian (98%) and 

Protestant (70%), with most subjects working full time 

outside their homes (80%). The majority of the sample 

reported combined incomes of more than 50,000 per annum 

(71%), and over half (53%) had been married 10 or more years 

to their present spouse. Most subjects were in their first 

marriages (67%) and had children (76%). Sixty seven percent 

of the sample had children living with them. 

Description of the Measures 

The Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ) requires 

subjects to categorize themselves on one of three attachment 

styles (Secure, Anxious/Ambivalent, Avoidant). Subjects 

endorsed one of these three styles as reflecting their 

experiences in all emotionally close relationships, which is 

consistent with how attachment theorists have described the 

styles. Results on the ASQ indicated that the secure 

attachment style was endorsed by 64% (n = 131) of the 

subjects; while 25% (n = 51) endorsed the avoidant 
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attachment style and 11% (n = 24) endorsed the 

anxious/ambivalent attachment style. These findings are 

somewhat different than those of the majority of previous 

research in this area. In this sample, there were more 

people who endorsed the secure style, and fewer who endorsed 

the anxious/ ambivalent style than in previous studies. 

The Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB-

INTREX) measured subjects' working models of themselves and 

their marital partner. The SASB is a circumplex model of 

interpersonal relations. It is based on the two central 

dimensions of affiliation (extending from friendly to 

attacking on one axis) and interdependency (ranging from 

independence to control on the other axis). The SASB model 

offers several different levels of complexity for analyses. 

In this study, the cluster version of the SASB was used for 

the initial analyses. Two surfaces were employed. Surface 

A reflects perceptions of how subjects typically act toward 

their spouse and Surface C reflects perceptions of how 

subjects see their spouse typically acting toward them. 

Attachment related perceptions are measured on each of 

the two surfaces by eight different clusters. These 

clusters are referred to as: (1) freeing and forgetting, (2) 

affirming and understanding, (3) nurturing and comforting, 

(4) helping and protecting, (5) watching and managing, (6) 

belittling and blaming, (7) attacking and rejecting, and (8) 

66 
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ignoring and neglecting. Tables 1 and 2 present means and 

standard deviations for the SASB dimensions on Surfaces A 

and C. 

Overall, subjects reported mostly positive 

perceptions. When subjects were reporting perceptions of 

themselves (Surface A), their scores were highest on scales 

3 (nurturing and comforting) and 4 (helping and protecting), 

and lowest on scales 7 (attacking and rejecting) and 8 

(ignoring and neglecting). When subjects reported on their 

perceptions of their spouse, their scores were highest on 

scales 2 (affirming and understanding) and 4 (helping and 

protecting), and lowest on scales 6 (belittling and blaming) 

and 7 (attacking and rejecting). Therefore, subjects saw 

both themselves and their spouses as being generally very 

loving in their marriage. There was also a distinct lack of 

negative contributions to the marriage in this sample. 

In order to conduct further analyses with the SASB, an 

additional level of complexity was utilized. When using 

this level of analysis, two pattern coefficients are 

calculated. These pattern coefficients reflect scores 

measuring two broad response patterns on each of the two 

SASB surfaces A and C. These two response patterns are 

referred to as the attack and the control patterns. The 

attack pattern summarizes the extent to which the 

endorsements center on the horizontal axis of the SASB model 

(affiliation vs. attack). The control pattern summarizes 
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the extent to which the endorsements center on the vertical 

axis (independence vs. control). Means and standard 

deviations of these pattern coefficients for surfaces A and 

C are also presented in Tables 1 and 2. The pattern of 

affiliation best described the responses of this sample as a 

whole. Again, this sample as a whole perceived themselves 

and their spouses to be acting in ways to enhance closeness 

and intimacy in their marriages. 

An exploratory repeated measures analyses for the self 

and other surfaces on the SASB revealed that subjects 

reported generally more positive and less negative 

perceptions for themselves than for their spouses. The 

largest differences between subjects' perceptions of 

themselves and their spouses were found on scales 1 (freeing 

and forgetting—spouses were less), 7 (attacking and 

rejecting—subjects were less), and 8 (ignoring and 

neglecting—subjects were less). Therefore, subjects saw 

their actions as less ignoring and rejecting than their 

partner's actions. They also saw their spouses controlling 

them less than they controlled their spouses. 

The Spouse Observation Checklist-Revised (SOC-R) was 

designed to measure both positive and negative attachment-

related behaviors over a one week period of time. Subjects 

recorded estimates of both their own and their spouses 

behaviors within the marriage. These marital behaviors fell 

within one of seven attachment-related categories for self 
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and spouse. These categories were: 1) availability and 

responsiveness-positive, 2) availability and responsiveness-

negative, 3) caretaking-positive, 4) sexual-positive, 5) 

sexual-negative, 6) independence-positive, and 6) 

independence-negative). Table 3 presents means and standard 

deviations for the total sample. Overall, subjects reported 

mostly positive attachment related behaviors for themselves 

and for their spouses. An exploratory repeated measures 

analysis for self and spouse behaviors showed that subjects 

reported significantly more positive behaviors and fewer 

negative behaviors for themselves than for their spouses. 

Because it was thought that gender, length of marriage, 

having children, and living with children might influence 

attachment style, perceptions of self and partner (SASB), 

and marital behaviors (SOC-R), chi-square analyses and t 

tests were performed to discern any significant differences. 

There were no significant differences in these variables 

according to attachment style. T test results with the SASB 

cluster scores on Surfaces A and C revealed very few 

significant effects of any of the variables, and no further 

analyses were performed. 

Gender, having children, and living with children were 

related to differences in SOC-R scores (see Table 4). 

Gender and living with children were the strongest 

predictors of marital behaviors, and their effects were 

considered in further analyses. 
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Correlations of Measures 

Tables 5 and 6 present the correlations of SASB self 

(Surface A) and spouse (Surface C) cluster scores and the 

SOC-R self and spouse behavioral category scores. While the 

correlations which were significant made sense according to 

attachment theory, there very few significant correlations 

overall. Thus, at this level of analyses, it appeared that 

attachment-related behaviors and working models are not 

highly correlated. To explore whether properties of the 

eight SASB dimension scores might explain the lack of 

significant correlations between behaviors and perceptions, 

additional exploratory correlations were performed. 

Additional correlations were calculated using the SASB 

pattern coefficients of attack and control on surfaces A and 

C, and the SOC-R behavioral category scores for self and 

spouse (see Tables 7 and 8). When using this level of 

analyses on the SASB, the majority of the scores on the SASB 

patterns and the SOC-R behaviors were correlated in ways 

which could be predicted by attachment theory. As might be 

predicted, the highest correlations were found between self 

perceptions (SASB, Surface A) and self behaviors (SOC-R), 

and between perceptions of spouse (SASB, Surface C) and 

behaviors of spouse (SOC-R). These correlations suggest 

that attachment-related behaviors and global attachment-

related perceptions are highly correlated. Therefore, 

although the behaviors and perceptions were not highly 
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correlated when perceptions were measured at a very specific 

level, this finding lends some support for the construct 

validity of the two instruments. 

Maior Findings 

Attachment Style and Working Models (SASB). The data 

from the SASB was initially examined using two MANOVA 

procedures (one with attachment styles and SASB Surface A (I 

act toward spouse) and one with attachment styles and SASB 

Surface C (spouse acts towards me). Neither of these two 

MANOVA procedures yielded any significant results. Thus, 

attachment style was not significantly related to subjects' 

specific attachment-related perceptions of either themselves 

or their spouses. The profiles of cluster scores (see 

Figure 1) illustrate the similarity of patterns. 

To understand whether these results were due to the 

level of complexity measured by the cluster scores, further 

exploratory analyses were performed using attachment style 

and the two pattern coefficients of attack and control on 

SASB surfaces A and C. Results from these two MANOVAS were 

significant. Thus, attachment style was significantly 

related to subjects' attachment-related perceptions of 

themselves and their spouses in the marital relationship 

when perceptions were measured at this global level. 

Univariate analyses and post-hoc tests were performed to 

follow up the significant MANOVA results, and are presented 

in Table 9. 
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An examination of the mean differences in attachment 

styles on SASB Surface A indicated that affiliation was more 

descriptive of secure subjects' perceptions of themselves in 

the marriage than of avoidant subjects. Also, avoidant 

subjects reported significantly fewer perceptions of 

themselves as being interdependent than did either the 

secure or anxious subjects. When mean differences were 

examined on SASB Surface C, it was found that affiliation 

was significantly more descriptive of the secure subjects' 

perceptions of their spouses than of the avoidant and 

anxious/ambivalent subjects' perceptions of their spouses. 

Attachment Stvle and Marital Behaviors fSOC-R). The 

data were initially examined by utilizing two MANOVA 

procedures (one with attachment style and subject behaviors, 

and one with attachment style and spouse behaviors). 

Because gender and living with children were associated with 

differences in SOC-R scores, MANOVAS were performed 

including each variable in the model. The inclusion of 

these variables did not alter the results, so only the 

initial MANOVA results are reported. Results from the two 

MANOVAS indicated that attachment style was significantly 

related to both subject (F = 2.51, p < .01) and spouse (F = 

2.50, p < .01) behaviors on the SOC-R. 

Univariate analyses were performed to follow up the 

significant MANOVA results. Attachment style was 

significantly related to all the positive SOC-R scales for 
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the subject's own behaviors, and to the availability and 

responsive-positive, sex-positive, and availability and 

responsive negative scales for the subject's report of their 

spouse's behaviors. The results of the post hoc analyses 

showing mean differences according to attachment style are 

summarized on Table 10. 

When subjects reported on their own behaviors, those 

who classified themselves as secure reported significantly 

more positive availability and responsiveness, sexual, and 

caretaking behaviors than did subjects who classified 

themselves as avoidant. Secure subjects also reported 

significantly more positive independence behaviors and 

caretaking behaviors than did anxious/ambivalent subjects. 

When subjects reported on their spouse's behaviors, 

subjects who classified themselves as secure reported 

significantly more sexual behaviors for their spouses than 

did avoidant subjects. Anxious/ambivalent subjects reported 

significantly more negative availability and responsive 

behaviors for their spouses than did either avoidant or 

secure subjects. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether 

differences in adult attachment styles might have some 

effect on the quality of marriage relationships. Two 

different aspects of marital relationship quality were 

studied. These two aspects were attachment related working 

models (or perceptions) and attachment related behaviors. 

There were two major hypotheses in this study. The first 

hypothesis was that people with different attachment styles 

would have differing attachment related working models of 

themselves and their marital partner. This hypothesis 

involved very specific attachment related perceptions, and 

was based on both attachment theory and previous research. 

There was no support for this hypothesis. The possibility 

that adult attachment styles might be related to subjects' 

working models of themselves and their marital partners at a 

more global level was also explored. Findings supported the 

relationship of attachment style and global working models. 

Thus, it seems that although differences in adult attachment 

styles do not impact the working models of married people at 

a very specific level of measurement, attachment styles may 

impact their working models at more global perceptual 

levels. 
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The second major hypothesis was that there would be 

differences in reports of attachment related behavior of 

self and spouse associated with attachment styles. Because 

previous research had not addressed this question directly, 

this hypothesis was based primarily on attachment theory 

predictions. The attachment theory perspective is that 

attachment styles impact interpersonal relationships through 

their effect on attachment related behaviors, as well as on 

working models. This hypothesis was supported. The 

securely attached people reported more behaviors related to 

their own availability and responsiveness than did the 

avoidant subjects, and more behaviors related to nurturing 

and independence than did the anxious/ambivalent persons. 

Anxious/ambivalent persons reported that their spouses 

behaved in more rejecting ways than did the spouses of 

secure and avoidant persons. 

The overall findings from this study indicate that in 

an adult married sample, attachment style differences are 

predictive <?f people's global attachment related working 

models of themselves and their partner and of their own and 

their partner's attachment related behaviors. However, 

attachment style differences were not related to more 

specific differences in perceptions of self and partner in 

the marital relationship. 
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Attachment Styles 

According to theory, attachment styles are broad 

interpersonal styles which reflect people's experiences in 

all emotionally close relationships. Therefore, in this 

sample of married individuals, attachment style was 

conceptualized and operationalized in this way. In the 

past, researchers have operationalized attachment style as 

reflecting people's experiences in either romantic 

relationships in general, one particular romantic 

relationship, or as a characteristic of the person. Since 

attachment style has not been operationalized in line with 

theory, it is not entirely clear that the tenets of 

attachment theory are actually being tested. In addition, 

previous research may have operationalized attachment style 

too closely to the working model of romantic relationships; 

therefore, studies may be virtually comparing very similar 

constructs. 

The results of this study indicated that the majority 

of people endorsed the secure attachment style (64%), 

followed by the avoidant attachment style (25%), and the 

anxious/ambivalent attachment style (11%). These results 

were somewhat inconsistent with previous research which had 

operationalized attachment styles as reflecting people's 

experiences in romantic relationships. For example, in this 

sample, the secure attachment style was endorsed more 

freguently (64% vs. 56%), and the anxious/ambivalent 
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attachment style less frequently (11% vs. 19%), than in the 

past. However, the only other study in this area which also 

used a married sample was that of Kobak and Hazan (1991). 

These researchers were not able to use the attachment style 

categories in their analyses at all because the secure style 

was over represented (e.g., 80%) and the anxious style, 

under represented (9%). 

These differences suggest three different ideas. 

First, there may be a selection factor operating in 

different samples. In other words, using a married sample 

may naturally draw more secure people than would using a 

dating sample. The assumption is that secure people may be 

more likely to marry and stay married. If this is so, it 

also makes sense that the majority of the subjects in the 

Kobak and Hazan (1991) study endorsed the secure style, 

since the researchers specifically recruited happily married 

people. It could be that using this parameter drew more 

secure people to their study. 

On the other hand, the type of relationship in which a 

person is involved may influence how they endorse their 

attachment style. Attachment theory predicts that 

attachment dynamics are activated when a threat to security 

is perceived. Therefore, people involved in a secure, 

marital situation may report their felt security. In fact, 

one study found that people endorsed somewhat different 
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attachment styles prior to marriage and one year later. 

(Senchak, Papalia, & Leonard, 1991). 

Finally, it may be that people actually have different 

attachment styles in different types of relationships. The 

romantic relationship literature has conceptualized 

attachment style as a stable interpersonal style; however, 

the child development literature has struggled with this 

issue, due to research which has found that children have 

different styles of attachment with their mothers and 

fathers (Sroufe, 1985). This suggests that attachment in a 

relationship may develop as the relationship develops. It 

also suggests that subjects may have reported about their 

current situation rather than about all close relationships, 

as instructed. 

Attachment Styles and Working Models 

The attachment theory perspective is that people with 

different attachment styles should have differing working 

models (or perceptions) of themselves and of others in close 

relationships. For example, people with secure attachment 

styles should have primarily positive working models, 

perceiving themselves and others to be trustworthy and 

dependable. On the other hand, anxious/ambivalent and 

avoidant persons should have somewhat negative working 

models of themselves and others, perceiving themselves to be 

insecure and others to be untrustworthy. Previous research 

with adult attachment styles and working models of romantic 
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relationships has begun to confirm these notions. For 

example, previous research has shown attachment styles to be 

predictably related to people's global perceptions of their 

romantic relationships, such as intimacy, satisfaction, and 

commitment. 

The goal of this study was to improve upon existing 

methodology, and to begin to understand more specific 

attachment related perceptions regarding self and partner in 

marriage relationships. Therefore, in this study, married 

people endorsed attachment related working models of 

themselves and of their marital partner. These working 

models included very specific positive and negative 

attachment related perceptions, measured in eight clusters. 

These clusters were: freeing and forgetting, affirming and 

understanding, loving and approaching, nurturing and 

protecting, watching and controlling, belittling and 

blaming, attacking and rejecting, and ignoring and 

neglecting. A more condensed summary of these perceptions 

on the global dimensions of affiliation and interdependency 

were also used. 

The most surprising finding in this study was that 

attachment style differences regarding working models were 

found only on subject's global working models, and not when 

more specific perceptions were tapped. However, findings 

with global working models were in line with both 

theoretical predictions and past research, so these results 
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will be addressed first. Since results regarding the more 

specific working models were not consistent with theory and 

research, they will be considered later in light of the 

global findings. 

Findings regarding attachment styles and global working 

models confirmed those of previous studies examining 

attachment styles differences in global perceptions 

regarding intimacy and involvement in dating relationships. 

These results also extend prior research by examining both 

self and partner working models. This provided information 

regarding the interactional nature of attachment dynamics in 

romantic relationships. At the global perceptual level, the 

working model included two perceptual patterns, the attack 

pattern, and the control pattern. The attack pattern 

represented scores on the broad dimension of affiliation vs. 

attack, and the control pattern on the dimension of 

independence vs. control. Specific findings are discussed 

below. 

Attachment style differences between the secure and 

avoidant styles were in line with both theory and with 

previous research. Secure people perceived themselves to be 

more affiliative and interdependent, and their spouses to be 

more affiliative than did avoidant people. According to 

theory, secure people should have working models of 

themselves and others which promote intimacy and active 

involvement in the relationship. In contrast, avoidant 
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people generally perceive intimacy and involvement as a 

threat. Previous research has also found that secure people 

perceive more intimacy and involvement in their 

relationships than do avoidant people (Collins & Read, 1991; 

Hazan & Shaver, 1989; Levy & Davis, 1988; Simpson, 1990). 

There is also some preliminary support for attachment 

style differences in perceptions of spouses. While 

methodologies are not directly comparable, some research has 

examined people's attachment styles with relation to their 

partners' perceptions of the relationship. It has been 

found that secure people have partners who report higher 

levels of closeness than do the insecure types (Simpson, 

1990; Collins & Read, 1990). Taken together, these results 

suggest that secure and avoidant people have working models 

of themselves and of their marital partners which differ in 

terms of the degree of closeness and/or involvement they 

perceive. Since attachment styles were related both self 

and partner perceptions, an interactional approach to the 

study of attachment and romantic relationships may be 

fruitful. 

When differences between the secure and anxious styles 

were analyzed, there was a surprising element to the 

findings. This was that people with both styles perceived 

themselves in very similar ways in their marriages. 

Attachment style differences between the two styles were 

found only on perceptions of the marital partner. For 



82 

example, secure persons perceived their spouses to be more 

affiliative than did the anxious/ambivalent people. While 

these findings seem somewhat inconsistent with previous 

studies, no research has examined working models of self and 

other in one specific romantic relationship. Because 

anxious/ambivalent people say they want more closeness in 

their relationships than other people, they may perceive 

themselves as being more giving and loving than they really 

are. It is interesting that there were differences between 

the secure and anxious/ambivalent persons' perceptions of 

their spouse's affiliation. These two findings suggest that 

the anxious/ambivalent person may have a tendency to 

overlook their own negative contributions to the marriage 

and see only their partners' contributions. Therefore, they 

may tend to place blame on their partner for any lack of 

closeness. Past research has also found that the partners 

of secure people report more closeness in their 

relationships than do the partners of anxious people 

(Collins & Read, 1991; Simpson, 1990). While the same 

methodology is not used for partner perceptions, the 

combined results of this study and previous work does, 

again, suggest the importance of understanding the impact of 

attachment dynamics on both partners. 

Anxious/ambivalent and avoidant people were different 

regarding their perceptions of themselves on the dimension 

of interdependency. These differences are in line with 
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theory, since anxious/ambivalent people particularly value 

closeness, and avoidant people fear intimacy. While 

previous research in this area using the construct of 

interdependence is extremely limited, these findings are 

somewhat similar to those of Simpson (1990). Simpson (1990) 

found that anxious/ambivalent people were somewhat less 

interdependent than avoidant people, although not 

significantly so. There were differences in the perceptions 

of anxious and avoidant people regarding their spouses. 

Therefore, although anxious/ambivalent people did not 

perceive themselves differently from secure people, they did 

perceive themselves to be more interdependent in their 

marriages than did the avoidant people. It makes 

theoretical sense that avoidant people would be the least 

interdependent of the three groups, and that there would be 

more differences between the anxious/ambivalent and avoidant 

on this dimension than between the anxious and secure. 

Anxious people are thought to be particularly over involved 

in their marriages; while avoidants are particularly under 

involved. 

Although there were attachment style differences found 

on more global working models, these findings suggest very 

minor differences, and must be interpreted in context with 

the overall positive response set of the sample. For 

example, these attachment style differences were found only 

in the degree of positive perceptions, and not with regard 
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to any negative perceptions. At first, this finding seemed 

inconsistent with past research. However, after reexamining 

the past research for any similar results, it was discovered 

that most previous research has examined attachment styles 

only with relation to positive perceptions. For example, 

most research has focused on describing attachment style 

differences with regard to differing levels of positive 

perceptions such as intimacy, commitment, and closeness. A 

few studies have found attachment style differences in 

dating couple's negative perceptions (Levy & Davis, 1988; 

Pistole, 1989). With such limited data from previous work, 

it is not possible to tell if the findings from this study 

are a dramatic departure from other research. However, 

since positive and negative aspects were both assessed in 

this study, it does seem that there may be an important 

difference in the overall perceptions of this sample from 

previous ones. This overall positive response set may be 

accounted for by the same reasons that there were very few 

significant relationships between attachment style and 

specific perceptions, and will be discussed when the 

findings regarding specific perceptions are addressed. 

Finally, these results revealed that the sample as a 

whole saw themselves in a more positive (and less negative) 

light than they saw their spouses. While no research in 

this area has specifically addressed this guestion, these 

differences were more substantial (at least in this sample) 
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than were attachment style differences, and should be 

considered in the future. 

As has been mentioned, it was very surprising that 

attachment styles were not significantly related to the more 

specific aspects of working models. This lack of results 

may be due to several factors. First, this was one of few 

studies which had people endorse their attachment styles as 

reflecting their experiences in all emotionally close 

relationships. Therefore, attachment styles and working 

models were clearly distinct variables (as they had not been 

in previous studies). It is possible that adult attachment 

styles are not as closely related to people's working models 

of one relationship as had been originally thought. 

Another consideration is that adults with all three 

attachment styles may have necessarily altered their 

specific perceptions in order to stay in long term 

marriages. In fact, Bowlby (1973, 1988) proposes both that 

adults bring stable working models into relationships, and 

that these working models are accommodated through repeated 

interactions with specific partners. Bretherton (1992) 

speculates that, in adult relationships, dyadic 

communication processes permit the sharing of working model 

content. Over time, this sharing leads to "useful model 

revision, extension, and consistency checking" (p. 766). 

Therefore, in adult attachment relationships, partners can 

discuss and correct their models, using their communication 



86 

skills; whereas, in early relationships, these skills are 

not as well developed. Although no other study has examined 

the working model at this level of perceptual specificity, 

it seems possible that these accommodations may not have 

taken place in dating couples, and may account for the 

differences in this study. This accommodation process may 

also account for the overall positive response set. 

It is also possible that people often hold conflicting 

working models of the same relationship. For example, 

Bowlby (1988) proposes that people hold both conscious and 

unconscious working models of the same relationship. 

Bretherton (1992) speaks of the defensive exclusion of 

certain information from awareness which protects the 

individual from experiencing mental discomfort. Therefore, 

in this study, it is possible that there were few attachment 

style differences in specific perceptions because 

individuals may have been denying the more negative aspects 

of their relationships. Again, this could account for the 

primarily positive responses of the sample. 

Also, perhaps very specific attachment related aspects 

of working models were not activated in this sample, due to 

the lack of perceived threat in these long term marriage 

relationships. In fact, theory predicts that a certain 

amount of perceived threat must be experienced in order to 

activate the dynamics of attachment. Therefore, greater 

differences in very specific working models (and more 
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negative aspects) may be seen in dating or clinical married 

samples, when the perception of threat is greater. 

A final issue related to how attachment style and 

working model were operationalized deserves mention. This 

was the only study which has operationalized the working 

model as reflecting perceptions regarding both oneself and 

one's partner in one romantic relationship. However, the 

attachment style measure is not consistently operationalized 

to reflect both self and other perceptions. This factor 

might also result in lack of significant results. 

Attachment Styles and Marital Relationship Behaviors 

According to the attachment theory perspective, adult 

attachment styles impact the quality of romantic 

relationships at both the working model (or perceptual) and 

the behavioral level. Therefore, people with different 

attachment styles should not only perceive themselves and 

others differently, but should also be behaving differently 

in their close relationships. However, only certain 

behaviors are predicted by attachment theory. Bowlby (1988) 

and other theorists believe that attachment style impacts 

the functioning of three specific behavioral systems. These 

are the attachment system (reflected in availability and 

responsiveness), the caretaking (or nurturing) system, and 

the sexual system. It has also been suggested that 

attachment styles impact behaviors which are related to a 

person's ability to independently explore their environment. 
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Thus, adult attachment styles are believed to impact 

behaviors related to both intimacy and independence. 

Most research examining attachment styles and romantic 

relationship quality has been limited to investigating 

relationship quality at the working model level. Behavioral 

links to attachment style have only been minimally 

investigated. In addition, previous research has not 

strongly tied relationship quality variables to the 

predictions of attachment theory. There have also been very 

few investigations of attachment style and the behaviors of 

both spouses in the relationship. Since attachment theory 

is an interactional theory of close relationships, it is 

important to understand how both partners in romantic 

relationships are behaving. 

Theorists have suggested the following explanations for 

possible relationships between attachment style and 

partner's behavior. First, people may select individuals 

who behave in ways which reinforce their own style. Another 

perspective is that the behaviors associated with a person7s 

attachment style tend to elicit predictable behaviors in 

romantic partners. While neither idea is empirically based, 

it seems plausible that both mechanisms may be operating in 

romantic relationships. 

Therefore, the goal of this study was to provide new 

information regarding the behavioral components of romantic 

attachment relationships for people and their spouses. 
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Thus, married individuals reported on the frequency of their 

own and their spouse's attachment-related behaviors over a 

one week period of time. These behaviors included both 

positive and negative behaviors related to availability and 

responsiveness, caretaking, sexual activity, and independent 

exploration. It was found that differences in adult 

attachment styles were predictably related to subject's 

reports of their own behaviors, and to their reports of 

their spouse's behaviors. The specific findings are 

discussed below. 

The sample as a whole reported mostly positive 

behaviors for themselves and their spouses. Therefore, 

people with all three attachment styles were behaving in 

ways to promote closeness in their relationships. This may 

be due to use of a long term married sample. For example, 

if people have chosen to stay in their marriage for a long 

period of time, it is seems likely that they and their 

spouses are behaving in many positive ways. However, it is 

also possible that the instrument used to assess both 

positive and negative attachment-related behaviors did not 

assess adequate numbers of negative behaviors to thoroughly 

investigate the negative aspects of the relationship. 

The major behavioral differences were found between the 

secure and the two insecure styles, rather than between the 

two insecure styles. This finding is supported by theory 

which suggests that the secure person feels comfortable with 
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closeness, and both the anxious and avoidant person fear 

closeness. These findings are also consistent with several 

studies examining relationship quality at the perceptual 

level, which have found the most differences to be in the 

relationships of secure versus the two insecure styles. 

Therefore, although there are some specific stylistic 

differences in the romantic relationships of 

anxious/ambivalent and avoidant people; both styles are 

likely to form relationships of lower quality than will 

people with the secure style. 

Secure and avoidant people were most different on 

behaviors related to closeness in the relationship. For 

example, secure people reported more positive behaviors for 

themselves in their marriage related to availability and 

responsiveness, caretaking, and sexual activity than did 

avoidant people. Secure people also reported more positive 

sexual behaviors for their spouses than did avoidant people. 

These differences are in line with theoretical predictions. 

For example, theorists suggest that since secure people are 

comfortable with intimacy, they will behave in ways to 

promote this intimacy. Avoidant people, on the other hand, 

fear intimacy, and are therefore less willing to behave in 

ways to promote closeness in their relationships. An 

interesting aspect about this finding is that differences 

were found between the secure and avoidant people's 

behaviors only in the amount of positive behaviors. This 
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finding also seems to be in line with theory's predictions. 

For instance, theory suggests that the lack of intimacy in 

the avoidant person's relationships is mostly due to a lack 

of behaviors which promote intimacy, rather than to a 

presence of behaviors that may cause conflict. 

Another interesting finding was that the only 

behavioral difference between the spouse's of secure and 

avoidant people was on the amount of positive sexual 

behavior, with secure people reporting more. This makes 

sense, in that positive sexual expression is often a result 

of feeling emotionally close. However, no spousal 

behavioral differences regarding availability and 

responsiveness or caretaking behaviors were found between 

the two groups, as was found in their own behavior. This is 

somewhat contrary to theory, which would predict that the 

spouses of avoidant people would be less willing to engage 

in behaviors which promote intimacy than would the secure's 

spouses, because these behaviors are not valued by the 

avoidant person. Although it is not possible to tell from 

this data, it may be that since avoidant people's 

expectations for closeness are so low in the first place, 

they are perceptually biased to report more behaviors 

related to closeness for their spouse's than are actually 

occurring. It could also be that avoidant people in this 

sample are, in large, married to secure spouses. Thus, 

their spouses would feel comfortable with intimacy and would 
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be behaving in ways to try and promote it. Attachment style 

differences in the secure and avoidant people in this study 

are also generally in line with the few studies which have 

investigated romantic relationship quality at a more 

behavioral level. For example, both Kobak and Hazan (1991) 

and Collins and Read (1990) found that secure people were 

communicating in more positive ways than were less secure 

people. 

Behavioral differences between the secure and anxious/ 

ambivalent attachment styles were found on behaviors related 

to independence and caretaking. Secure people reported more 

behaviors for themselves in both categories. Anxious/ 

ambivalent people reported more rejecting behaviors for 

their spouses than did secure people. These findings 

confirmed theoretical notions and extended this area of 

research by examining these constructs at the behavioral 

level. According to theory, the secure person seeks a 

behavioral balance between closeness and independence in 

their romantic relationships. Anxious/ambivalent persons 

are thought to be threatened by independence, therefore, do 

not behave in ways to promote it. 

In fact, anxious/ambivalent people are thought to 

behave in somewhat manipulative ways in order to inhibit 

both their own and their spouse's independence. Therefore, 
« 

it is somewhat surprising that differences in independence 

were found only in the degree of independent behaviors, and 
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not in the degree of behaviors which specifically inhibit 

independence. Perhaps in long term marriages, 

anxious/ambivalent people have altered their somewhat 

negative behaviors. It is also possible that they may be 

under reporting their negative behaviors, due to a lack of 

insight. That there were no differences in the two styles 

with regard to their spouse's independent behaviors is also 

somewhat perplexing. Perhaps anxious/ambivalent people are 

married to people who confirm their fears, thus, their 

spouses are behaving as independently as are the secure 

people's partners. 

That anxious/ambivalent people reported more negative 

behaviors related to availability and responsiveness for 

their spouses than did secure people is not surprising. 

These negative behaviors reflected those which are 

specifically rejecting of the other person. This finding 

makes sense theoretically, given that anxious/ambivalent 

people are thought be particularly aware of and sensitive to 

negative behaviors from others. Therefore, anxious/ 

ambivalent persons may over report their spouses' negative 

behaviors, because their expectations for relationships are 

unrealistically high, or they may be behaving in ways to 

elicit negative behavior. 

No other studies have investigated variables closely 

related to caretaking in past research. Therefore, the 

finding from this study that secure persons reported that 
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they engaged in more caretaking behaviors than did 

anxious/ambivalent persons is new information in this area 

of study. These results confirm the attachment theory 

perspective, which suggests that feeling secure in 

relationships enables people to be giving and nurturing with 

their partner. On the other hand, because of their fears of 

abandonment, anxious/ambivalent individuals may not be able 

to recognize or adequately attend to the needs of their 

partners. 

The only behavioral differences found between the 

avoidant and anxious/ambivalent people were that people who 

endorsed the anxious/ambivalent style reported more 

rejecting behaviors (regarding availability and 

responsiveness) for their spouses than did the avoidant 

people. It could be that anxious people actually have 

partners who are more rejecting of them than avoidant 

people, or that anxious people are more likely to notice and 

remember negative behaviors because of their fears of 

abandonment. 

No other studies have examined people's attachment 

styles with relation to their reports of their spouses' 

rejecting behaviors. However, Kobak and Hazan (1991) did 

investigate people's attachment security with relation to 

observations of their partners' actual behaviors. While 

these two studies are not directly comparable, the findings 

are somewhat similar. For example, like the findings of 
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this study, Kobak and Hazan (1991) found that people with 

low attachment security had partners who behaved in a 

rejecting way. Therefore, there seems to be a (very 

limited) indication that anxious/ambivalent people may 

either select partners who behave more negatively toward 

them than do the other styles, or may elicit more negative 

behaviors from these partners. 

Together, these findings suggest that there are very 

specific attachment related behavioral patterns associated 

with each attachment style. Exactly how these styles impact 

and/or maintain these behaviors is not yet known. However, 

these results seem to suggest that there are certain 

behaviors in married individuals which are maintained by 

people's attachment styles, and that people with different 

attachment styles either select partners whose behavior 

confirms their expectations for relationships, or are 

involved with people whose behavior elicits predictable 

reactions. 

A final point regarding attachment-related behaviors is 

that the sample as a whole reported more positive and fewer 

behaviors for themselves than for their spouses. These 

differences were somewhat stronger than even results 

regarding attachment styles and behaviors, and deserve 

further investigating. 
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Conclusions and Limitations 

The findings of this study lead to several conclusions. 

First, these results suggest that adult attachment styles 

may impact marital relationship quality by affecting 

closeness and interdependency at both the perceptual and 

behavioral levels. However, attachment style seems to have 

a stronger impact on marital relationship behaviors than on 

very specific attachment related perceptions. This suggests 

that the working model level of relationship quality may 

reflect accommodations to the specific partner over time. 

In other words, because perceptions have been altered in a 

generally positive direction, differences in levels of 

relationship quality may only become apparent when specific 

behaviors are tapped. 

The specific findings regarding attachment style 

differences in marital behaviors suggest that each style may 

be behaving in ways to elicit and maintain the quality of 

the relationship. For example, avoidant people do not only 

perceive less closeness in their relationships, they are 

actually behaving in ways which are less available and 

responsive than are secure people. In addition, 

anxious/ambivalent people are actually behaving in ways 

which are less independent than are secure persons. 

Overall, these behavioral findings are supportive of the 

results of previous research examining relationship quality 

at the more perceptual level. 
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That attachment style was related to both the global 

working model and attachment related behaviors suggests that 

marriage relationships are indeed attachment relationships. 

For example, the attachment theory perspective is that 

attachment style differences should be found only in certain 

qualities of romantic relationships. These include 

perceptions regarding affiliation and interdependency, as 

well as behaviors related to availability and 

responsiveness, caretaking, sexuality and independent 

exploration. 

Methodological and sample differences may account for 

differences between these findings and past research. For 

example, it seems that there may be situational influences 

which impact how people endorse their attachment styles and 

their working models. Finally, it is important to remember 

that both the overall positive nature of these marriage 

relationships and the differences between self and spouse 

reports overshadowed any differences related to attachment 

style. 

The limitations to this study also need to be 

considered. Because this study used a different type of 

sample than had been used in previous research, and because 

both attachment style and the working model constructs were 

operationalized differently, it is difficult to know how 

these results compare to past research. 
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Also, since this sample was primarily white, middle class, 

and well educated, it is not possible to generalize these 

results to any other married population. Another limitation 

is that very few negative behaviors were included on the 

behavioral measure, therefore, limiting the range of 

behaviors assessed. Similarly, not assessing perceptions or 

behaviors which are unrelated to attachment limits the 

ability to conclude that attachment dynamics are actually 

being assessed. 

Although it was important to assess romantic 

relationship quality at both the perceptual and behavioral 

levels, because this study only used self reports, a 

perceptual bias was operating even at the behavioral level. 

Also, although attachment styles were studied with relation 

to both self and spouse dynamics, only one person's reports 

were used. Finally, because of the primarily positive 

nature of all the responses in this sample, it is possible 

that social desirability was influencing subjects' 

responses. 

Implications and Recommendations 

Several methodological and theoretical questions have 

been highlighted by the results of this study. The first 

concerns the construct validity of adult attachment style. 

Although an attempt was made in this study to measure 

attachment style as a general style in all emotionally close 

relationships, this may not have been accomplished. It 
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person's current situation may influence how they respond to 

measures. Since theory predicts that attachment dynamics 

are activated when a threat to a security is perceived, it 

may be particularly difficult to accurately assess general 

styles of adult attachment in long term married samples by 

self-report. 

Another point to consider regarding adult attachment 

styles is that people may have different styles of 

attachment in different relationships. While most 

researchers in the romantic relationship literature would 

argue for a general style in all close relationships, there 

has been some evidence that children may have different 

styles of attachment with their mothers and fathers (Sroufe, 

1985). 

A final issue regarding adult attachment style concerns 

the specific wording of the most commonly used attachment 

style measure (Hazan & Shaver, 1989). The attachment theory 

perspective is that attachment dynamics play an equal role 

in determining how we perceive both ourselves and others in 

relationships. However, each of the three descriptors of 

attachment style on the Attachment Style Questionnaire 

(Hazan & Shaver, 1989) is worded very differently in terms 

of how people view themselves and others. For example, the 

secure style includes only statements about the self, the 

avoidant style, mostly statements about the self, and the 

anxious style, mostly statement about other people, since 
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these differences in descriptors may impact how people 

endorse their styles, the construct validity of the measure 

may be somewhat compromised. 

These concerns regarding attachment style could be 

addressed in future research in several ways. First, the 

attachment style measure could be reworded to reflect 

experiences concerning both the self and others in 

relationships. Therefore, whether the wording of attachment 

style affects self-report could be investigated. Second, 

studies could have people endorse attachment styles as 

reflecting their styles in different types of relationships 

to consider these differences. Finally, studies could 

compare how dating, normal married, and clinical samples 

endorse their styles to investigate the effects of 

relationship security. 

The second major issue in this research concerns how 

the working model has been conceptualized and 

operationalized. Theory suggests that the working model 

contains perceptions regarding both the self and others in 

emotionally close relationships. In fact, these 

distinctions are thought to become more clear in specific 

relationships, due to the interactions between two people. 

In past research, the working model construct has measured 

only people's perceptions of their overall romantic 

relationship. This is the first study to investigate self 

and other perceptions within one romantic relationship. In 
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an effort to better tie empirical work to theoretical 

predictions, these distinctions should probably be retained 

in the future. 

The findings from this study also suggest that 

different situations may impact how subjects endorse their 

working models. The security provided by marriage may make 

negative features less salient and lead people to endorse 

more positive aspects of their working models. To assess 

both positive and negative features of working models in 

normal marriage relationships, it may be helpful to ask 

people to endorse their working models of the relationship 

at its best and its worst. Another factor could account for 

the positive nature of subject's perceptions. Theory 

suggests that people must perceive a threat to their 

security in order for attachment dynamics to be activated. 

Comparing these finding to those with people involved in 

relationships wherein there is a perceived threat could 

explore the effects of relationship security. 

In long term marriage relationships, it also seems that 

perceptions may be primarily positive because people have 

accommodated their working model to their partner over time. 

Theory proposes that, through dyadic communication, adults 

are able to alter and update their working models of 

themselves and each other (Bretherton, 1992). Therefore, 

regardless of attachment style, people in long term 

marriages may have necessarily altered their perceptions of 
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the relationship in a positive direction. Future research 

would benefit by conducting longitudinal studies, and by 

again comparing the working models in dating, married 

clinical, and married normal samples. 

The findings of this study also highlight the 

importance of the interactional nature of attachment 

relationships in adulthood. For example, these results 

suggest that perceptions and behaviors of both person and 

partner may affect relationship quality. The interactional 

nature of attachment relationships has not been adequately 

dealt with in past research. However, attachment theory is 

grounded in the notion that attachment dynamics arise from 

and are perpetuated by dyadic interactions. Since this 

research used only the reports of one partner, future 

studies would benefit from examining attachment dynamics in 

both partners. These findings also highlight the importance 

of examining romantic relationship quality at the behavioral 

level. Since no other studies have investigated attachment-

related behaviors or have used a comparable sample, future 

research would benefit from a replication of this study with 

different samples. 

Three final points deserve mention. First, it seems 

that this area of research would benefit from an examination 

of perceptions and behaviors which are not predicted by 

theory, in order to provide lend further validity to the 

results of this body of research. Second, since differences 
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between perceptions and behaviors of self and spouse were 

more dramatic than any differences associated with 

attachment style, self and spouse differences should be 

considered as a part of future studies. Finally, since the 

positive nature of the overall responses in this study may 

be due to social desirability, a measure which specifically 

taps this should be included in future studies. 
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INFORMED CONSENT 

This study is investigating how different interpersonal 

styles affect the nature of marital relationships. If you 

choose to participate in this study, your answers will be 

kept confidential. There are no right or wrong answers to 

any of the questions in the survey. I am interested in how 

a group as a whole responds, not your individual scores. 

Please do not put your name on any of the questionnaires. 

The questionnaires each contain instructions which are self-

explanatory. Please answer as rapidly and honestly as you 

can. If you and your spouse are both completing the 

questionnaires, please do not discuss your answers with each 

other, as this will affect the results of the study. I am 

interested in how each of you will respond, independently of 

the other. 

If you choose to do so, you may withdraw from the study at 

any time. There will be no risks or discomforts involved in 

the study, and it is hoped that the results will aid 

therapists and researchers in their understanding and 

treatment of marital distress. 
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To receive a summary of the results of this study, send your 

request with a self-addressed stamped envelope to Kay Creath 

at the Psychology Department of the University of North 

Texas. 

If you are willing to participate please sign below. Now 

detach this page from the questionnaires and put it in the 

small envelope provided. After you have completed all the 

questionnaires, seal them in the large envelope and mail 

both envelopes separately at your earliest convenience. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 

Kay Creath, M.S. 

Psychology Department 

University of North Texas 

(817) 565-2671 

Name (print) 

Signature 

Date 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject Today's Date 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the number that best describes 
you on the multiple choice items below. Fill in your age in 
the space provided. Make sure to answer every item. 

(7) 1. 

3. 

4. 

Sex 
1. Male 
2. Female 

(8-9)2. Age 

Race 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian 
Other 

Formal Education 
1. Less than high 

school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or 

tech school 
4. Bachelor's 

degree 
5. Graduate degree 

Religious Affiliation 
1. Catholic 
2. Jewish 
3. Protestant 
4. Agnostic 
5. Atheist 
6. Other 

Current Work Situation 
1. Not working 
2. Working at home 

taking care of 
children 

3. Working outside 
the home 10-24 
hours a week 

4. Working outside 
the home more 
than 24 hrs/wk 

10, 

11. 

Combined income last 
year 
1. under 10,000 
2. 10,000 - 20,000 
3. 20,000 - 35,000 
4. 35,000 - 50,000 
5. over 50,000 

How long married to 
present spouse 
1. 1 - 5 years 
2. 5 - 1 0 years 
3. over 10 years 

Number of prior 
marriages that ended 
in divorce 
1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. more than three 
5. not applicable 

Number of spouse's 
prior marriages that 
ended in divorce 
1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. more than three 
5. not applicable 

Number of children, 
biologically, by 
adoption, or step-
children 
1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. more than three 
5. not applicable 
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(19) 12. Number of spouse's 
children, 
biologically, by 
adoption, or step-
children 
1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. more than three 
5. not applicable 

13. Number of children now 
living with you 
1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. more than three 
5. not applicable 



110 

This questionnaire is concerned with your experiences in ALL 
EMOTIONALLY CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS. Take a moment to think 
about these experiences and answer the following questions 
with them in mind. 

(21) 1) Read each of the three self-descriptions below (1, 
2, and 3) and then place a checkmark next to the single 
alternative that best describes your experiences in ALL 
EMOTIONALLY CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS. (NOTE: The terms 
"close" and "intimate" refer to psychological or 
emotional closeness, not necessarily to sexual 
intimacy.) 

A. I am somewhat uncomfortable being close 
to others; I find it difficult to trust 
them completely, difficult to allow 
myself to depend on them. I am nervous 
when anyone gets too close, and often, 
others want me to be more intimate than 
I feel comfortable being. 

B. I find that others are reluctant to get 
as close as I would really like. I 
often worry that others don't really 
care about me, or won't want to stay 
close to me. I want to get very close 
to some people, but this sometimes 
scares them away. 

C. I find it relatively easy to get close 
to others and am comfortable depending 
on them. I don't often worry about 
being abandoned or about someone getting 
too close to me. 

2) Now please rate each of the relationship styles 
above according to the extent to which you think each 
description corresponds to your general relationship 
style. 

Not at all Somewhat Very much 
like me like me like me 

(22) Style A. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(23) Style B. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(24) style C . l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

INTREX form B. Copyright, 1983, Lorna Smith Benjamin 

Please indicate how well each question describes YOU in 
your relationship with your spouse. Please indicate your 
answer by circling the number based on the scale below. A 
rating of less than 50 indicates "false"; a rating of 50 or 
more indicates "true". 

NEVER 
NOT AT ALL 

ALWAYS 
PERFECTLY 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10. 

11. 

(29-30)12. 

With much kindness and good sense, I figure out 
and explain things to him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 have a clear sense of who I am separately from 
him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 make him/her follow my rules and ideas of what 
is right and proper 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 put him/her down, tell him/her his ways are 
wrong and my ways are better 

50 60 70 80 90 100 
comfortably take advice and 

0 10 20 30 40 
1 learn from him/her, 
guidance from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 give up, helplessly do things his/her way 
without feelings or views of my own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 angrily leave him/her out; I completely refuse 
to have anything to do with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
1 warmly, comfortably accept his/her help and 
caregiving 

50 60 70 80 90 100 
do the opposite of what 

70 80 90 
and clear with 

0 10 20 30 40 
To do my own thing, I 
he/she wants 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 
1 am straightforward, truthful 
him/her about my position 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
1 am joyful, happy and very open with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
1 murder, kill, destroy and leave him/her as a 
useless heap 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 

100 

100 

100 

100 
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NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(31-32)13. I react to what he/she says or does in strange, 
unconnected, unrelated ways 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

14. I joyfully, lovingly, very happily respond to 
him/her sexually 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

15. I warmly, cheerfully invite him/her to be in touch 
with me as often as he/she wants 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

16. I warmly, happily stay around and keep in touch 
with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

17. I freely come and go; do my own thing separately 
from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

18. With gentle, loving tenderness, I connect sexually 
if he/she seems to want it 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

19. I get him/her interested and teach him/her how to 
understand and do things 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

20. I accuse and blame him/her. I try to get him /her 
to believe and say he/she is wrong 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

21. Full of happy smiles, I lovingly greet him/her 
just as he/she is 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

22. I trustingly depend on him/her to meet every need 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

23. I harshly punish and torture him/her, take revenge 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

24. I clearly understand him/her and like him/her even 
when we disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

25. I am trusting with him/her. Comfortably count on 
him/her to come through when needed 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

26. I willingly accept, go along with his/her 
reasonable suggestions, ideas 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

27. In pain and rage, I scream and shout that he/she 
is destroying me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(61-62)28. I gently, lovingly stroke and soothe him/her 
without asking for anything in return 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)29. I butt in and take over, block and restrict 
him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

30. Full of doubts and tension, I sort of go along 
with his/her views anyway 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

31. I mindlessly obey his/her rules, standards, ideas 
about how things should be done 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

32. I rip him/her off, tear, steal, grab all I can 
from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

33. I check with him/her about every little thing 
because I care so much about what he/she thinks 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

34. I am very tense, shaky, wary, fearful with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

35. I mislead him/her, disguise things, try to throw 
him/her off track 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

36. I bitterly, hatefully, resentfully choose to let 
his/her needs and wants count more than my own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

37. I provide for, nurture, take care of him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

38. I let him/her speak freely and hear him/her even 
if we disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

39. I just don't notice or pay attention to him/her at 
all 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

40. Without concern, I let him/her do and be anything 
at all 
0 10 20 30 4p 50 60 70 80 90 100 

41. I furiously, angrily, hatefully refuse to accept 
his/her offers to help out 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(33-34)42. Boiling over with rage and/or fear, I try to 
escape, flee, or hide from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(35-36)43. Believing it's really for his/her own good, I 
check often on him/her and remind him/her of what 
should be done 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

44. I leave him/her free to do and be whatever he/she 
thinks is best 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

45. I forget all about him/her, our agreements, plans 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

46. I cave in to him/her and do things his/her way, 
but sulk and fume about it 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

47. I give in to him/her, yield and submit to him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

48. Looking very mean, I follow him/her and try to 
hurt him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

49. I control him/her in a matter-of-fact way. I have 
the habit of taking charge of everything 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

50. Believing he/she does things well, I leave him/her 
to do them in his/her own way 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

51. I express myself clearly in a warm and friendly 
way 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

52. I feel, think, do, become what I think he/she 
wants 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

53. I angrily leave him/her to go without what he/she 
needs very much even when I easily could give it 
to him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

54. I really hear him/her, acknowledge his/her views 
even if we disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

55. I bitterly, angrily detach from him/her and don't 
ask for anything. I weep alone about him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

56. I pay close attention to him/her so I can figure 
out all his/her needs and take care of everything 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(63-64)57. I whine, unhappily protest, try to defend myself 
from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)58. I speak up, clearly and firmly state my own 
separate position 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

59. I am too busy and alone with "my thing" to be with 
him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

60. I like him/her and think he/she is fine just as 
he/she is 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

61. I wall myself off from him/her; don't hear, don't 
react 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

62. I relax, let go, enjoy, feel wonderful about being 
with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

63. Believing I really know what's best for him/her, I 
tell him/her exactly what to do, be, think 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

64. To avoid his/her disapproval, I bottle up my rage 
and resentment 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

65. I ignore facts and offer him/her unbelievable 
nonsense and craziness 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

66. I go my own separate way apart from him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

67. I lovingly look after his/her interests and take 
steps to protect him/her. I actively back him/her 
up 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

68. I freely and openly talk with him/her about my 
innermost self 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

69. I am very happy, playful, joyful, delighted to be 
with him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

70. Just when I am needed most, I abandon him/her, 
leave him/her alone with trouble 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

71. I neglect him/her, his/her interests, needs 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(35-36)72. I peacefully leave him/her wholly on his/her own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

For questions 73 through 144, change from rating 
yourself to rating your SPOUSE. Continue using the same 
scale as shown above. 

NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)73. With much kindness and good sense he/she figures 
out and explains things to me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

74. Has a clear sense of who he/she is separately from 
me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

75. Makes me follow his/her rules and ideas of what is 
right and proper 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

76. Puts me down, tells me my ways are wrong and 
his/her ways are better 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

77. Learns from me, comfortably takes advice and 
guidance from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

78. Gives up, helplessly does things my way without 
feelings or views of his/her own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

79. Angrily leaves me out. Completely refuses to have 
anything to do with me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

80. Warmly, comfortably accepts my help and caregiving 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

81. To do his/her own thing, he/she does the opposite 
of what I want 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

82. Is straightforward, truthful and clear with me 
about his/her own position 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

83. Is joyful, happy and very open with me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

84. Murders, kills, destroys and leaves me as a 
useless heap 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(31-32)85. Reacts to what I say or do in strange, 
unconnected, unrelated ways 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(33-34)86. Joyfully, lovingly, very happily responds to me 
sexually 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

87. Warmly, cheerfully invites me to be in touch with 
him/her as often as I want 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

88. Freely comes and goes; does his/her own thing 
separately from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

89. Gets me interested and teaches me how to 
understand and do things 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

90. Accuses and blames me. He/she tries to get me to 
believe and say I am wrong 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

91. Full of happy smiles, he/she lovingly greets me 
just as I am 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

92. Trustingly depends on me to meet every need 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

93. Harshly punishes and tortures me, takes revenge 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

94. Clearly understands me and likes me even when we 
disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

95. Is trusting with me. Comfortably counts on me to 
come through when needed 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

96. Willingly accepts, goes along with my reasonable 
suggestions, ideas 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

97. In pain and rage, he/she screams and shouts that I 
am destroying him/her 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

98. Gently, lovingly strokes and soothes me without 
asking for anything in return 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

99. Butts in and takes over, blocks and restricts me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

100. Full of doubts and tension, he/she sort of goes 
along with my views anyway 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(63-64)101. Mindlessly obeys my rules, standards, ideas about 
how things should be done 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

NEVER ALWAYS 
NOT AT ALL PERFECTLY 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)102. Rips me off, tears, steals, grabs all he/she can 
from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

103. Checks with me about every little thing because 
he/she cares so much about what I think 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

104. Is very tense, shaky, wary, fearful with me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

105. Misleads me, disguises things, tries to throw me 
off track 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

106. Bitterly, hatefully, resentfully chooses to let my 
needs and wants count more than his/her own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

107. Provides for, nurtures, takes care of me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

108. Lets me speak freely and hears me even if we 
disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

109. Just doesn't notice or pay attention to me at all 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

110. Without concern, he/she lets me do and be anything 
at all 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

111. Furiously, angrily, hatefully refuses to accept my 
offers to help out 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

112. Boiling over with rage and/or fear, he/she tries 
to escape, flee, or hide from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

113. Believing it's really for my own good, he/she 
checks often on me and reminds me of what ought to 
be done 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

114. Leaves me free to do and be whatever I think is 
best 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

115. Forgets all about me, our agreements, plans 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(29-30)116. Caves in to me and does things my way, but sulks 
and fumes about it 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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NEVER 
NOT AT ALL 

ALWAYS 
PERFECTLY 

0 10 

( 3 1 - 3 2 ) 1 1 7 . 

118. 

1 1 9 . 

120. 

121. 

122. 

1 2 3 . 

1 2 4 . 

1 2 5 . 

126. 

1 2 7 . 

128. 

1 2 9 . 

1 3 0 . 
1 3 1 . 

( 6 1 - 6 2 ) 1 3 2 . 

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Gives in to me, yields and submits to me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Looking very mean, he/she follows me and tries to 
hurt me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Controls me in a matter-of-fact way. He/she has 
the habit of taking charge of everything 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Believing I do things, well, he/she leaves me to 
do them my own way 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Expresses himself/herself clearly in a warm and 
friendly way 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Feels, thinks, does, becomes what he/she thinks I 
want 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Angrily leaves me to go without what I need very 
much even when he/she easily could give it to me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Really hears me, acknowledges my views even if we 
disagree 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
Bitterly, angrily detaches from me and doesn't ask 
for anything. He/she weeps alone about me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Pays close attention to me so he/she can figure 
out all of my needs and take care of everything 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Whines, unhappily protests, tries to defend 
himself/herself from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Speaks up, clearly and firmly states his/her own 
separate position 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Is too busy and alone with his/her "own thing" to 
be with me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 
Likes me and thinks I'm fine just as I am 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 
Walls himself/herself off from me; doesn't hear, 
doesn't react 

40 50 60 70 80 

100 

90 100 

90 100 

0 10 20 30 
Relaxes, lets go, 
being with me 
0 10 20 30 

90 100 
enjoys, feels wonderful about 

40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

NEVER 
NOT AT ALL 

ALWAYS 
PERFECTLY 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

(7-8)133. Believing he/she really knows what's best for me, 
he/she tells me exactly what to do, be, think 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

134. To avoid disapproval, he/she bottles up his/her 
rage and resentment 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

135. Ignores the facts and offers me unbelievable 
nonsense and craziness 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

136. Goes his/her own separate way apart from me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

137. Lovingly looks after my interests and takes steps 
to protect me. He/she actively backs me up 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

138. Freely and openly talks with me about his/her 
innermost self 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

139. Is very happy, playful, joyful, delighted to be 
with me 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

140. Just when he/she is needed most, 
me, leaves me alone with trouble 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

141. Neglects me, my interests, needs 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

(25-26)142. Peacefully leaves me wholly on my own 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

70 80 90 100 
he/she abandons 

70 

70 

80 

80 

90 100 

90 100 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

These questions concern the behaviors of you and your spouse 
over a one week period of time. Please estimate the number 
of times you and your spouse engage in the following 
behaviors during a typical week, and place this number in 
the blank space provided. If a behavior did not occur, 
place a zero in the blank space. Please try to be as 
accurate as you can. 

MY BEHAVIORS 

(7-8) 1. I comforted my spouse when he/she was upset 

2. I did not pay attention when my spouse was 

talking about something 

3. I made lunch for my spouse 

4. When I went to the store, I asked my spouse 

if he/she needed anything 

5. I caressed my spouse 

6. I actively supported an independent activity 

of my spouse's 

7. I listened to my spouse's problems 

8. I refused to talk about a problem that my 

spouse and I share 

9. I ran an errand for my spouse 

10. We engaged in sexual intercourse 

11. I petted and initiated other sex play with my 

spouse 

12. I scheduled an activity without my spouse 

13. I stayed home to watch the children or work 
while my spouse left to do something he/she 
enjoys 

14. I initiated sexual advances 

15. I bought an item especially for my spouse 

(37-38) 16. I kissed my spouse passionately 



122 

(39-40) 17. I was careful not to awaken my spouse when 
he/she wanted to be sleeping 

18. I talked to my spouse when he/she asked me 
for some attention 

19. I refused to let my spouse have free time for 

a hobby or interest when he/she asked for it 

20. I rejected my spouse's sexual advances 

21. I complied in a friendly manner to a request 

22. I tried to cheer my spouse up 

23. I refused to listen to my spouse's feelings 

24. I comforted my spouse when he/she was upset 

25. I warmed my spouse's feet 
26. I engaged in sexual behaviors that I know my 

spouse especially likes 

27. I acted like I did not respect my spouse's 

opinion 

28. I made breakfast for my spouse 

29. I complained when my spouse said he/she 

wanted to spend time away from me 

30. I hugged my spouse passionately 

31. I called my spouse just to see how he/she was 

32. I read the newspaper or watched tv when my 
spouse talked to me 

33. I said that I wanted to spend a period of 

time by myself 

34. I was sexually responsive to my spouse 

35. I asked my spouse about his/her feelings 

36. I gave my spouse a massage, rubbed lotion on 
his/her back, etc 

(79-80) 37. I lectured rather than listened to my spouse 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

(7-8) 38. I ignored my spouse when my spouse asked me 
for some attention 

39. I called my spouse just to complain about 

something he/she did 

40. I prepared a favorite food for my spouse 

41. I did not give my spouse the attention he/she 
asked for 

42. I let my spouse know that I enjoyed sexual 

intercourse with him/her 

43. I brought my spouse a cup of coffee, tea, etc 

44. I responded favorably to my spouse's desire 
for a time out without me 

45. I insisted in sexual practices that my spouse 
dislikes 

46. I did one of my spouse's chores as a favor to 
my spouse 

47. I showed particular interest in what my 

spouse said by asking relevant questions 

48. I showed my spouse I was glad to see him/her 

(29-30) 49. I prepared a snack for my spouse 
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(1-2) Record 

(3-6) Subject 

MY SPOUSE'S BEHAVIORS 

(7-8) 1. My spouse comforted me when I upset 

2. My spouse did not pay attention when I was 

talking about something 

3. My spouse made lunch for me 

4. When my spouse went to the store, he/she 

asked me if I needed anything 

5. My spouse caressed me 

6. My spouse actively supported an independent 

activity of mine 

7. My spouse listened to my problems 

8. My spouse refused to talk about a problem 

that he/she and I share 

9. My spouse ran an errand for me 

10. We engaged in sexual intercourse 

11. My spouse petted and initiated other sex play 

with me 

12. My spouse scheduled an activity without me 

13. My spouse stayed home to watch the children 

or work while I left to do something I enjoy 

14. My spouse initiated sexual advances 

15. My spouse bought an item especially for me 

16. My spouse kissed me passionately 

17. My spouse was careful not to awaken me when I 
wanted to be sleeping 

18. My spouse talked to me when I asked for some 
attention 

(43-44) 19. My spouse refused to let me have free time 
for a hobby or interest when I asked for it 
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(45-46) 20. My spouse rejected my sexual advances 

21. My spouse complied in a friendly manner to a 

request 

22. My spouse tried to cheer me up 

23. My spouse refused to listen to my feelings 

24. My spouse comforted me when I was upset 

25. My spouse warmed my feet 

26. My spouse engaged in sexual behaviors that 
he/she knows I especially like 

27. My spouse acted like he/she did not respect 
my opinion 

28. My spouse made breakfast for me 

29. My spouse complained when I said I wanted to 

spend time away from him/her 

30. My spouse hugged me passionately 

31. My spouse called me just to see how I was 

32. My spouse read the newspaper or watched tv 
when I talked to him/her 

33. My spouse said that he/she wanted to spend a 

period of time alone 

34. My spouse was sexually responsive to me 

35. My spouse asked about my feelings 

36. My spouse gave me a massage, rubbed lotion on 
my back, etc 

(79-80) 37. My spouse lectured rather than listened to me 
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(1-2) Record 
(3-6) Subject 

(7-8) 38. My spouse ignored me when I asked for some 
attention 

39. My spouse called me just to complain about 

something I did 

40. My spouse prepared a favorite food for me 

41. My spouse did not give me the attention I 
asked for 

42. My spouse let me know that he/she enjoyed 
sexual intercourse with me 

43. My spouse brought me a cup of coffee, tea, 
etc 

44. My spouse responded favorably to my desire 
for a time out without him/her 

45. My spouse insisted on sexual practices that I 
dislike 

46. My spouse did one of my chores as a favor to 
me 

47. My spouse showed particular interest in what 

I said by asking relevant questions 

48. My spouse showed me he/she was glad to see me 

(29-30) 49. My spouse prepared a snack for me 
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SOC-REVISION 

These items are to measure dimensions of attachment 
behaviors in married couples (availability/responsiveness, 
caregiving, sexuality, and independent exploration). 
Please rate each item as to the extent you believe it is 
measuring the particular dimension. Also, please mark items 
which were either 1) confusing to you or 2) which might be 
confusing to others. At the bottom of the questionnaire is 
space for your comments regarding the items in general, 
and/or the particular items you have marked. 

SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
does not measure measures 

at all very well 

AVAILABILITY/ RESPONSIVENESS—Availability is the extent to 
which the spouse is perceived as being reliably accessible. 
Responsiveness refers to the extent to which the spouse is 
perceived as responding appropriately and favorably to the 
other's needs. 

*1. I acted patient when my spouse was cross 
1 2... .3 4 5 6... .7 

2. I listened sympathetically to my spouse's problems 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*3. I skillfully calmed my spouse down when he/she was 
being unreasonable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I talked to my spouse when he/she asked me for some 
attention 
1. . . .2 3 4 5. . . .6 7 

5. I tried to cheer my spouse up 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I comforted my spouse when he/she was upset 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I ignored my spouse when my spouse asked me for some 
attention 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I did not give my spouse the attention he/she asked for 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I refused to listen to my spouse's feelings 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*10. I greeted my spouse affectionately when he/she came 
home 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*11. I touched my spouse affectionately (non-sexual) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*12. I talked affectionately to my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I showed my spouse I was glad to see him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. I complied in a friendly manner to a request 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*15. I smiled at my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*16. I answered my spouse's questions with respect 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. I lectured rather than listened to my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. I acted like I did not respect my spouses opinion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. I did not pay attention when my spouse was talking 
about something 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. I called my spouse just to complain about something 
he/she did 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*21. I did not come to a meal when asked 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*22. I insisted we go somewhere my spouse did not want to go 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. I showed particular interest in what my spouse said by 
agreeing or asking relevant questions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. I refused to talk about a problem that my spouse and I 
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share 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*25. I said I didn't want to talk about my own problem with 
my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*26. I said I loved my spouse 
1... .2 3 4 5... .6 7 

27. I comforted my spouse when he/she was upset 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. I read the newspaper or watched tv when my spouse 
talked to me. 
1... .2... .3 4....5....6....7 

CAREGIVING—The extent to which each spouse engages in 
nurturing behaviors toward their partner (not related to 
stress) 

29. I ran an errand for my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. I gave my spouse a massage, rubbed lotion on their 
back, etc 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. I warmed my spouse's feet 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*32. I asked my spouse how his/her day was 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*33. I asked my spouse if he/she slept well 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*34. I told my spouse I loved him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*35. I complimented my spouse on his/her appearance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*36. I wished my spouse a good day 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. I was careful not to awaken my spouse when they wanted 
to be sleeping 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. I made lunch for my spouse 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. I prepared a favorite food for my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

40. I made breakfast for my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. I brought my spouse a cup of coffee, tea, etc 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. I prepared a snack for my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6. . .7 

43. I bought an item especially for my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. I did one of my spouse's chores as a favor to my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

45. When I went to the store, I asked my spouse if he/she 
needed anything 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

46. I called my spouse just to see how he/she was. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

47. I asked my spouse about his/her feelings 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

SEXUALITY The extent to which partners engage in sex 
related or sexual behaviors. 

48. We engaged in sexual intercourse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. I petted and initiated other sex play with my spouse 
1 2....3 4 5 6 7 

50. I hugged my spouse passionately 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

51. I kissed my spouse passionately 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

52. I was sexually responsive to my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

53. I caressed my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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54. I engaged in sexual behaviors that I know my spouse 
especially likes 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

55. I let my spouse know that I enjoyed sexual intercourse 
with him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. I initiated sexual advances 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*57. I told my spouse I was frustrated at the end of the 
sexual session 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*58. I complained to my spouse about his/her sexual 
behaviors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

59. I rejected my spouses sexual advances 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

60. I insisted in sexual practices that my spouse dislikes 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

INDEPENDENT EXPLORATION—the extent to which each partner 
engages in, and/or is supportive of, activities which do not 
include the other. 

61. I scheduled an activity without my spouse 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

62. I said that I wanted to spend a period of time by 
myself 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

63. I responded favorably to my spouse's desire for a time 
out without me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

64. I actively supported an independent activity of my 
spouse's 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

65. I complained when my spouse said he/she wanted to spend 
time away from me 
1 2. . . .3. . . .4 5 6 7 

66. I refused to let my spouse have free time for a hobby 
or interest when he/she asked for it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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67. I stayed home to watch the children or work while my 
spouse left to do something he/she enjoys 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

*68. I excluded my spouse from an activity they would have 
liked to participate in 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

COMMENTS 
* These items were not used in the final instrument 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations of SASB Scores 

SASB Surface A (I Act) 

SASB M SD 

Cluster Scores 
Freeing & Forgetting 47.9 14.6 
Affirming & Understanding 74.9 17.6 
Loving & Approaching 71.9 19.7 
Nurturing & Protecting 64.1 17.3 
Watching & Controlling 24.4 16.5 
Belittling & Blaming 15.6 14.3 
Attacking & Rejecting 6.8 10.9 
Ignoring & Neglecting 8.7 12.2 

Pattern Coefficients 
Attack -.9 .3 
Control .4 .4 

Weighted Scores 
Affiliation 134.2 54.0 
Autonomy 27.5 34.5 

Note. SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior. 
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations of SASB Scores 

SASB Surface C (He/She Acts) 

SASB M SD 

Cluster Scores 
Freeing and Forgetting 
Affirming & Understanding 
Loving & Approaching 
Nurturing & Protecting 
Watching & Controlling 
Belittling & Blaming 
Attacking & Rejecting 
Ignoring & Neglecting 

Pattern Coefficients 
Attack 
Control 

Weighted Scores 
Affiliation 
Autonomy 

15.2 
69.3 
58.0 
72.6 
28.3 
13.9 
19.4 
32.6 

-.7 
.5 

93.8 
-14.6 

12.3 
21.2 
18.2 
18, 

11, 

17, 
9, 
9, 

.4 

.2 

51.5 
24.8 

Note. SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior. 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the SOC-R Categories 

Category No. of Items M SD 

Self 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

Spouse 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

10 
8 
13 
9 
2 
5 
2 

10 
8 
13 
9 
2 
5 
2 

29.5 
4.7 

20.5 
27.6 
0.2 
7.4 
0.3 

24.4 
3.6 

17.0 
23.4 
0.4 
5.7 
0.3 

16.9 
5.1 
11.6 
24.9 
0.5 
4.4 
1.0 

15.8 
4.7 
11.7 
22.5 
1.0 
3.7 
1.0 

Note. SOC-R = Spouse Observation Checklist - Revised; 

AR-POS = Availability/Responsiveness; AR-NEG = 

Availability/Responsiveness-Negative; CR-POS = Caretaking-

Positive; SX-POS = Sex-Positive; SX-NEG = Sex-Negative; IN-

POS = Independent Exploration-Positive; IN-NEG = Independent 

Exploration-Negative. 
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Table 5 

Correlations of SASB Cluster Scores and SOC-R Categories 

SASB Surface A (I Act) 

Cluster Scores 

SOC-R 
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Self 
AR-POS -.19* .05 .02 .02 .05 .02 -.10 -.11 
AR-NEG -.05 -.05 -.03 -.12 -.04 -.05 -.05 -.11 
CR-POS -.11 .04 .02 .02 .01 .07 -.06 -.07 
SX-POS -.10 .01 .04 .02 .05 .04 . 00 -.03 
SX-NEG .12 .05 -.09 -.06 -.09 -.06 -.05 .02 
IN-POS -.13 -.10 -.11 -.14 .04 . 14 .02 .03 
IN-NEG .01 .00 -.05 -.03 .07 .07 -.02 .03 

Spouse 
AR-POS -.15 .06 .02 .00 .00 .01 -.10 -.10 
AR-NEG -.02 -.01 -.14 -.05 .00 -.03 -.03 .01 
CR-POS .03 .08 .03 .03 -.00 -.04 -.04 -.06 
SX-POS -.05 .06 .07 .06 .05 .01 -.05 -.07 
SX-NEG -.06 -.03 -.01 .02 .01 .01 -.01 .05 
IN-POS -.11 -.06 -.04 -.02 -.02 .07 -.02 -.03 
IN-NEG -.16 -.07 .02 .11 .25* .06 .05 .03 

Note. SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior; 1 = 
Freeing & Forgetting; 2 = Affirming & Understanding; 3 = 
Loving & Approaching; 4 = Nurturing & Protecting; 5 = 
Watching & Controlling; 5 = Belittling & Blaming; 6 = 
Attacking & Rejecting; 6 = Ignoring & Neglecting; SOC-R = 
Spouse Observation Checklist - Revised; AR-POS = 
Availability/Responsiveness; AR-NEG = Availability/ 
Responsiveness-Negative; CR-POS = Caretaking-Positive; SX-
POS = Sex-Positive; SX-NEG = Sex-Negative; IN-POS = 
Independent Exploration-Positive; IN-NEG = Independent 
Exploration-Negative 
*p>.05 
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Table 6 

Correlations of SASB Cluster Scores and SOC-R Categories 

SASB Surface C (He/She Acts) 

Cluster Scores 

SOC-R 
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Self 
AR-POS -.04 .03 .10 .01 -.01 -.14* -.10 -.01 
AR-NEG -.07 -.06 -.08 -.06 -.05 -.01 -.07 -.01 
CR-POS .03 .01 .07 -.00 .03 -.10 -.05 .01 
SX-POS -.06 .05 .09 .03 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.01 
SX-NEG -.09 -.04 -.05 . 01 . 10 .04 .16 -.02 
IN-POS .18 -.08 -.05 -.05 . 15 . 12 .04 .01 
IN-NEG .00 -.05 -.06 -.06 .06 .05 -.07 .01 

Spouse 
AR-POS -.02 .03 .07 -.00 .02 -.07 -.04 -.03 
AR-NEG -.01 -.01 -.01 .01 -.06 -.08 -.13 .03 
CR-POS .04 .04 .07 .05 .06 -.02 .04 .03 
SX-POS -.03 .06 .12 .05 .03 -.04 .04 .03 
SX-NEG -.02 -.01 .00 .00 .04 -.04 -.09 .05 
IN-POS . 07 -.05 .01 -.01 . 04 .02 .03 .02 
IN-NEG . 12 .02 .04 -.01 -.05 -.09 -.02 -.06 

Note; SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior; 1 = 
Freeing & Forgetting; 2 = Affirming & Understanding; 3 = 
Loving & Approaching; 4 = Nurturing & Protecting; 5 = 
Watching & Controlling; 5 = Belittling & Blaming; 6 = 
Attacking & Rejecting; 6 = Ignoring & Neglecting; SOC-R = 
Spouse Observation Checklist - Revised; AR-POS = 
Availability/Responsiveness; AR-NEG = Availability/ 
Responsiveness-Negative; CR-POS = Caretaking-Positive; SX-
POS = Sex-Positive; SX-NEG = Sex-Negative; IN-POS = 
Independent Exploration-Positive; IN-NEG = Independent 
Exploration-Negative 
*p>.05 
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Table 7 

Correlations of SASB Pattern Coefficients and SOC-R 

Categories 

SOC-R Categories 

Surface A (I Act) 

Pattern Coefficients 

Attack Control 

Self 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

Spouse 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

.21* 

.29* 

.25* 

.23* 

.19 

.12 

.04 

.19* 

.35* 
•.12 
.19* 
.06 
.14 
.13 

.25* 
-.06 
.13* 
.29* 
-.17* 
-.16* 
.02 

.24* 
•.13 
.17* 
.18* 
.05 
•.01 
.07 

Note. SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior; SOC-R 
= Spouse Observation Checklist - Revised; AR-POS = 
Availability/ Responsiveness Positive; AR-NEG = 
Availability/ Responsiveness-Negative; CR-POS = Caretaking-
Positive; SX-POS = Sex-Positive; SX-NEG = Sex-Negative; IN-
POS = Independent Exploration-Positive; IN-NEG = Independent 
Exploration-Negative 
*p>.05 
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Table 8 

Correlations of SASB Pattern Coefficients and SOC-R 

Categories 

SASB Surface C (He/she Acts) 

Pattern Coefficients 

SOC-R Categories Attack Control 

Self 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

Spouse 
AR-POS 
AR-NEG 
CR-POS 
SX-POS 
SX-NEG 
IN-POS 
IN-NEG 

-.17* 
.07 
-.17* 
•.29 
.01 
.19* 
-.01 

-.26* 
.53* 
•.28* 
-.21* 
.01 
.14 
.15* 

.04 

. 08 

.09 

.12 

.01 

. 02 

.09 

-.02 
.09 
•.02 
. 08 
.10 
••09 
. 10 

Note. SASB = Structural Analysis of Social Behavior; SOC-R 
= Spouse Observation Checklist - Revised; AR-POS = 
Availability/ Responsiveness Positive; AR-NEG = 
Availability/ Responsiveness-Negative; CR-POS = Caretaking-
Positive; SX-POS = Sex-Positive; SX-NEG = Sex-Negative; IN-
POS = Independent Exploration-Positive; IN-NEG = Independent 
Exploration-Negative 
*p>.05 
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Table 9 

SASB Pattern Coefficient Means bv Attachment Style 

SASB Secure 

Attachment Style 

Avoidant Anxious 

Surface A (I Acts) 
Attack -.91 b 
Control .45 b 

Surface C (He/she Acts) 
Attack -.76 b 
Control .53 

-.76 a 
.29 a 

-.53 a 
.54 

-.81 ab 
.55 b 

-.51 a 
.56 
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Table 10 

SOC-R Category Means bv Attachment Style 

Category 

Attachment Style 

F Value Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Self 
AR-POS 3.59* 31.7 b 24.4 a 28.5 ab 
AR-NEG 3.03 4.0 6.0 5.6 
CR-POS 6.19** 22.5 b 17.7 a 15.3 a 
SX-POS 5.35** 31.3 b 18.1 a 27.7 ab 
SX-NEG .77 .2 .3 .2 
IN-POS 3.58* 7.9 b 7.1 ab 5.3 a 
IN-NEG .49 .3 .2 .4 

Spouse 
AR-POS 26.8 20.6 19.7 
AR-NEG 9.34*** 2.7 a 4.2 a 7.0 b 
CR-POS 2.02 18.2 15.3 13.5 
SX-POS 3.65* 26.2 b 16.4 a 23.2 ab 
SX-NEG .70 .4 .3 . 6 
IN-POS 1.74 5.9 5.8 4.4 
IN-NEG .49 .3 .4 .4 

Note. SOC-R = Spouse Observations Checklist - Revised; 

AR-POS = Availability/Responsiveness-Positive; CR-POS = 

Caretaking-Positive; SX-POS = Sex-Positive; IN-POS = 

Independent Exploration-Positive; AR-NEG = Availability/ 

Responsiveness-Negative; SX-NEG = Availability/ 

Responsiveness-Negative; IN-NEG = Independent Exploration-

Negative. 

*P < .05; **p < .005; ***£ < .0001. Means with different 
subscripts differ significantly at p < .01. 
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Fieure 1. Prof iles 
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Figure 2. Profiles of SASB Cluster Scores by Surfaces 
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