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AbStra&t

* The influence of adult attachment.representations on two aspects of cognitive
processing - emotion encoding and memory - was examined. In Study 1, 154
students from introductory psychology courses completed self-report attachment
measures and then ratedYour types of faéial expressions (happy, sad, angry, and
fearful) for emotion intensity. Contrary to predictions, intehsity‘ratings did not differ
as a funétipn of attachment schemas (secure, preoccupied, fearful, and dismissing).
In Study 2, 106 students from introductory psycholog)’/ courses completed self-
| . report attachment measures and then imagined themselves in, and later recailed,
hypothetical events. Events varigd in attachment-relévancy and tapped five
themes: high anxiety, low anxédapproach, avoidance, and happiness. Only
some hypothesized associations between attachment schemas and memory were
supported. Consistent with preferentidl processing of schema-consistent
information, security was associated with increased recall, and fearfulness and
dismissiveness were associated with decreased recall of attachment-relevant happy
events. In addition, dismissiveness was associated with increased recall of
“attachment-relevant avoidant events. Discussion focusses on the strengths and
weaknesses of studying attéchment\ related individual differences in cognitive

functioning within a laboratory context. ~ *
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7 ‘1
The@lnfluencé‘\ of Attachment Representations on Emotion Encoding and Memory

,Bowlby (1973) conceptualized internal working models of attachment as .
cognitive representations that allow one to predict and interpret an attachment
figure's behaviour, as well as helping one to plan one's own behaviour. He argued
that people develop beliefs and expe’ctations/abbut themselves and others bp ttte
basis of their childhood exp'eriences with primary caregivers. Bowlt3y (t973)"1‘;i“
proposed that after childhood, these working models continue to guide h>ow people
operate in their relationships and how they construe their social worlds.

Consistent with these ideas, a growing body of research in adult attachment
has revealed differences in how people with different attachment representations
feel and behave in their close relationships (Shaver & Hazan, 1993). However, few
studies have focussed on attachment associated in'cﬁ:idual differenc'es in cognitive
functioning. Studying differences in cognitive responses among individuals with
different attachment schemas seems important given research in social cognition -
showing the effects of schemas on individuals' processing of information (Fiske &
Taylor, 1991). Thus, the primary purpose of this research was to exéimine the
influence of adults' attachment representations on two aépects of cognition:
encoding of affective information and memory over a shdn period of time. Study 1
focussed on how attachment representations infiuence the encoding of affective
information from facial expressions of emotion. Study 2 examined whether
individuals aré better able to recall hypothetical events which are consistent with
their attachment schemas.

Adult Attachment Theory and Research

Bowlby (1973) identified two key features of attachment representations: (a)
whether the self is perceived to be worthy of love and attention, and (b) whether
others are viewed as warm and responsive. Hazan and Shaver (1987) were the’

first to extend Bowlby's attachment theory to the study of adult love relationships.

a
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They developed a categorical self-report measure to differentiate between three
adult attachment classifications, paralleling three infant attachment patterns
identified by Ainsworth and her colleagues (Ainsworth, Blehar, Wa{ters, & Wall,
1978). Individuals with secure models hold representations charactériied by ease
of trusting and getting close to others. Ambivalent (or preoccupied) individuals have
representations characterized by a desire to merge with a partner, combined with a
fear 6f not being loved.. And lastly, avoidant individuals hold representations
charactérized by discomfort in trusti%\g and becoming too close.go'others. )

Expanding upon the work of Hazan and Shaver (1987), .Bartholomew (1990;
Bartholoméw & Horowitz, 1991) developed and validated a new framework for adult _
attachment with four prototypic attachment patterns;' This four-category model is
based on the, intgrsection of two underlying@dimensions: positivity of self-model (or
anxigety about love-worthiness) and positivity of other-model (or intimacy-
avoidance). See Figure 1. In addition to secure and preoccupied prototypes, this
framework incorporates two patterns of avoidance - fearful and dismissing. Fearful
individuals hold representations characterized by a desire for social contact that is
inhibited by fears of rejection, whereas dismissing i_ndi\;iduals hold representations

characterized by a defensive denial of the need or desire for intimate contact.

Attachment Reoresentatidns and Emotion

Attachment theory is fundamentally about emotional experiences, and as a
result, attachment representations are expected to be heavily affect-laden (Bowlby,
1973; Main, 1991; Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). This affect may be
automatically triggered whenever attachment schemas are activated (Fiske &
Pavelchack, 1986). Evidence for the notion that differences in attachment
representations are associated with variations in the regulation of emotions and
emotional experience in adults der;ives from several studies.. For example, in a

study of young adults, Kobak and Sceery (1988) reported that security was
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associated with the. ability to constructively modulate negative féelings in problem
solving and social contexts. -In addition, individuals with secure models 'we.re rated
by their peers as being less ainxiqus in comparison ?toindividualéjz with insecure
models, and as being less hostile thaﬁ those with dismissing models. Sirf\pson
(1990) found that secure attachment represeptations were associated with more

- positive emotions in dating relationships, whereas individuals with anxious and
avoidant attachment representations had relationships cﬁaracterized by more
frequent occurrences of negative emotion. In a study where participants recorded
their social interactions in a diary over a one week period {Tidwell, Reis, & Shaver,
1996), secure individuals reported more positive efnotions across various typeé of
social interactions than did preocgupied or gvoidant individuals. In addition,
avoidant people reported more negative emotions than did secure and preoccupied
people. |n a;nother study (Collins, 1996), participants séo?ing\high in anxiety about

"love-worthiness were hore likely to expérience distress and nérvousness in
response to hypothetical relétionshib events, wr;efeas those individuals‘ who rated.
~ themselves as comfortable with closenes:s‘anq? able to depend on others were less )
likely to-respond with strong ne'ga’tive emotioné. Recent research hds also
suggested that individuals with different attachment representations have
qualitativély different jealousy experiences (Sharpsteén & Kirkpatrick, 1997;
Radecki-Bush, Farrell, & Bush, 1993). |
Variations in the regulation and experience of emotion across attachment |

groups may result,;at least in p,art, because people with different attachment
representations create very different types of relationships for themselves. Results

’ 'consisten‘tly show that individuals differing in attachment schemas report different
~relationship éxperiences (see Shaver & Hazan, 1993 for a review). For example,

secure individuals geﬁerally characterize their relationships as satisfying and

intimate, whereas avoidant individuals report low levels of satisfaction and intimacy.
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“Preoccupied individuals tend to report high levels of qonflict. These differences in
self—repons' of relationship qualityrmay be explained by information processi.ngz
' biasesvwhich ,predispobe\people to see the world in ways wh_ich c’onfirm their
existing schemas (Swann & Read, 1981). However, partner reports of relationshi'p
quality have also confirmed tng_e above finnings (Shaver & Hazan, 1993), suggesting
N that relationship experience‘s'do vary as a function of attachment representationé.
It has also been suggested that individuals y;/ith different attachment |
representations may vary in their strategies for acknowledging emotional distress
~ (Collins & Réad, 1994). Thus, independent of relationship functioning, variations in
the regulation and experience of emotion may result because people with different
attachment schemas appraise and label their emotional experiences différently. For
'example, preoccupied individuals may have a tendency to réact nega}ively in, and
perhaps misinterpret, many situations because they are likely to focus on the
negative aspects of a situation. An interesting empirical question concerns the -
extent to which one or both of these explanations delineates attachment differences
in affective responses. One of the purboses of the present research was to

< examine the impact of attachment schemas on emotion appraisal.

Attachment Representations and Cognitive Processing

" In addition to directing emotional responses across situétions, Bowlby (1973)
and others (e.g., Main, 1991; Main et al., 1985)2\have suggested that attachment
representations function to guide cognitive responses, such as selective attention to
particular events. Collins and Read (1994) have recently génerated a framework for .
studying the'functions of attachment representations whereby attachment schemas
are predicted to have a direct impact on both the cognitive processing of social
information and on emotion appraisal. Collins and Read (1994) suggest that the
impact of attachment representations on behaviour across various situations is

largely mediated by individual>s’ cognitive interpretations of situations. In support of
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the idea that attachment schemas influence inference and explanation processes, - |
Collins (1996) found that preoéc'upied and avoidant individuals Weré more likely -
than secure individuals to attribute partner behaviours, as deséribed in hypothetical.
events, to something about themselves and theirﬂrelati‘onshiﬁ. Preoccupied and’
avoidant individuals “weyre also more likely than secure individuals to view the

“partner as having behaved intentionally and as having been nggative;y motivated.

In addition to influencing inference proces;es, it has been suggested that
attachment representat;ons may play a role in the storage and retrieval of memories /’
for new information, as well as previous relationship experiences (Collms & Read,
1994). One of the most robust findings in research on social cognition is that
existing knowledge structures shape what geth stored in mémory, and what is later
recalled or reconstructed (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Research suggests that strong,
well-established schemas bias mer-nory towards schema-relevant or schema-
consistent information (Higgins & Bargh', 1987). People not only preferentially
notice information for which they have relevant schemas, they also show greater.
ability to recall this information at a later .time. For example, Markus (1977) found
that individuals with self-schemas for dependency generated more memories for
specific events in which they acted in a dependent. manner than individuals witf$
self-schemas for independence. ‘
From an attachment perspective, these I‘indings imply that individuals with

- different attachment representations may rememb"er dif[erent kinds of information,
or may vary in the ease with which they access certain inforr;lation. For example,
individuals with inseéure representations who hayve negative self-esteem and who

‘ expect to be rejected by others may be particularly attuned to any interactions that

could be constrﬁed as rejecting, or indicating that théy are unworthy of others' love.

In contrast, individuals with secure representations who have a positive self-regard

may focus on interactions that could be construed as confirming this perception.
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Thus, one might expect individuals with fearful and preoccupied schemas to recall
more instances of rejection or to access any such instances stored in memory
faster than those with secure or dismissing schemas since such events are
consistent with or confirm their working models of self as unworthy of others' love.

To date, little research has examined the role attachment representations play
in individuals' recall of events. However, two recent studies assess the preferential
processing of new schema-consistent information within the aﬂachmeﬁt domain.
Using a sample of 3-year-olds, Belsky, ‘Spritz, & Crnic (1996) found that children
with secure aftachment histories recalled positive social events depicted in puppet-
shows more accurately than negative social events. In contrast, children wifh
insecure attachment histories recalled negative social events more accurately than
positive social events. Mikulincer (1995) had high school students rate whether a
number of positive and negative adjectives were self-descriptive. Participants were
then unexpectedly asked to recall as many adjectives as possible. He found that
preoccupied individuals recalied more self-referent negative adjectives than securé
or avoidant people %

Another recent study conducted by Mikulincer and Orbach (1995)
demonstrates that individuals with different attachment representations vary in the
speed with which they recall certain types of early childhood experiences.
Participants completed Hazan and Shaver's (1987) Attachment Scale énd then
were asked to recall early personal experiences associated with anger, anxiety,
sadness, andlhappiness. Although the th;ee attachment groups did not differ in the
number of seconds it took them to retrieve angry and happy experiences, avoidant
people took longer to retrieve anxious and sad experiences than did preoccupied
people Secure individuals fell in between these two groups.

Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) explain these dnfferences in accessubuhty to

memories in terms of how individuals differing in attachment representations defend
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« themselves against negative affect. Specifically, they suggest that individuals with
different attachment representations display different patterns of repreésive_
det‘ensivertess, an individual "differenee construct. This construct is defined by two
dimensions: (a) the tendency to avoid awareness of negative affects and impulses
(defensiveness), end (b) the level of manifested anxiety (Weinberger, 1990;
Weinberger. Schwartz, & Davidson, 1979). Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) found
that avoidant people showed the highest levels 6f defengiveness and moderate
levels of anxiety. In contrast, preoccupied people showed the lowest levels of
defensiveness and highest levels of anxiety. Secure individuals showed moderate
levels of defensiveness and the lowest levels of anxiety. Thus, Mikulineer and
Orbach (1995) argue that avoidant individuals have difficulty eccessing negative
memories because they employ a defensive strategy. On the other hand,
preoccupied individuals show very high accessibility to negative memories because
they have difficulty in regulating inner distress (i.e., they are unable or unwilling to
Fepress negative affect). Their tendency to ruminate on negative experiences
keeps their memories “close to the surface.” Like preoccupied individuals, securely
attached individuals are also able to access negative memories but they do so
without being overwhelmed by the negative affect associated with these memories.

Repressive defensiveness offers one explanation fo.r diﬁetences in memory
acceesibility across various attachment dimensions. However, another possible
explanation for these attachment differences in memory accessibility may lie in the
'degree to which these types of memories conflrm or are consistent with individuals'
attachment representations. For example preoccupled individuals' attachment
representations revolve around the premlse that they ar8 unworthy of other people's
love, engendenng feelings of anxiety and sadness\f In contrast, dismissing
avoidants' attachment representations do not contain such feelings because they do

not worry about how they measure up in the eyes of others. Thus, preoccupied
v '4



individuals may find it easier to access memories of sadness and anxiety than
dismissing avoidants because such men'wories~ are relevant to, or consistent with.
their attachment schemas. | \ ’

In addition to assessing the accessibility of their participants' memories,
Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) asked participants to rate the intensity of dominént_
and non-dominant emotions for each experience recalled. Their interest in
diﬁerentiating between dominant and non-dominant emotions is based on previous
work examining the effects of repressive coping style on recalt(Davis, 1987; Davis
& Schwartz, 1987; R. D. Hansen & Hansen, 1988).

Consistent with the theoretical assertion that repression operates to keep
painful, unpleasant experiences out of conscious awareness, researchers have
found that repressors (operationally defined by a pattern of low anxiety and high
defensiveness) take longer to retrieve and recall fewer negative emotional
experiences than non-repressors (Davis, 1987; Davis & Schwartz, 1987). Davis
and Schwartz (1987) postulated that repressors’ decreased ability to access
negative affective experiences may be related to the intensity with which these
experiences were oi'iginally encoded or to the emotional intensity of the memories
at time of retrieval. However, when participants rated recalled experiences for
emotion intensity (e.g., rated how sad they were when the sad experience took
place and how sad they were when they thought about the event right now),
repressors did not differ from non-repressors.

Based on findings that memories for events may evoke complex patterns of
several emotions (e.g., Schwartz & \;Veinberger, 1980), R. D. Hansen and Hansen
(1988) refined the intensity hypdthesis to propose that repressors may differ from
non-repressors in the pattern of emotion intensity. They argued that a limiting
feature of the Davis and Schwartz (1987) paradigm was that participants were only

asked to rate the intensity of a single, dominant emotion for each affective
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experience récalled (é.g., anger for an angry memory, fear for 2 fearful memory).
However, because repressors may engage in less elaborate processing of
emotional experiences (Davis, 1987), R. D. Hansen and Hansen (1988) suggested
that repressbrs may differ ffom non-repressors in the blends of non-dominant
emotions associated with recalled experiénces (e.g., sadness and anger for a |
fearful memory). To test their hypotheseé, R. D.'Hansen and ’Hansen (1988) had
participants think of past situations or events in which they felt one of four emotions:
angry, sad, fearful, or embarrassed. After recalling an experience, participants then
rated ten emotions in terms of how they had felt when this situation occurred.
Consisgent with their hypotheses ar)d the findings of Davis and Schwartz (1987), R.
D. Hansen aﬁd Hansen (1988) found no difference between repressors and non-
repressors in the intensity of dominant emotions evoked by negative memori‘es

(e.g., anger for an angry experience, sadness for a sad experience). However,
many non-dominant emotions appeared less intense for repressors than non- A
repressors (e.g.l, shame, embarrassment, and anger for a sad experience). C. H.
Hansen, Hansen, and Shantz (1992) introduced the term repressive discreténess to
describe the pattern of repressors’ intensity ratings in which only dominant

, emotions are rated as high in intensity.

In contrast to recent studies in repression, Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) found
attachment differences in emotion intensity for both dominant and non-daminant
emotions. Specifically, they found that both secure and preocéﬁpied peaple
reported more intense dominant emotions in the sadness, anxiety, and anger
episodes than did avoidant people. However, preoccupied individuals experienced
more intense non-dominant emotions than secure or avoidant people (e.g.,
depression, embarrassment, anger, and sadness in the anxiety-arousing episode).
This emotional contabion experienced by preoccupied individuals may be explained

by their hypervigilance to distressing situations and repetitive rumination on
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negative experiences (Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Mikulincer, Florian, & Tolmacz, 1990;
'Mikulincer, Florian, & Weller, 1993; Shaver & Hazan, 1993).

In sum, findings from Mikulincer and Orbach’s study (1995) suggest that
~ attachment differences exist in the recall of emotional memories, and perhaps also
" in the emotional architecture of these memories. However, as Mikulincer and
O_rbach (1995) indicate, their study does not smpply information about the source of
these differences. For,example, it could be that people with different attachment
‘schemas differ in the frequency with which they experience negative emotional
events. - It could also be the case that people with different attachment schemas
“differ in the way they encode and label their emotional experien\ées. Lastly,
individualx differences in attachment may relate to differences in the retrieval of
affective experiences.

A similar pattern of arguments can be made to explain differences in the recall
of affective experiences of repressor; and non-repressors. In ah attempt to
address one of these interpretations, C. H. Hansen et al. (1992) designed a study to
examine the repressive discreteness effect at the time stimuli are appraised and
encoded. Specifically, C. H. Hansen et al. (199?) had participants view facial
expressions of emotion (happy, sad, angry, aqd fearful) and rate each face for the
degree to which it expressed happiness, sadness, anger and fear. Consistent with
their rep.ressive discreteness hypothesis, they found that repressors judged the
dominant emations in these faces (e.g., sadness in a sad face, anger in an éngry
face) as no less intense than non-repressors. However, représsors rated the blend
of non-daminant emotions (e.g. fear in a sad face, anger in a sad face) as less
ir;tense than non-repressoré. C. H. Hansen et al. (1992) interpreted these findings

as evidence for the repressive discreteness effect in appraisal and encoding.

21
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Study 1

Study 1.was designed to exa{ming whether attachment representations are
related to the appraisal and encoding ofiemotional stimuli. This study was
conducted to attempt to explain previous ‘findings of variation in regulation and |
expression of emotions across aﬁachment groups. As suggested earlier, people
with different attachment schemas may manage their emotions differently because
| _they initially appraise and label emotional experiences in different ways. Thus, oné
purpose of this study was to examine attachment differences in appraisals of facial
expressions of emotion. Additionally, this study was designed to shed light on
whether the encoding interpretation is plauéible to explain préviously found
attachment differences in recall.

Attachment representations are thought to be ‘highly accessible constructs
that will be activated automatically whenever attachment-related issues are raised
(e.g., thinking about your degree of comfort when discussing problems with yodr
partner). Once activated, it is expected that attachment representations will have a
direct impact on the e;notional appraisal of social information (Collins & Read,
1994). Thus, participants first completed a series of questionnaires designed to get
them thinking about their interpersonal relations with close others. On these
measures, individuals reported on the problems they experienced in their'
relationships, their dependency on others, and attachment-related ways of thinking
and behaving in close personal relationships. One of the self-report measures of
attéchmenf was used to categorize individuals into attachment groups. In an
adaptation of C. H. Hansen et al.’s (1992) paradigm, participants were the‘n
exposed to faciél expressions dyisplaying four prirrlary emotions: happiness,
sadness, anger, and fear. For each facial expression, they rated the face for the

intensity of four emotions: happiness, sadness, anger, and fear.
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Given that ihe facial expressions used in this study have been previously
judged as depicting single primary emotions (Ekman & Friesen, 1975), it was
expected that ihtensity ratings would be higher for dominant than non-dominant -
emotions. However, consistent with Mikulincer and Orbach’s (1995) findings,
attachment differences.in intehsity ratings were predicted for both dominant and
non-dominant emotions. Specifically,' it was expected that individuals with
dismissing attachment representations would give lower int%nsity ratings for
dominant emotions (e.g., sadness for a sad facial expres‘sion, happihess for a
happy facial expression) than those individuals with secure, preoccupied, or fearful
representations given that the prototypical dismissing individual is believed to
defend against emotional experience (Bartholomew, 1990). Hence, one could
argue that dismissing individualg’ tendency to guard against emotional experience
- leads them to process or encode emotional information at a lower level of intensity.
For non-dominant emotions (e.g., anger for a sad facial expression, fear for an
angry facial expression), it was expected that preoccupied and fearful individuals
would score highest on intensity ratings, especially with the facial expressions of
ﬁegative emotion (i.e., sadness, anger, and fear), because attention to negative
emotion is characteristic of their attachment profiles. Specifically, preoccupied and
fearful individuals’ concerns about love-worthiness and fear of rejection suggest a
hypervigilance to negative emotions. Such hypervigilance to emotions may blur
distinctions between specific emotions ieading to high intensity ratings for both
dorﬁinant and non-dominant emotions. Individuals with dismissing attachment were
expected to give the lowest intensity ratings for non-dominant emotions. This
prediction was made given that dismissing individuals are theoretically similar to
repressors in their defense against emotional experiences, and on the basis of
previous research suggesting that repressors rate non-dominant emotions as less

intense than non-repressors. Individuals with secure attachment representations
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were expected to give intensity ratings falling somewhere in between thé- two
extremes. ‘ | ‘
Me'thoﬁgz

Participants

One hundred and fifty-four students from introductory psychology courses
(105 women and 49 men) participated in this study in large groups. They ranged in
age from 17 to 49 (M = 23.1 years); 37% were White, 50% Asian, 8% East Indian,
. 3% First Nations, and 2% Black." Fifty-three percent of these students were
cun"rently in a romantic relationship (M relationship length = 29 months).
Procedure |

Participants were asked to participate in a study on personalit;l and the
understanding of emotional expression. Participants answered a series of
questionnaires. These measures included: (1) a demographics questionhai’re, (2)
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), (3) the
Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale - Revised (TMAS; Suinn, 1968)°, (4) the Inventory of
Interpersonal Probllems (I1P; Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, ‘& Villasenor,
1988), (5) the Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI; Hirschfeld et al.,, 1977), (6)
the Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ; Griffin.& Bartholomew, 1994a), and
(7) the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This last
~ measure (RQ) was used to categorize participants into attachment groups, as well

&

as to stimulate participants’ thinking about attachment relationships. Measures 4, 5,

' Although there is no current evidence for ethnicity differences in adult attachment, research does
suggest that Asian women may be especially likely to experience anxiety over certain issues related
to intimacy with individuals outside the tamily group (Lee & Cochran, 1988). Because the sample
consisted of a large number of Asian participants, the Non-Asian ethnic categories were combined to
create a Non-Asian comparison category and initial analyses were run with ethnicity included as an
independent variable.

* The Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale were included
in order to allow for comparison of the resuits in the current sample with repression findings in
Mikulincer and Orbach’'s (1995) study and C. H. Hansen et al.'s (1992) study.
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and 6 (IIP, IDI, and RSQ) were émployed to stimulate parficipahts’ thinking about
relationships and how they interact with others. After completing the
questionnaires, participants participated in a face appraisal task in v’vhi‘ch they were
asked to view various facial expressions of emotion and to rate the intensity of
emotions displayed.

Measu/r.es

Demographics Questionnaire. This measure included several questioné

about current and past relationship experience (e.g., number qf previous romantic
relationships, marital status), as well as items asséssing gender, age, and ethnicity.

Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (lIP). This measure consists of 127 ‘

items designg—:-d to assess interpersonal difficulties in many interpersonal domains
‘ (Horowitz et e{I., 1988). Participants rated the ambunt of distress that they have
experienced from each problem on a 5-point scale ranging from "not at all* (05 to
“extremely” (4). In this study, the IIP was solely used to stimulate participants’
thinking about relationship experiences. Thus, it was'not scored.

Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDl). This questionnaire contains 47

items (Hirschfeld et al., 1977) assessing three components of interpersonal

dependency: emotional reliance on another, lack of social self-confidence, and

assertion of autonomy. Respondents rated on a 4-point scale the extent to which

they agreed/ disagreed with each item. This measure has been shown to be
differentially associated with various patterns of adult attachment (Bartholomew &
Bartel, 1995). It was not scored as its sole function was to stimulate thinking about

attachment relationships.

Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ). Participants completed a
measure of their attachment representations - the Relationship Scales
Questionnaire. The RSQ consists of 38 items drawn from the paragra‘pQ

descriptions in Hazan and Shaver's (1987) attachment measure, Bartholomew and

»
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Horowitz's '(1991\) Relationship Questionnaire, and Collins and Read's revised Adult~
Attéchment Scale (Collins, 1996). Respondents réted 38 items ona 5-p9int sqalé in
terms of how well each item fit their general orientation to&varqs close relationships..
- Inthis siudy; the RSQ was not scored but was used only to stimulate thinking about
attachmeﬁt relationships. This decision was rhade since the pufpose of this study
was to examine mean differences in intensity ratings for facial expressions of
emotion as a funcxtjon of predominant attachment style, and the RSQ was designed
to assess at@achment dimensions as opposed to attachment groups (Griffin & *

Bartholomew, 1994a).

Relationsﬁig Questionnaire (RQ). Adapted from Hazan a‘ncgi Shaver's (1987)
attachment measure, thiséq;uestionnaire consists of four short paragraphs describing
Bartholomew's four attachmeﬁ% prototypes (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). See
Appendix A. Respondents rated on a 7-point scale the degree to which they
resembled each of these four prototypes. Participants were categorized into
attachment groups based on their highest score on these four ratings. For example,
a participant rating the secure paragraph as 3, the preoccupied paragréph as 5, the
feartul paragraph as 7, and the dismissing‘ paragraph as 3, would be classified as

fearful.

=
L

Face Appraisal Task

This task was based on a procedure develpbed by C. H. Hansen et al.
(1992). Partieipants viewed 20 faces - projected photographjc slides (Ekman &
Friesen, 1975) - for 15 seconds each. Sixteen of the faces depicted one of four
prirr%ary emotions: happiness; éadness, anger, and fear. Another four de4picted
“neutral” faces which had previously been judged to depict combinations of
emotions (Ekman & Friesen, 1975). Four models displayed each of the four primary
and neutral emotions. Thus, \panicipants viewed each primary and a neutrai |

emotion four times. The order of presentation of faces was randomized across
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groups of participants. In.a 15 second intgrval after viewing each face, participants
rated the facial expression for the extent to which it depicted four emotions:
happiness, sadness, anger, and fear. Each of these intensity ratings was made on
a 7-point scale, ranginé from "not at all* to "extremely.* ‘ .
Resuits |

Intensity ratings of each emotion for the four types of facial expressions were
correlated across the four models: For example, intensity ratings fer happiness in
facial expressions depicting happiness were related across the four facial
expressions of happiness (i.e., the happiness facial expressions modelled by four
different individuals). Therefore, participants’ intensity ratings of happiness,
sadness, ahger, and fear for each facial expression of emotion were summed

across models. Alphas are reported in Table 1. ' L

Analyses for Attachment Groups Across Facial Expressions of Emotion

In order to examine attachment differences in intensity ratings for dominant
and non-dominant emotions, analyses were first pondﬁcted across facial °
expressions of emotion. A separate 4 (Attachment Group) x 4 (Face Type)
ANOVA® with repeated measures on the face type variable was conducted on each
of the emotion intensity ratinés: happiness, sadness, anger, and fear. Contrary to
predictions, these'analyses produced no significant Attachment Group x Face Type
interactions on appraisals of happiness, sadness, anger, or fear, Fs (9,375) = .38,
.60,.97, an‘d .44, respectively, ns.

Howeveér, consistent with Ekman and Friesen’s research (1975), these
analyses did yield significant main effects for face type on all of the emotion
intensity ratings, suggesting that participants were able to accurately identify

primary facial expressions of emotion. Specifically, all participants across

* All analyses for attachment group were also conducted including gender and ethnicity as
independent variables. However, no significant etfects emerged for emotion intensity ratings as a
function of gender or ethnicity. )
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attachment groups rated happy faces highest on habﬁiness, F (3, 375) = 883.17, p

P
—t
=t

< .001; sad faces highest on sadness F (3, 375) = 215.28, p < .001; fearful faces -
highest on fear F (3, 375) = 207.54,.p < .001; and angry faces highest on anger E

&

(3, 375) = 214.32, p < .001. The mean intensity ratings for each facial expression of

s

emotion are presented in Table 2.

Analyses for Attachment Groups Within Facial Expressions of Emotion

To further explore attachment differences in intensity ratings for dominant
and non-dominant emotions, separate MANOVAs were conducted on emotion
intensity ratings within each of the four face type conditions, using Atfa'chmeﬁt
Group as a between-subjects factor (cf. C. H. Hansen et al., 1992). Mean emotion
intensity ratings for different faces across attachment groups are presented in
Figure 2. Contrary to hypotheses, there were no attachment differences in
participants’ ratings of‘dominant and non-dominant emotions for happy, sad, angry,
and fearful faces. Effects of overall MANOVAs for each face, as well as univariate
effects for each emotion intensity rating within each faée are presented in Table 3.
For each facial expression, participants consistently rated dominant emoti{)ns as
highgst in intensity ac;bss attachment groups. Likev;/'rse, same non—gominaht
emoﬁons for each facial expression received similar intensity ratings across
attachment groups. Fo; exam‘ple, angry ratings for fearful faces were similar across

attachment groups®.

Analyses for the Impact of Repression on Emotion Encoding
Because no attachment differences in emotion intensity ratings were found,
an attempt was made to replicate C. H. Hansen et al.’s findings (1992) examining

the influence of repression 6n emotion encoding. Specifically, C. H. Hansen et al.

* Given previous research showing the impact of ambiguous stimuli on the processing of social
information (Fiske & Taylor, 1991), it was reasoned that attachment differences in emotion intensity
ratings may also show up for neutral faces as well as primary emotion facial expressions. However,
exploratory analyses yielded no significant attachment differences in emotion intensity ratings for
neutral faces.
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(1992) found that repressors rated non-dominant emotions as less intense than
non-représsors. After the fashion of previous research (Davis, 1987; Davis &
Schwar{z, 1987; R. D. Hansen & Hansen, 1988), analyses were conducted using
median splits on the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social |
Desirability Scale, creating high/ low anxiety and high/ low defensiveness groups,
respectively. o

Analyses Across Facial Expressions of Emotion. A 2 (Anxiety) x 2

(:Defensiveness) x 2 (Gender) x 2 (Ethnicity) x 4 (Dominant Facial Emotion)
MANOVA with repeated measures on the dominant facial emotion variable was
conducted on emotion intensity ratings. This analysis yielded some significant
effects for gendér and ethnicity. Hdwever, these effects did not qualify the Anxiety
x Defensiveness x Dominant Facial Emotion interaction.”- Although the overall
MANOVA yielded a significant Anxiety x Defensiveness x Dominant Facial Emotion
" interaction, F(12,82) = 2.44, p = .009, univariate tests on emotion intensity ratings of
happinéss, sadness, anger, and fear were not significant.

Analyses Within Facial Expressions of Emotion. To further explore

repression differences in intensity ratings for dominant and non-dominant emotions, /
separate 2 (Anxiety) x 2 (Defensiveness) MANOVAs were conducted on emotion |
intensity ratings within each of the four dominant facial emotion conditions (cf. C. H.
Hansen et al., 1992). Given that C. H. Hansen et al. (1992) revealed differences
between repressors and non-repressors, the same comparisons were made in this
study. Mean emotion intensity ratings for different faces for repressors versus non-
repressors are presented in Figure 3. As suggested by these means, there were no
differences between repressors and non-repressors in participénts' ratings of

dominant and non-dominant emotions for happy, sad, angry, o?"fearful faces.

ﬂ Because a few lower order effects for gender and ethnicity were significant in

the overalietween facial expressions’ MANOVA, separafé analyses were also
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conducted for gender and ethnicity within facial expressions of emotion. Ai‘though-
some significant effects emerged for gender and ethnicity, no consistent findings
emerged across facial expressions.

| As in the attachment findings above, substantial dominant facial emotion
main effects were observed on all of the emotion.intensity ratings, confirming A
participants’ ability tg accurately identify dominant facial expressions of emotibn.

Discussion i
This study féiled to reveal any evidence for the influence of attachment
representations on the encoding of affecAtive information, as presented in facial
expressions of emotion. Rather, participants copsistently rated dominant emotions
high in intensity. Such a finding is not terribly enlightening, given extensive
research on the identification and communication of facial expressions of emotion.
(Ekman, 1993). it merely confirms that there seems to pe a subset of basic
emotions which pebple find easy to identify when expressed facially. It is more
difficult to understand why attachment differences in the éncoding of em/otional
information were not observed in this study. It may be that attachment differences
in the encoding of emotions and emotional experiences do not exist despite
theoretical assertions to the contrary, or that attachment differences in the encoljing .
of facial expressions of emotion were obscured because of problems inherent in the
present study. v |
Beginning withv the latter possibility, there do seem to be; characteristics of the

present study which may have undermined obtaining significant findings. First, it is
possible that the emotion encoding task was too far removed from an attachment
context. For example, it was presumed that completion of attachment
questionnaires would serve to stimulate participants’ thinking about relationships
and attachment issues, and it was expected that participants’ active thoughts about

their interpersonal functioning would carry over to the facial expression appraisal



o | 20
task. However, it is possible that the effects from cbmpleting questionnaires about
attachment representations did not carry over to the emotion encoding task
because this task was largely impersonal and irrelevant to individuals’ perceptions
of themselves in relationship functioning. In Miku-lincer and Orbach’s study (1995)
where differences in intensity ratings for dominant and non-dominant emotions
varied across attachment groups, the intensity ratings were rﬁade on individuals’
own ratings of early childhood memories of emotional experiences.

One way to alter the task that may reveal attachment differences in intensity
ratings for dominant and non-dominant emotions would be to pkesent émotional
expressions in an interpersonal context. For exainple; participants could be asked
to imagine that the people depicted in the slides are relationship partners or close
friends and to imagine that a certain event has occurred, such as that the partner or
friend has tBeen g',red from their job, before participants are asked to identify the
intensity of emotions displayed in the person’s face.

Another potential explanation for the absence of differences among
attachment groups in emotion encoding involves the measurement of attachment.
Although the attachment measure employed in this s'tudy (the RQ) has been
partially validated elsewhere (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994a), it is unclear whether
items on this questionnaire had the same meaning for current participants as in
previous studies. Given the ethnic diversity of the sample, it is possible that some
individuals for whom English is a second language had difficulty comprehending, or
interpreting, questionnaire items, or even interpreted itérﬁs differently than previous
participants. Unfortunately, no assessment of- participants' English language
comprehension was included in the study so it was impossible to test this
hypothesis, or to remove such individuals from the analyses. In addition, no

measures were included to assess the validity of the RQ in this study.



21

'Because differences in emption intensity ratings were not observed across
attachment groups, an attempt was made to replicate research reporting Qiﬁerences
in emotion encoding for repressors versus' non-repressors (C. H. Hansen et al.,
1992). Results failed to repﬁcate this previous research. As with attachment
groups, diversity of the current sample may have contributed 1o the lack of observéd
differences between repressors and non-repressors in emotion encoding. Recent
findings in the repression literature séem to consistently show that negative
emotional information is less accessible for repressors versus non-repressors
(Davis, 1987; Davis & Schwartz, 1987; R. D. Hansen & Hansen, 1988; C. H.:
Hansen et al., 1992). However, these findings are obtained using different methods
for creating repression groups, such as using median spl!ts (C. H. Hansen et al.,
1992) or selecting extreme scores (R. D. Hansen & Hansen, 1 988). These studies
also compare repressors with different groups of non-repressors. For example,
some studies have reported significant findings when comparing repressors to low-
anxious 'and high-anxious indi\;iduals (Davis & Schwartz, 1937), whereas others
have compared repressors to various combined groups of non-repressors (R. D.
Hansen & Hansen, 1988, C. H. Hansen et al., 1992). Such variability in crgating
and comparing repression groups suggests that the effects for repression are not
always feadily apparent, but are perhaps more subtle, and at times, difficult to find.

Of course, it is possible that attachment differences in the encoding of
emotions énd emotional experiences do not exist. Although one study seems to
offer some empirical support for the idea that people with different attachment
representations differentially access, and perhaps encode, emotional experiences
('Mikul‘incer & Orbach, 1995), aLcloser examination of its findings suggest cautious
interpretation. Recall that Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) found that avoidants were
less able to access emotional information and rated emotional experiences as less

intense than secure or pre>zcupied individuals. Although consistent with



22

attachment theory, this finding poses a problem in that it contradicts repression
research. According to the repression literature, repressors (i.e., those low in
anxiety and high in defensiveness) have greate; difficulty accessing negative
affective information as compared to non-repressors and they rate non-dominant
emotions as less intense than non-repressors’.. However, Mikulincer and Orbach
(1995) found that avoidants who scored high in defensiveness bui high in anxiety
(i.e., who would be identified as defensive high-anxious in repression research, not
as repressors) were the ones who differed in accessibility of negative affective
experiences and on emotion intensity ratings. In fact, the secure attachment group
who exhibited the same profile as repressors (i.e., low in anxiety and high in
defensiveness) had /ess difficulty than the avoidants (or non-repressors) in
accessing negative emotional information. Given the contrary findings, it is unclear
how results fro‘m Mikulincer and Orbach'’s (1995) study should be interpreted.
Although Mikulincer and Orbach’s (1995) research seemis to suggest a link
between attachment and repressive defensiveness, exploratory analyses of the
associations between attachment and repressive defensiveness did not replicate
these authors’ findings. Defensiveness means did not differ across attachment
groups in the present sample. Such disparate findings aeross studies may be
attributable to differences in the assessment of attachment and sample
characteristics. Specifically, Mikulincer and Orbach (1995) assessed attachment
representations as a tripartite system (Hazan & Shaver, 1987), whereas the present
study assessed attachment representations according to Bartholomew’s (1990) four
prototypes. In addition, Mikulincer and Orbach’s sfudy (1995) was conducted in
Israel, where Jewish students completed attachment questionnaires which had
been transiated into Hebrew. In contrast, the present study was conducted with a
Canadian sample of Asians and Non-Asians who completed quéstionnaires

presented in English.

£
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In addition, the tasks employed in the two studies were yery different. As
mentioned previously, Mikulincer\and Orbach’s (1995) task required participants to
recall and rate the intensity of early childhood memories associated with specific .
emotional experiences. Such a task is likely more salient and emotionally powerful
than having participants rate emotion intensity for static facial expressions of
emotion. As well, as suggested previously, the problem posed by Mikulincer and
Orbach’s (1995) autobiographical memory task comes in interpreting whether
differences in emotioﬁ intensity ratings for these memories are due to differences in
the initial encoding of the memories, due to differential récall, or due to differences
in actual experiences across attachment groups. Unfortynately, resuits from the .
present study do not clarify this issue. .

On the basis ofvthese differences between Sudies, it seems premature to
fully discount the possibility that attachment differences do exist in the encoding of
emotions and emotional experiences. However, the empirical study of this -
relationship seems problematic. Specifically, researchers are faced with the
challenge of designing a study within an attachment context that assesses actual
encoding abilities in a laboratory setting while simultaneously making the task
emotionally salient and powerful. |

Study 2

- Although Study 1 found no effect for the influence of attachment schemas on
the appraisal or encoding of emotional inf;rmation as presented in facial
expressions, perhaps attachment schemas more readily relate to memory for new
information. Thus, the purpose of Study 2 was to examine whether adults are more
" likely to recall new information that is consistent rather than inconsistent with their
attachment schemas. It employed a paradigm adapted from research by
Pietromonaco and Markus (1985) in which rr)i[dly depressed and nondepressé@

participants were presented with a series of sentences describing happy or sad and
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’
social orv nonsocial events. Participants were asked to form a mental picture of
themselves in eéch event and later to recall as many of the events as possible.
Analyses revealed that nondepressed individuals recalled more social than
nonsocial events. In contrast, depressed individuals recalled equal numbers of
social and nonsocial events. Deprgssed individuals’ inhibited recall of social events
was interpreted as mirroring, and perhaps contributing to, their negative social
interactions (Pietromongcoa; Markus, 1985).

:n the present study, participants completed a series of questionhaires. As in

~Study 1, some of these meas\urés were administered solely to stimulate thinking \
about interactions in cIosé‘, personal relationships. Whereas Study 1 erhployed a
categorical measure of attachment, in Study 2 attachment representations were
measured using continuous ratings of Bartholomew's four prototypic attachment
patterns. Continuous ratings provide more information than discrete ratings.

Rather than assuming that individuals are exclusively characterized by one
particular attachment prototy\;ie, continuous ratings reflect that individuals'
attachment representations can be a combination of two or more attachment
patterns (Collins & Read, '1990; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994a; Simpson, Rholes, & .
Phillips, 1996). Continuous r:':ltings also have the advantage of increased powet
over di‘screte ratings. In the presen\t study, continuous attachment ratings from two
self-report measures of attachment were combined to form a composite attachment
measure. A ‘

In addition, because of conéerns raised in Study 1 regarding the validity of
the attachment self-reports, two additional measures were included in Study 2 to
validate the composite attachrﬁent measure. The two measures assessed self-
esteem and aspects of atte;chment experiences in close relationships. Previous
research has shown how attachment latent variables, constructed from interview

and self-report measures of Bartholomew's attachment prototypes, relate to other
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self-report measures of attachment (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994b). However, no
- previously published work has explored how the composite attachment measure
employed in this study rela;es to other self-report measures of attachment. This
seems an important issue to address given concerns over the measu;ement of
attachment (Bartholomew, 1994). ‘

After completing queétionnaires designed to stimulate thinking about
interpersonal functioning and attachment relationships, participants engaged in a
free recall task in which they were presented with a series of sentences describing
various ev.ents.' After viéwirfg éach event, participants answered a‘series of
questions designed to enhance processing of the event. After viewing all events,
participants were asked to recall as many sentences as po§sible. The number of
sentences recdiled was recorded .for various types of events.

Half of the sentences dealf with attachment-relevant events (i.e., incidents of
separation, emotional intimacy, etc.). The other half were attachment-irrelevant
(i.e., incidents centering around competency at work, car problems, etc.).
Approximatlaly equal numbers of attachment-relevant and irrelevant events revolved
around five themes: approach, avoidance, high anxiety about love-worthiness, low
anxiety about love-worthiness, and happiness. The first four of these event therﬁes
were chosen because they directly corresponded to the four poles in Banholdmew’s
(1990) two-dimensional model of attachment. The fifth event theme was chosen to
capture characteristics differentiating security from all types of insecurity given
recent research sOggesting that secure individuals report more positive social
interactions than insecure individuals (Tidwell et al., 1996).

Attachment-relevant sentences dealing with ap;,)roaclg]-avoidance were
designed to tap the extent to which an individual does or does not expect others to
be available and supportive, paralleling the intimacy-avoidance or other-model

dimension. For instance, going to your partner to talk about problems is an
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example of an event assessing expectations about others’ supportiveness.
Attachment-relevant sentences dealing with high and low anxiety focussed on
issues of love-worthiness and fears of separation and abandgf'ﬁment, conrespor;ding
to Bartholomew's anxiety dimension or self-model. For example, becoming upset
when you see your partner having lunch with one of his/ her former partners is an
event associated with fear of abandonment. Attachment-relevant events dealing
with happiness described positive experiences concerned with issues of support,
trust, warmth, etc. For example, feeling good when your partner gives you a
backrub is an event engendering characteristics of felt security, such as warmth and
comfort. "

High scores on security were expected to relate to recall of attachment-
relevant happy events. This prediction was made given that secure individuals‘
have relatively positive and rewarding relationship histories (e.g., Collins & Read,
1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and more positive expectations about
relationships. Based on Bartholomew's (1990) prototypes, the attachmenvt schemas
of dismissing and fearful individuals should be characterized by thoughts of
avoidance of intimacy in close relationships. In contrast, the attachment schemas
of secure and preoccupied individuals should contain thoughts dealing with the
importance of intimacy. Thus, high scores on dismissing and fearful rfagtings were
expected to be associated with high recall of attachment-relev_ant avoidant events.
High scores on secure and preoccupied rétings wére expected to be as‘sociated
with the recall of attachment-relevant‘approacliw events. High scores on
preoccupied and fearful scales, attachment ratings consistent with a negative model
of self or anxiety about love-worthiness, were expected to be associated with recall
of attachment-relevant high anxiety events. High scores on secure and dismissing

scales, attachment ratings consistent with a positive model of self or low anxiety
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about love-worthiness, were expected to be associated with recall of attachment-
relevant low anxiety events. |

Prior to recall, participants also completed a mood adjeptive checklist. This
checklist was included both as an intervening task and to examine the potentiall
association between mood and attachment represeptations. A Iargé body of
research ‘suggests that mood has an impact on recall (e.g., see Blaney, 1986 for a
review). Specifically, individuals are more likely to recall material that is consistent
or congruent with mood at time of recall. It was a concern that mood may be a
confounding factor in the present study because attachment representations differ
in affective tone. . For example, individuals scoring high on preoccupied and fearful
ratings may récall attachment-relevant high anxiety events not because these
events are consisteht with these types of attachment schemas but because the task
put them in a hegative mood and they are likely to recall events consistent with that
mood. Likewise, individuals scoring high on the secure dimension may recall
attachment-relevant happy events not because these events are consistent with
secure schemas of warmth, support, etc., but because the task put them in a’
positive mood and they are likely to recall events consistent with that mood.

Method

Participants

One hundred and six students from introductory psychology courses (65
women and 41 men) participated in this study for course credit. Participants
completed the procedure in groups 6f approximately ten people. Participants
ranged in age from 17 fo 48 (M = 20.2 years), 49% were White, 36% Asian, 11%
East Indian, and 4% &her. Fifty percent of these students were in a romantic
relationship at the time this study was conducted (M relationship length = 25

months).
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Procedure

| Participants were asked to participate in a study on personality and memory.
In order to stimulate thinking about attachment-related issues, participants
ans‘wered the same series of questionnaires completed in Study 1 and two
additional measures. The order of presentation of questionnaires was as follows:
(1) a demographics questionnaire, (2) the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), (3) the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale - Revised (TMAS;
Suinn, 1968)°, (4) the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Horowitz et al.,
1988), (5) the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI; Rosenberg, 1965), (6) the
Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver,
1996), (7) the Interpersonal Dependency Inventory (IDI; Hirschfeld et al., 1977), (8)
the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and (9) the
Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994a). Two of
these measures were used-solely to enhance participants’ thinking ébout
relationships and, thus, were not scored (IIP and IDI). Two others were included to
validate the composite attachment measUI:é (SEl and ECR). After completing these
questionnaires, participants engaged in a free recall task where they viewed various
sentences describing interpersonal events and tried to recall as many of the events
as possible.
Measures

The two additional measures included in Study 2 are described below.

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory (Rosenberg, 1965). This measure is a 10-

item scale that assesses global self-esteem (a =.90). High scores indicate high
self-esteem. A sample item is “I certainly feel useless at times.” Because positivity

of the self is one of the dimensions differentiating Bartholomew's attachment

* As in study 1, the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale
were included to allow for future comparison of the relationship between these measures and ratings
of attachment with the pattern of associations found in Mikulincer and Orbach’s (1995) study.
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prototypes, this questionnaire was included as a validity check on the continuous
ratings of attachment, descnbed below.

Experlences in Close Relationships Questlonnalre This measure consists of

142 items designed to assess a number of dimensions associated with attachment
(Brennan et al., 1996). Participants rated on a 7-point scale the extent to which
they agreed/ disagreed with each item. Ten subscales were scored including:
partner.as a good attachment figure, separation anxiety, self-reliance, discomfort
with closeness, anger at partner, uncertainty about feelings for partner, discomfort
with dependence, self-reliance, trust, lovability/ relational self-esteem, repellent
desire to merge with partners, tough independence (i.e., the degree to which a
persoﬁ derogates the importance of attachment relationships), and fear of
abandonment. This questionnaire was scored to examine the associated
components of individuals’ attachment ratings.

~ Construction of Four Continuous Attachment Ratings

Using participants’ responses to the 38-item RSQ (described in Study 1), four
subscales (each with 4 or 5 items) were scored éorresponding to Bartholomew's

(1990) four attachment prototypes. The Secure subscale measures the extent to

which a person values intimate relationships and maintains close relationships
without losing personal autonomy. The Dismissingasub-scale assesses the degree
to which a person downplays the importance of close relationships and emphasizes
independence and self-reliance. The Preoccupied subscale measures the degree
to which a person is over-involved in close relationships and depends on other
people's acceptance for a sense of personal well-being. The Fearful subscale
assesses the extent to which a person avoids close relatlonshlps because of a fear
of rejection and has a sense of personal insecurity and a distrust of others.
Correlations between participants' RQ single-item, continuous ratings of

attachment prototypes (described in Study 1) and their corresponding scores on



30

each of the RSQ secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful subscales were .73,
.69, .56 a}nd 71, respectively. Due to the strength of these co;relations,
corresponding scores on the RQ and RSQ were standardized, using a z-
transformation, and averaged to produce composite scores for the secure,
preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful prototypes. Intercorrélations among the four
dimeﬁsions are presented in Table 4. This pattern of associations among
attachment dimensions is consistent with previous research (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991).

Validation of the Composite Attachment Measure

Validity of the composite attachment measure was examined by correlating the
above four continuous ratings with the Rosenberg self-esteem scale and the ten
subscales on the ECR. Consistent With theoretical expectations and prior findings
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan & Morris, 1997), the Rosenberg Self-

" Esteem Inventory correlated positively with those ratings of attachment associated
with a positive self-model (i.e., the secure and dismissing ratings; rs = .42 and .25,

| respectively, p < .01) and correlated negatively with those attachment ratings
associated with a negative self-.mc;iel (i.e., the preoccupi’ed_ and fearful ratings; rs =
-.34 and -.28, respectively, p < ..01). | )

The correlations between each of the ECR subscales and the four continuous
ratings of éttachment are reported in Table 5: In general, these correlations h
appeared consistent with theory (e.g., Bartholomew, 1990) and prior research (e.g.,
Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Brennan et al., 1996), confirming the construct validity of
the continuous self-report ratings of attéchment employed in this sfudy. For
example, the pattern of associations for continuous ratings of security revealed ihat
high scores on security were related to positive attitudes towards bartners, and

trust, self-confidence, and comfort in close relationships. Preoccupied ratings were

associated with desires for extreme emotional closeness and fears about separation
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~and abandonment. Fearful ratings were associated with fears about rejection,
separation, and abandonment, and discomfort with emotional closeness.
Dismissing ratings were associated with self-reliance and emotional independence.

Free ReCaII Task

This task was based on a procedure developed by Pietromonaco and
Markus'(1985). The stimuli consisted of 30 glides of sentences that described
different interpersonal events. Sixteen of the sentences ce.ntred around
attachment-re/évant events. These events were designed to tap into central
attachment jssues, such as intimacy, emotional availability, and separation. The
remaining sentences were attachment-irrelevant. They were designed to be
"heutral® in the sehse that they were not expeclted to tap into attachment themes. In
addition, twelve of the sentences dealt with issues related to abprdach and -
avoidance, twelve sentences dealt with issues that do and do nét raise ankiety, and
six sentences were concerned with happiness.

ThUs~, there were a total of ten different types of sentences: attachment- - j
relevant approa/ch (e.g., You cry in front of a friend), attachment-irrelevant approach
(e.g., You go door to door canvassing for your favourite charity), attachment-
relevant avoidance (e.g., You go for a run to get your mind off your problems),
attachment-irrelevant a*oidance (e.g., You avoid a tourist asking for directions on
the street), attachment-relevant high anxiety (e.g.,-You are upset when your friend
leaves you standing alone at a party), attachment-irrelevant high anxiety (e.g., You
get a flat tire on a deserted street), attachment-relevant low anxiety (e.g., You enjoy
spending some time alone when your partner goes but of town for the weekend),
attachment-irrelevant\ low aﬁxiety (e.g., You feel very competent on the first day of i
your job), attachment-relevant happy (e.g., You feel good when your partner grives
you a backrub), énd attachment-irrelevént happy (e.g., You go on a shopping spree

!

buying things you like). See Appendix B.
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For each interpersonal event, participants were instructed to "try and fbrm a
mental picture of yourself in the event and visualize it as clearly as possible." Each
slide was presented for 20 seconds whi{‘:participants imagined experiencing the
event. In a 20 second interval between each slide, participants rated the prévious
sentence on three 7-point scales. Similar scales have been used in previous
research (Pietromonaco & Markus, 1985) and were employed in the presenf study
to stimulate?linking about e!ach of the events. One scale assessed the clarity of
participants' mental picture (1 = extremely fuzzy to 7 = extremely vivid). On the
second scale, partiéipants made a judgement about the likelihood that the event
would happen to them (1 = extremeiy unlikely to 7 = extremely iikely). Participants
also rated how they would feel if the event happened to them on a scale ranging
from 1 = very sad tq 4 = indifferent to 7 = very happy. |

After viewing the 30 sentences, participants completed a mood adjective
checklist as an intervening task. This questionnaire also served as a check for the
potentially confounding effects of mood on partiéipants’ recall. Participants were
asked to rate the extent to which they felt 18 emotions on a 7fpoint scale, rangin;;
from “not at all” to “extremely.;‘ Negative and positive emotions were included. The

negative emotions scale included nine adjectives (anxious, angry, afraid, hurt, sad,

jealous, worried, rejected, and confused; o = .81). The positive emotions scale

included four adjectives (hap;;y, pleaséd, loved, and appreciated; a = .78).

- Participants were then given ten minutes to recall and write down as many
events as possible. Participants \;vere instructed to reproduce the meaning of the
original sentence. A sentence was scored as correctly recalled if the meaning of
the recalled sentence captured the meaning of the original sentence. In4ter-rater
agreement on the coding of sentences for 50% of the sample was .96 (Cohen'’s
kappa). QThe number of sentences correctly recalled by individuals was tallied for

each of thefefldwing categories: overall attachment-relevant, overall attachment-
' y
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irrelevant, attachment-relevant approach, attachment-irrelevant appfoach, )
attachment-relevant avoidance, attachment-irrelevant avoidance, attachment-
relevant high anxiefy, attachment-irrelevant high anxiety, attaghment-releVant low
anxiety, attachment-irrelevant low anxiety, attachment-relevant happy, and
attachment-irrelevant happy. |

’ “ Results

Proportion of Events Recalled for Each Event Type

Proportions were computed as total humber of events recalled out of total
number of events for each event type. For example, proportion of attachment-
relevant events recalled was computed by summing total number of attachment-
relevant events recalled and dividing by total number of attachment-relevant events
used in the study (i.e., 16). Means and standard deviations for proportions ’recalled
of each event type are presented in Téble 6. As suggested by these means,
participants were reasonably successful in recalling all types of events with one
exception: Participants seemed to recall relatively few attachment-irrelevant
approach events. Proportion of attachment-rergvant events recalled was positively
correlated with proportion of attachment-irrelevant events recalled (r = .35, p <
.001). -

Mood Ratings

To examine the potential impact of mood on event recall, participants’ ratings
of positivé and negative emotions on the Mood Adjective Checklist were correlated
With continuous ratings of attachment (see Table 7). As revealed by these
correlations, high scores on negative emotion ratings assessed aftér visualizing
events and prior to sentence recall were positively correlated with high scores on
the preoccupied and fearful ratings: These moderate associations may be
interpreted in one of two ways. First, it may be that the tasks of completing

relationship questionnaires and imagining oneself in relationship events enhanced
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negative affect in those individuals scoring high on the preoccupied and fearful

dimensions. Second, these moderate associations could reflect that those scoring

high on preoccupation and fearfulness tend fo have negative moods in general
(Carnelley, Pietromonaco, & Jaffe, 1994). Also noteworthy is that scores on

positive emotion ratings were positively correlated with scores on security. Again,

~these moderate associations may be interpreted to mean that the task of

completing relationship questionnaires and imagining oneself in relationship events

enhanced positive affect in those individuals scoring high on the secure dimension,
i

or that those scoring high on security have positive moods in general.

Associations Between Attachment Ratings and Event Recall

In ortﬂer to control for the above moad effects as an explanation for any
relationship found between attachment ratings and sentence recall®, partial -
correlations between attachment ratings and number of different sentence types
recalled were calculated, partialing out overall positive and negative affect. These
partial correlations are presented in Tabile 8.

As shown in Table 8, none of the correlations between attachment ratings
and recall of attachment-irrelevant events were significant. Consistent with the idea
that thtnkipg about attachment schemas should have an impact on the recall of
attachment-relevant events, all significant correlations occurred for relationships
between attachment ratings and recall of attachment-relevant events. As predicted, .
scores on ratings of attachment seg:’urity were positively correlated with the number

of attachment-relevant happy events recalled. In addition, recall of these types of

_ sentences was negatively correlated with participants’ ratings of fearfulness and

dismissiveness. Partially consistent with predictions. high scores on

dismissiveness were related to the recall of more attachment-relevant avoidant

¢ Negétive emotion ratings were positively correlated with the recall of attachment-relevant high

-anxiety events, r = .20, p = .04, and positive emotion ratings were negatively correlated with

attachment-irrelevant approach events, 1 = -.21, p = .03.
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events. However, fearfulness scores were unrelated to the recall of avoidant
events. Contrary to predictions, individuals’ ratings on the preoccupied dimension
were negatively correlated with the recall of attachment-relevant high anxiety
events, and fearfulness was unrelated to the recéll of this tybe of event. In addition,
there were no significant relationships between attach}nent ratings and the recall of
either attachment-relevant approach events or attachment-relevant low anxiety
events.’

Post-hoc Analyses of Attachment and Event Recall as a Function of Relationship

Status

In the demographics questionnaire, participants were asked to state whether
they were currently in a romantic'relatiohship or not. Itis possible that attachment
schemas and their effects on memory are modulated by current refationship status.
In particular, those notin a relationship may respond in a manner consistent with
imagining a hypothetical partner in the event imagery task. In contrast, those in a
relationship may respond more in a manner consistent with imagining their actual
current partner in the event imagery task. In order to explore the possible influence
of relationship status, a series of separate analyses examining associations
between attachment dimensions and everﬁ recall was conducted for those
individuals currently in and not in romantic relationships. Findings from these
analyses are presented in Table 9. Only results for attachment-relevant events are
reported as none of the correlations between attachment ratings and th; recall of
attachment-irrelevant events were significant at p < .05.

When examining the associations between attachment and event recall for

those currently in romantic relationships and those not in relationships, more

significant correlations (7) emerged for those not in relationships, as opposed to

[

" Zero-order correlations between attachment dimensions and event recall are presented in
Appendix C.
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those in relationships (3). in particular, this pattern was apparent for the
preoccupied and dismissing dimensions. Specifically, high scores on the

. preoccupied dimension were positively correlated with the nurhper of attachment-
relevant approach events for.people not currently inArelationships. Also, \gvhéreas no
previous association was found between preoccupied ratings and recall of
attachment-relevant happy evénts for the combined sample, high scores on
preoccupation were positively correlated with the recall of attachment-relevant
happy events for those not currently 7n relationships. For those currently in
relationships, no association was found between these two variables. Significant
associations between dismissiveness and event recall émerged only for those not
currently in relationships. Specifically, dismissiveness was negatively associated
with the recall of attachment-relevant happy and approach events and positively
associated with the recall of avoidant events. The associations for attachment-
relevant ha’ppy and avoidant events were consistent with those that emerged from
analyses for the combined sample.

In contrast to the preoccupied and dismissing ratings, the pattern of
associations between the other two attachment dimensions (security and
fearfulness) and e'vent recall did not appear to be stronger for those who were not in
a relationship, as opposed to those who were. Security was positively associéted
with the recall of attachment-relevant happy events, regardless of relationship
status. These associations were consistent with original hypotheses and results
from the combined sample. Also consistent with the pattern of findings for the
combined sample, fearfulness was negatively associated with the recall of
attachment-relevant happy events but only for ihose currently in relationships.

Post-hac Analyses for Clarity, Likelihood, and Feeling Ratings

In addition to examining associations between attachment ratings and the

recall of attachment-relevant and attachment-irrelevant events, post-hoc analyses
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were conducted on participants’ ratings of clarity of mental image, likelihood of
occurrence, and feelings evoked for each event.

Clarity Ratings. Participants’ responses to the question.regarding clarity of

mental picture were moderately correlated across events, so a total clarity score
was computed for attachment-relevant events (o = .86) and for attachment-
irrelevant events (o = .82). A post-hoc hypothesis was that recall would be higher
for individuals with clearer mental images. However, the total clarity rating for‘_,
attachment events was unrelated to either the total number of attachment-relevant
events recalled (r = -.04, ns) or the total number of attachment-irrelevant leventsv
recalled (r = -.05, ns). In addition, the total clarity rating for attachment-inelevant ,
events was unrelated to either the total number of attachment-relevant events
recalled (r = .04, ns) or the total number of attachment-irrelevant events recalled (r
=.02, ns).

Additional post-hoc analyses revealed that total clarity ratings for attachment--
relevant and attachment-irrelevant events were positively correlated with security
rati.ngs (r =.24, and r = .23, respectively, p < .02). Such findings seem to be .
consistent with theory suggéstingi that security is associated with coherency of
thought and expression, a characteristic which presumably relies upon the ability to
think logically and clearly about ideas (Main, 1991). Clarity ratings for attachment-
relevant and attachment-irrelevant events were also negatively related to the
preoccupied dimension (r = -.24, and r = -.22, respectively, p < .03). Again, such
findings seem to be cqhsistent with the idea that incoherency of thought is

characteristic of preoccupation with close relationships (Main, 1991).

Likelihood Ratings. Post-hoc analyses were also co_nducted on individuals'
ratings cf likelihood that each event would happen to them. Because event recall
may be related to the salience of an event (Baldwin, 1992) and ewents with a

greater likelihood of occurrence may be more salient, | postulated that individuals
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would rate those events most consistent with their attachment schemas as most
likely to occur. For example, given that approach events are consistent.with
attachment representations of security and preoccupation, it s'eemsd plausible that
those individuals scoring high on these dimensio‘ns would also rate these. types of
events as high in likelihood of occurrence. Unfortunately, these hypotheses could
not be tested because likelihood ratings within event-type were largely uncorrelated
(o ‘s ranged from -.01 to .37): An examination of correlations between individual
likelihood scores for each event and attachment ratings revealed no consistent
patterns.

Correlations between likelihood ratings for attasgment-relevant and
attachment-irrelevant events were weak to moderate so two total likelihood ratings
were computed by summing across these two types of events (o« =.47 and o = .60,
respectively). Total likelihood ratings for attachment-relevant events correlated
modestly with total clarity ratings for attachment-relevant events (r = .24, p < .05).
Total likelihood ratings for attachment-irrelevant events also correlated modestly
with total clarity ratings for attachment-irrelevant events (r = .46, p < .05). In
accordance wfth previous rationale regarding event salience, a post-hoc hypothesis
predicted that total attachment-relevant and attachment-irrelevant likelihood ratings
would be positively associated with the number of attachment-relevant and
attachment-irrelevant events recalled, respectively. In fact, neither of these
associations was significant (i =-.09, ns; r = .10, ns, respectively). Associations
between total likelihood scores and attachment ratings were not examined because
they were not deemed theoretically meaningful.

Rating of Feelings. Post-hoc analyses were also conducted on individuals’

ratings of how they would feel if each event happened to them. Pgst-hoc
predictions about whether individuals would react positively or m{gatively to different

\
types of events varied as a flinction of attachment schemas. For &xample, given
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that approach events are consistent with attachment representations of security and
preoccupation, it seemed plausible that those individuals scoring high on these
dimensions would also rate these types of events especially positively. In the case
of high anxiety events, it was predicted that individuals scoring high on attachment
representations consistént with these event types (i.e., preoccupied and fearful),
would rate these events _especially negatively. Unfortunately, as in the case of
likelihood ratings, ratings of feelings within event-type were largely uncorrelated (o
. ‘s ranged from -.21 to .23). An examination of correlations between individual
feeling scores for each event and attachment ratings revealed no consistent
patterns. Total .feeling scoreé for attachment-relevant versus attachment-irrelevant
events were not calculated because they were not deemed theoretically meaningful.
Discussion

Only a few associations emerged between attachment and event. recall for ¢
analyses based on the entire sample. Specifically, consistent with original
hypotheses, high scores on security were positively related to the recall of
attachment-relevant happy events, whereas high scores on fearfulness and
dismissiveness were negatively related to the recall of such events. Also as
predicted, high scores on dismissiveness were related to the r@all of attachment-
relevant avoidant events. However, contrary to original predictions, high scores on
preoccupation were negatively associated with the recall of attachment-relevant
high anxiety events. ‘

The association between recall of attachment-relevant happy events and
ratings of security is consistent with the findings of three previous studies. In one
study, also assessing attachment differences in recall, Mikulincer (1995) found that
secure individuals recalled more positive self-descriptive adjectives than
preoccupied individuals. However, avoidant individuals did not differ from secure

individuals in their recall of positive self-descriptors. This latter finding seems

1
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inconsistent with results in the present study revealing that both avoidant
dﬁnensions were asséciated with decreased recall for attachment-relevant happy
events. This inconsistency may be explainable ’in. terms of differences in the nature
of the recall tasks. In Mikulincer;s (1995) study, the items recalled were adjectives
which had previously been identified as self-descriptive or not. Given that some
avoidants may defend against negative information about themselvés and be more
likely to present‘themselves ina positiVe light (Bartholomew, 1990), it may be
expected that they should recall as many positive adjectives as secure individuals.

Two additional studies are also consistent with the present association
between security and increased recall of attachment-relevant happy events,
although these studies differ in many ways from the present one. Recall that Belsky .
et al. (1996) conducted a laboratory study and observed that children with Secure
attachment historiels recalled positive events dépicted in puppet shows more
accurately than negative social events. In another study, not directly related to
memory but focussing on differences in reaction times as a function of attachment
schemas, Balsiwin, Fehr,'Keedian, Seidel, & Thomson (1993) reported that secure
individuals were quicker to identify words representing positive interpersonal
outcomes (i.e., words consistent with the attachment schemas of secure
individuals) than avoidants. Taken together, this research may imply that an
important feature in distinguishing secure representation; from other insecure
representations is their “happy” content. | will return to a discussion of this issue
later.

The finding that preoccupation was associated with decreased recall of
attachment-relevant high anxiéty events was puzzling, especially in light of-the fact
that this relationship occurred after effects due to negative emotional arousal were
removed. One possible explanation for this negative relationship combines the idea

that individuals need to reconstruct relationship experiences in order to maintain felt
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security (Murray & Holmes,‘ 1993) with Main’s (1991) suggestion that people with
attachment schemas may simultaneously hold two contrasting mental models of
relationships - one on the conscious level, the other at the unconscious level. Main
(1991) suggests that these multiple models can be conflicting in contents. For
example, én individual may hold two conflicting models of a pa;tner - one of the
partner as loving and supportive, and one of the partner as rejecting and
unsupportive. Whéreas one model is accessible to conscious awareness and |
discussion, the other tends to be defensively excluded from awareness. She
reasons that multiple models function to provide emotional relief because the
individual is excluding representations that cause painful feelings (e.g., my partner
is rejecting, | fear that my partner will leave).

Consistent with Main’s ideas (1991), it may be that, on the surface,
preoccupied individuals hold an idealized view ébout their r'elationship experience
and attempt to maintain that view by reconstructing hegative relationship
experiences intg positive ones. Hence, their most salient experiences about
relationships are held in positive relationship schemas which are not consistent with
high anxiety events. Relationship schemas thai are consistent with these high
anxiety events may be less accessible to conscious experience because-they exist
on a deeper level. In fact, the negative association between p‘reoccupation and
high anxiety recall may reflect the fact that those scoring high in preoccupation
overcompensate at their p;esent"level of awareness to keep the negative, deeply-
rooted, unconscious thoughts at bay.

Although the above findings‘ were encouraging, the fact remains that few of
the predicted associations emerged between attachment and event recall when
examining the combined sampte. One explanation for these limited findings may lie
in differences between those who are and those who are'not currently involved in

romantic relationships. Consequently, | examined the associations between
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attachment and event recall for these two separate groups. More significant
associations were found between attachment and recall for those who were notin a
relationship, as opposed to those who were. In terms of attachment dimensions,
this pattern of stronger findings for those imagining“hypothetical partners, as
‘opposed to real partners, was observed for ratings of preoccupation and
dismissiveness.

On the dismissing dimension, significant associations were found between
dismissiveness and decreased recall of happy and approach events, and inbreased
recall of avoidant events for those not in relationships. However, none of these
associations were significant for those currently in romantic relationships. This ,
paﬂe;n of findings may be explained by differences in imagined partners and
partner responses to events for those who were not in relationships, as opposed to
those who were. Specifically, those nscoring high‘on dismissiveness who ara not in
relationships may respond more homogeneously on the event recall task than those
who are in relationships because they imagine similar hypothetical partners and
hypothetical partner responses. Congruent with a negative other-model, individuals
scoring high in dismissiveness may tend to imagine hypothetical partners who are
too demanding of time and attentions. Pérhaps these negative views of
hypothetical pa’rtners function to keep highly dismissing individuals out of
relationships .(which may explain why fhey are not currently in a relationship®), or
these dismissing individuals may have had recent, negative relationship
experiences which confirm these views (which may have resulted in breakups with
previous partners and also explain why they aren’t currently in a relationship). In
contrast, the imagined responses of real partners for those individuals scoring high

on dismissivehess may vary extensyely,: depending on individuals’ relationship

® Interestingly, higher scores on dism}ssiveness were associated with not currently being in a
relationship (r,, = .25, p = .01). In contrast, higher scores on security were associated with being in a
relationship (r,, =-.21, p = .03). ‘
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experiences. For example, some real partners may respond positively to low
demands for attentiron, whereas others may be offended by an(; react quite |
negatively to such perceived inattention. These differing partner reSponses are
likely to be incorporated into the present event imagery task so that individuals
scoring high in dismissiveness who are currently in relationships may be imagining
very different types of partner responses for the same events.

An alternative explanation for the different pattern of findings obtained for
dismissiveness ratings for those in and not in relationships may pertain to‘
differences in accessibility of event schemas. Collins (199é) also reported different
patterns of findings for those who were in relationships, as opposed to those who
were not, in her research on individuals‘ interpretations of relationship events.
Specifically, she found factors related to avoidance, such as discomfort with
closeness and emotional independence, predicted event interpretations for
participants not currently in romantic Eelationshipé, but failed to predict event
‘interpretations for those in relationships. Collins (1996) suggested that these
contrasting findings may be due to avoidant adults being more willing to indica}té
relationship disturbance and instability within an hypothetical relationship than in the
context of real relationships. She argued that thinking about hypothetical-
relationships and partners is possibly not as threatening as thinking about real
relaiionships and partners, so avoidants do not need to defend ggainst such
negative tﬁoughts like they do against thoughts about real, negative, relationfhip
experiences. Consistent with Collins’ (1996) line of reasoning, an e{Iternative
explanation for the differing pattern of findings for the dismissing dimension as a
function of relationship status could concern accessibility of event schemas. It may
be that people not in romantic relationships who score high in dismissiveness have
schemas containing avoidant events readily available for access. In contrast, those

scoring high in dismissiveness who are currently involved in romantic relationships .
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may suppress or defend against representations about real avoidant experiences
because these types of events are typically associated with negative partner
responses (e.g., partner criticisms about not being supportive enough). Instead,
they may maintain schemas that idealize their current relationships and partners,
and hence, not recall avoidant events because such events are not consistent with
their most readily available schemas. |

More associations were also observed between preoccupied ratings and
event recall for those who were not in a relationship, as opposed to those who wére.
It is interesting to noie that high scores on preoccupation were associated with
increased recall of attachment-relevant happy events for ﬁ'ﬂe individuals not
currently in relationships'. However, this association was not significant for those
who were in relationships. In the original predictions for the combined sar;\ple,
security was the on4ly attachment dimension that was predicted to relate to
increased recall of attachment-relevant happy events. This prediction was made on
the basis that these events were designed to describe secure aspects of
relationship functioning. However, recall for these type of events related td security
and preoccupation scores (which share positive views of others) and related fairly
consisten'tly in the opposite direction to fearful and dismissing scores (which share
negative views of others). Such é pattern of findings may indicate that the
attachment-relevant happy events were more representative of the other-model

than some unique aspect of attachment schemas which distinguishes security from

+ insecurity.

As in the case of the dismissing dimension, it could be argued that those
individuals scgoring high on the preoccupied dimension who were not in relationships
responded more homogeneously on the event recall task than those in relationships
because they imagined hypothetical partners and partner responses. For example,

congruent with their desire for intimacy, individuals scoring high in preoccupation

-
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who are not in relationships may imagine positive partner responses, such as
hugging and kissiﬁg, when going for a romantic walk on the beach. However,
'individruals scorind high in preoccupation who are in relationships may imagine quite
variatSIe real partner responses to events depending upon cHaracteristics of their
current relationship ornpanne}. For example, some individuals scoring high in
preoccupation may imagine positi\}e responses from their real partners to walking
on the beach. However, other.individuals séoring high in preoccupation may
imagine quite negative partner responses to this event, such as the partner
resenting the walk because of the constant demands made on their time (perhaps
realistic complaints on the partner's behalf given the clinginess and dependence
characteristic of preoccupation). These differing partner responses imagined for
similar events may decrease the likelihood of obta\ining an association between
preocéupation and recall of aﬂéchment-rele%happy events for those individuals
currently involved in romantic relationships.

The finding that preoccupation was associated with increased recall of
attachment-relevant approach events for-those people not currently in relationships,
but decreased recall of attachment-relevant approach events for those individuals
currently in relationshipsi, was also interesting. These different associations may be
explained ;n terms of qualitative differences between imagined event responses of -
hypothetical ahd real partners. It may be that individuals not in relationships who
score high on the preocéypied rating recall approach events because they imagine
positive hypotheticalv partner responses to sUch events (such as responsiveness
and supportiveness) tha\qt are consistent with their idealized expectations about
intimacy. However, those scoriqg high in preoccupation who are in relationships
and imagining their real partners in such approach events may recall few of these
events because they associate such events with negative responses from their

partners, such as rejection, or their partner not being supportive enough. One could
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argue that these negative experiences are inconsistent wittt their prototypical
attachment schemas which contain idealized scripts for approach events similar to
those individuals not in relationships. However, individuals scoring high in
preoccupation wtto are currently involved in romantic relationships may actually
recall fewer approach events because these events, as imagined with negative
partner responses, are actually inconsistent with their idealized scripts for how
approach ew{tts should be.

It is noteworthy that in previous research examining attachment differences in
another area of cognitive processing - interpretations of and attributions about
hypothetical relationship events (Collins, 1996; Poole, 1995) - findings have been
strongest for events related to the anxiety dimension but relatively weak or
inconsistent for events related to approach or dependence. Examining event types
corresponding to these dimensions (i.e., approach, avoidance, high anxiety, and low
anxiety), a contrasting pattern emerges in the present study: Results tended to be
stronger for those events related to the underlying dimension of approach-
avoidance. One potential explanation for this pattern of findings is that events
related to the avoidance dimension (i.e., attachment-relevant avoidant and
attachment-relevant approach events) were more salient because they réflect
actions. Perhaps people have stronger convictions about what they and their
relationship partners do and do not do in relationships, as opposed to wttat they and
their partners feel. |

It is also interesting that of all the significant correlations obtained between
attachment dimensions and event recall, slightly more than half of these were
obtained for attachment-relevant happy events. The consistent pattern of -
associations for this type of event is somewhat surprising given recent assertions
that one should expect attachment findings to be strongest for negative events

because attachment schemas are most likely to be activated in anxiety-provoking
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situations (Simpson et al., 1996). As suggested earlier, research is beginning to
suggest that happiness may be a key aspect of the attachment representations of
secure individuals (Baldwin et al., 1993; Mikulincer, 1995). This “happy” co'mponent
may be an important characteristic which distinguishes secure anaéhment
representations from insecure ones. Of future interest is whether secure individuals
have more positive representations because they have more positive experiences,
or they filter incoming information to include only positive information, or both.
Given research on the positive aspects of optimism (or thinking happy thoughts) on
physical healith (Scheier & Carver, 1987), it seems important to pursue the
importance of happy thoughts or information processing biases for happy
information in examining long term functioning and outcomes for individuals with
secure, as compared to insecure, representations.
Consistent with the idea that attachment representations differ in affective

tone, preoccupatidn and fearfuiness were associated with increased negative mood

4"

and decreased pusitive mood, as assessed by a mood adjective checklist
administered after participants had imagined themselves in events and before event
recall. These associations are consistent with research showing that preoccupied
and fearful individuals report more negative affect (Carnelley et al., 1994) and repgn
relationships characterized by more frequent occurrences of negative emotion
(Simpson, 1990). Also consistent with previous research (Simpson, 1990), security
was associated with positive mood. An interesting question arising out of these %
findings concerns whether the positive and negative moods resulted as a function of
selective attention to events most consistent with attachment scr:\étﬁas (i.e.,
negative events for preoccupation and fearfulness, and positive events for security)
or whether individual differences in mood existed as a function of attachment

schemas before the study began. A way to examine-this question in future would
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be to inciude a mood inventory at the beginr{ing of the study, as well as after the .
presentation of eventé.

Sumfnarizing the above findings in terms of attachment patterns, certain
hypotheseé were supported, but others were not. For example, although security
was associated with increased recall of happy evenvt's, it was unrelated to recall of
events dealing with the importance of intimacy or low anxiety about love-worthiness -
(i.e., events associated with Bartholomew’s two underlying attachment dimensions).
Likewise, fearfulness was only associated with decreased recall of happy events
despite predictions that fearfulness would be associated with the recall of events
consistent with schemas of high anxiety about love-worthiness and avoidance of
intimacy. More significant associations were observed for preoccupied ratings
when aﬁalyses were analyzed éeparately a;:cording to current relationship status
than when relationship status was not taken into account. For those individuals not
in relationships, preoccupation was associated with increased recall of events
dealing with the importance of intimac;/. However, preoccupation was associated
with decreased recall of events associated with high anxiety about love-worthiness.
Dismissiveness was associated with decreased recall of happy events and
increased recall of events regarding avoidance of intimacy. However, as in the
case of security, dismissiveness was unrelated to events dealing with low anxiety -
about love-worthiness. Interestingly, when results for the dismissing rating were
analyzed separately as a function of current relationship status, the above-
associations were only significant for those individuals not currently in ?elationships. ‘
In addition, a negative association emérged between dismissiveness and récall of
approach events, suggesting that perhaps individuals not in relationships who
scored high in dismissiveness defended against information inconsistent with

schemas about intimacy-avoidance in close relationships.
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In conclusion, although Study 2 provides some support for the notion that
attachment schemas influence recall for schema-consistent events, the results are
somewhat disappointing. Even when reiationship status was taken into
consideration, few significant associations emerged. Thus, the issue that must be
addressed concerns why the present paradigm produced so few significant
associations. (he possible answer to this question may lie in the types of events
employed. Four of the event types (low anxiety, high anxiefy, approach, and
avoidance) were generated to correspond to each gole of the two dimensions
underlying Bartholomew’s (1990) model of attachment. Unfortunately, this manner
of deriving events may have been too simplistic. it may be thét people do not hold
such separate representations of events (e.g;., events corresponding to approach
alone). It may be more likely that people hold schemas of attachment events which
reflect interactions of the self- and other-model. In an extensive theoretical review,
Baldwin (1 992) argues a similar point. He suggeéts that people represent\their
ideas of interperéonal relatedness in relational schemas. These schemas are
hypothesized to include interpersonal scripts for interaction patterns, as well as joint
representations of self and others in interpersonal situations. Thus, few significant
findings may have emerged in the present study because the categorization of*
events was too simplistic ancj perhaps not very reflective of the complexity of
information in attachment schemas. )

Recent research suggests that people may have different attachment
representations for various relationship types (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-
Rangarajoo, 1996). For example, some individuals may have general, overarching,
secure models of their interpersonal experiences in which they view most others as
trustworthy and dependable. However, they may also simultaneously hold insecure
representations of their current relationship partner as untrustworthy, perhaps due

to the partner recently violating their trust (e.g., the partner may have had an
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Fextramarital affair). One of the problems with the current study was that individuals
were asked to report on their general experiences in close romantic relationships.
However, in the memory task, some participants probably then went on to imagine
events involving a Specific; relationship and partner. The possibility that some
people may have been imagining events for relationship schemas that were
incongruent with their moré general attachment schemas may have undermined
obtaining significant associations between individuals’ self-reports of general
attachment schemas and event recall.

General Conclusions , ! ~

Over the past decade, research in-attachment and adult close relationships
has demonstrated that attachment representations ‘influerice relationship quality and
functioning, generalized beliefs about partners, affective experiences, and how
people interact with relationship partners (Shaver & Hazan, 1993). However, to
date, few studies have examined the mental processes guiding the operation of
attachment schemas in relationships. To address this issue, the présent studies
examined the influence of attachment schemas on two areas of cognitive
processing - emoiion encoding and memory.

Study 1 provided no indication that individuals appraise emotional
_informatidn, as presented in facial expressionis, in a manner consistent with their
attachment schemas. In contrast, Study 2 did demonstrate a link between
attachment and recall of new information. Specifically, some associations between
attachment dimensions and event recall suggested that individuals may be likely to
preferentially recall information that is consistent with their attachment schemas.
However, taken together, the results from these two studies provide limited support
for the influence of attachment schemas on cognitive processing.

One limitation of both studies may relate to the presumption that attachment

schemas are easily accessible constructs which are activated when people
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complete questionnaires about close relationships. In both Study 1 and Study 2, it
was assumed that completing a series of questionnaires dealing with experiences,
feelings, and expectations in close relatiénships would activate attachment
representations. | expected that the effects of thinking about these attachment-
related issues would then carry over to the social perception tasks - appraisal of
facial expressions of emotion and ;vent recall: However, it is unclear whether
completing attachment-related self-report‘ measures really did make anachmeﬁt
issues more salient for people in either study. Thus, the lack of findings in the two
studies may be attributable to the inadequacy of attachment self-report measures in
erliciting strong reactions. Future studies could examine the accessibility of
attachment schemas and the impact of completing attachment-reléted self-report
measures on social perception by including éontrol groups in which individuals do
not corr;plete self-report measures about close relationships before engaging in
experimental tasks.

It is. important to study cognitive processes within a Iaboratory context to
isolate and understand individual processes through which attachment schemas
operate. However, one of the challenges presented by such research is in
designing paradigms that have the same powerful impact as real life experiences,
and which are as meaningful as real relationship events. For example, although the
results of Study 2 do provide some evidence for the recall of schema-consistent
information, it is difficult td speculate how such resulits relate, if at all, to attachment
differences in recall of autobiographical memories. Autobiographical memories
undoubtedly have a étronger affective component than memories for new
information, such as the events presented in the current study. This affective
component likely derives from the fact that individuals are active participants when
real events occur to them, and thus probably have strong feelings about the events

at time of occurrence. These strong feelings then likely become encoded as part of
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the event. If autobiographical memories do contain more emotional information, the
~ strategies employed in their retrieval may be quite different than those activated in
the retrieval of new, laboratory-generated information.

Ong of the most important issues raised by the current research concerns
how current relationship experiences and partners influence attachment schemas.
It seems likely that current partner characteristics (e.g., supportiveness, emotional
reactivity in negative situations), relationship quality (e.g., conflictual interactions),
and relationship history (e.g., history of relationships where partners leave), in
conjunction with attachment representations, have an impact on what information
people attend to, encode, and eventually recall. An interesting implication of the
analyses by relationship status in Study 2 was that perhaps stronger patterns of
associations should be expected for people who are relying on general attachment
schemas containing ideas about hypothetical others, as opposed to people who are
relying on more relationship specific attachment schemas containing beliefs about
particular partners. The weaker patterns of associations for peopla currently in
romantic relationships might be expected, especially in research where people are
asked to imagine relationship events, because of the underlying \)ariability in real
partner characteristics and behaviours, and the multitude of factors which coQtribute
to relationship dynamics. It is unclear how people incorporate seemingly |
inconsistent pr;lrtner behaviours into attachment schemas, énd whether people with
certain attachment schemas might deal with inconsistent information in different
ways. |

Related to this issue about the complexity and inter-workings of attachment
schemas, it seems important to consider how best to assess these schemas.
Becéuse of concerns‘ raised in Study 1 about the validity of the attachment self;
report measure (RQ), additional measures were included in Study 2 to exam’ifr?e the

validity of the composite attachment measure. The pattern of associations obtained
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between the composite ratings and other attachmAent dimensions was as expeé:ted,
confirming the construct validity of these continuous ratings of attachment. Despite
these findings; however, it is important to be aware of the limitations of self-report
indices of attachment. In particular, attachment se'lf-report measures are subject to
the operation of barticipants’ self-presentational and self-deception biases (Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994a). Some researchers have suggested that self-reports of
attachment schemas may be strongly influenced by current functioning in romantic
relationships (Bartholomew, 1994), and have even argued that such attachment
measures assess little more than current relationship dynamics, as opposed to any
enduring attachmént-related schemas (Kobak, 1994). Taking into consideration
such comments, perhaps interview methods» are moré appropriate for assessing the
rich compléxity of aftachment schemas (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Main,
1991). Although there is some degree of overlap between self-réport and interview-
derived attachment ratings (Bartholomew & Shaver, in préss), the’degree to which
these different methods do not overlap suggests that a multi-method approach to
data collection may be more productive in future work (Griffin & Bartholomew,
1994b). |

In conclusion, results from the present studies provide limited insight into how
attachment schemas shape our processing of social information. Study 1 provided
no evidence that attachment schemas influence the appraisal of emotions, as
presented in facial expressions. Fiﬁdings from Study 2 did suggest that attachment
schemas have an impact on event recall. However, results from this latter study .
need to be interpreted cautiously given that only a few significant associations
emerged. More importantly, the current research has raised a number of interesting
issues. One issue concermns social information processing differences in individuals
who are relying on general attachment schemas containing ideas about hypothetical

others, as opposed to individuals who are relying on more relationship specific

4
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attachment representations containing beliefs about particular pénners. A second
issue concemns how to examine the impact of attachment schemas on cognitive
processing in a laboratory setting. A challenge of laboratory research is to develop
emotionally evocative tasks that are powerful enough to elicit differential responding

as a function of attachment schemas.
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Figure Caption

Figure 1. Bartholomew’s Four-Category Model of Adult Attachment
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Table 1

Alpha Coefficients for Specific Emotion Intensity Ratings for Different Models

Depicting the Same Emotional Expression

Face Type Intensity Rating . Alpha Coefficient
Happy Happy -~ .83
Sad 71
Anger - .72
Fear g7
Sad Happy ‘ .22
Sad 46
Anger .70
Fear ' .66
Angry Happy 21
Sad .76
Anger .69
Fear . .64
Fear Happy .30
- Sad 76
Anger ' .65

Fear - 73




Table 2

Means for Emotion Intensity Ratings Across Face Type

Intensity Ratings + Face Type Mean
Happiness
Happy face | 6.43
Sad face 119
Angry face 1.35
Fearful face 1.15
Sadness ~
5 Happy face 1.16
Sad face 5.26
Angry face 245
Fearful face 2.55,
Anger
Happy face 1.15
Sad face 2.15
Angry face 5.23
Fearful face 2.42
Fear '
Happy face B 1.23
Sad face 3.23
Angry face ' 2.1

Fearful face 5.41
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Figure Caption

Figure 2. Mean Emotion Intensity Ratings for Different Faces By Attachment

Group
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Figure Caption

Figure 3. Mean Emotion Intensity Ratings for Different Faces By Repressors

Versus Non-Repressors
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Table 3

Effects of Overall MANOVASs for Each Primary Facial Expression and

"Univariate Effects for Emotion Intensity Ratings Within Each Primary Facial

"Expression

Face Type ' df - ' ' F

Happy face . (12,378) - 161
Happiness rating (3, 127) 13
Sadness rating (3, 127) 1.17
Anger rating (3, 127) 49
Fearful rating (8, 127) 1.58

Sadface | (12, 375) 51
Happiness rating (3, 126) 40
Sadness rating (3, 126) .60
Anger rating (3, 126) 72
Fearful rating (3, 126) 77

Angry face ‘ (12, 378) 1.34
Happiness rating . (3, 127) 2.31
Sadness rating, ’ (3, 127) 31
Anger rating @127y 1.35

‘ Fearful rating 8,127) ~ .99

Fearful face : S . (12, 375) - 59
Happiness rating - (3, 126) .89
Sadness rating (3, 126) .02
Anger rating (3, 126) 44
Fearful rating (3, 126) .90
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Table 4

Correlations Between Four Continuous Attachment Dimensions

-

Continuous Attachment Ratings~

~ Sécure Preoccupied Fearful  Dismissing

Secure  emem-

Preoccupied | -23" e e e
Fearful ) -.68** 09 e e
Dismissing -19* -51* 27 -

*p<.05 **p < .01



Table 5
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Correlations Between Subscales on the ECR and Continuous Ratings of

Attachment Representations

ECR Subscales Continuous Attachment Ratings

Secure Preoccupied Fearful  Dismissing
Partner good attach. fig. (o =:90) .48"** -.19* -.45*** -.01
Separation anxiety (d =.90) .1% .40*** -.18 -.39***
Self-reliance (a = .82) -.20* -.42* 28" 70
Discomfort with close. (o =.92) -.65"*" -.04 .64*** 33
Anger with partner (o = .88) -.32** 47 42 -.23"
Uncert. about feelings (o = .91)  -.51*** 13 49" .18
Discomfort with dep. (o =. 85)  -.53"** -.07 50" 52
Trust in partners (o = .90) .60*** =37 -.64"* .14
Lovability (o = .90) 50" -.28"" -.36"** .04
Repell. desire to merge (o = .87) -.27** .65*** 27 -.20*
Tough independ. (o = .54) -.19* -.30** 12 - .53
Fear of abandon. (a = .91) - 47 60" a2 > 47

*‘p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001



Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportion of Events Recalled for Each

Event Type |
Event Type | M SD -
‘Attachmen‘t-ReIevant
Overall .53 13
Happy : .66 27
Approach 45 24
Avoidant ’ _ 41 .30
High Anxiety - 64 29 .
Low' Anxiety .53 .21
_ Attac;iment-lrnrrelevant )
Overall | 49 7
Happy : | o - .56 .35
Approach , A7 .33
Avoidant ‘ 42 ‘.30
High Anxiety 4' 57 27
31

Low Anxiety .52
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Table 7 . . -,

Correlations Between Participants’ Ratings of Positive and Negative Emotions and

Continuous Ratings of Attachment

. Continuous Attachment Ratings

Secure.  Preoccupied Fearful  Dismissing.

Negativé emotions . -.18 36" 33 02 ~

Positive emotions ) :36*** -.21* .24 .07

*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001

@



Table 8
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Partial Correlations Between Attachment Representations and Number of Events

Recalled, Controlling for Positive and Negative Emotion Effects

o~
Event Type Continuous Attachment Ratings
Secure Preoccupied Fearful = Dismissing
Attachment-Relevant
Happy 28*** 15 27 .24
Approach 16" -.01 -.01 -.14
*_ Avoidant -.16* .02 .06 .22*"
High Anxiety .06 -.23* -.08 .07
Low Anxiety -.06 -.11 '._03 .10
Attachr;ent-lrrelevant
Happy .04 .00 .00 10
Approach -.01 .07 -.07 - =14
Avoidant .05 -.09 -.03 a2/
High Anxiety . -.04 -.18* .09 10
Low Anxiety .05 .04 -.08 -.10

*p<.10 *p<.05 ***p< .01
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Table 9
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Partial Correlations BetWéen Attachment Representations and Number of

Attachment-Relevant Events Recalled for Those In Versus Not In Relationships,

Controlling for Positive and Negative Emotion Effects

Event Type Continuous Attachment Ratings
Secure Preoccupied Fearful  Dismissing
In Relationship (n = 47) |
Happy 34** -.05 - 41 -.20
Approach ‘ 21 -.38** .02 14
S Avoidant -.10 .18 -.05 A2
High Anxigty .01~ -.20 .03 .16
% Low Anxiety -.10 -.04 .07 .20
Not In Relationship (n = 49)
Happy = 24* .38*** -12 .32
Approach 12 27 -.04 -.40***
Avoidant -2 14 12 28+
‘ High Anxiety .09 .29 L7 .00
Low Anxiety .02 -.15 -.06 - -.05

*p<.10 *p<.05 ***p<.01
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Appendix A

Relationship Questionnaire

PLEASE READ DIRECTIONS!!

1) Following are descriptions of four general relationship styles that people often report.
Please read each description and CIRCLE the letter corresponding to the style that best
describes you or is closest to the way you generally approach close relationships. -

A. It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. 1 am comfortable depending on them
and having them depend on me. I don’t worry about being alone or having others not
accept me. !

B. Iam uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close relationships, but I find
it difficult to trust others compictely, or to depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I
allow myself to become too close to others.

C. I 'want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but I often find that others are
reluctant to get as close as I would like. I am uncomfortable being without close
relationships, but I sometimes worry that others don’t value me as much as I value them.

D. I am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very important to me to feel
independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer not to depend on others or have others
depend on 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.

N(l)‘té,y all Somewhat Very much
liké me like me like me
Style A. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
StyleB. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Style C. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Style D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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-~ Event Sentences

14

’ e

APPROACH - Attachment-relevant : . v s

You cry in front of a friend.

L * .

* You tell );our sister/brother how much you appreciate her/his support.

Your‘pa‘rt‘ner cries when you are watching a sad movie together. o .
You call up your sister/brother to taliabout your problems. .
3 v :
o : , ¢ : g

AVOIDANCE - Attachment-relevant

You go for a run to get-your mind off your prablems.
You don't reply when your partner tells you he/ she loves you.
You pull away when your partner tries to kiss you in front of a group of friends.

=]

HIGH ANXIETY - Attachment-relevant

. : e " /.
You are upset when you overhear a friend saying you are selfish and uncaring.

You feel sad when yéur good friend leaves you standing alone at a party.
~ You are upset when you see your partnér’ having lunch with his/her formér romantic

partner.

LOW ANXIETY - Attachment-relevant

You assume your good friend must be busy when h‘e/she doés not' telephone you for' a
week. | }

You enjoy spending s:ome time alone when your partner goes out of town for the
weekend. |

You are supbortive of your partner accepting a desirable job that will take him/her out of

town for six months.
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" HAPPY - Attéchment-relevant

“You overhear your sister/brother saying you'vg:? been wonderfully supportive. .
You feel good when you bartner gives you a backrub. ‘

You go for a romantic walk on the beach with your partner.

"APPROACH - Attachment-irrelevant

You go door to door canvassing for your fanu’rite charity.

A stranger calls you up on the telephone to ask for donations to a new charity.

>

AVOIDANCE - Attachment-irrelevant . ~

You avoid a tourist asking for directions on the street.
You stay at home to read a book rather than go to a nightclub.

You decide not to carpool with your co-workers.

HIGH ANXIETY - Attachment-irrelevant
Your credit card gets rejected at the cashier.
You get a flat tire on a deserted street. .

You lock your keys in your car.

LOW ANXIETY - Attachment-irrelevant

You feel very competent on the first day of your job.
You are not surprised when you receive a reallyf good evaluation at work.
You fegl you can handle any difficult task your boss throws at you on a busy day at

work.



HAPPY - Attachment-irrelevant

You go on a shopping spree buying things you like.
You find out you have more money in the bank than you thought.

You plan a vacation in Hawaii on your favourite island.

82
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Appendix C |

Zero-Order Correlations Betwee7n' Attachmen°t 'Representations and Number of

Events Recalled

Event Type E | ~ Continuous: Attachment Ratings  °
o " e e
‘ }cure o Preoi:'cupiéd - Fearful  Dismissing
Attachment-Relevant | ) ,

 Happy " 30 REl . -.28 -.2‘3*"‘

" Approdch . a5 -0 ot 14
vAvoi’dant S -16" -01 .08 .23

High Anxviety o .00 g A3 02 07
Low Anxiety 08 v -07 06 . .09°

Attachment-Irrelevant

\Happy : .05 .03 -04- 10
~ Approach ‘ -.09 11 ’ -.01 fv -.16
Avoidant 05 =10 -.04 12
High Anxiety - -.05 A7 08 10

Low Anxiety .07 .02 -.09 - -.09

*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01



