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ABSTRACT
Despite the growing popularity o f attachment theory, there has been little research
examining how attachment fits with the more established construct o f personality. A n
understanding o f the relationship between attachment and personality is important, both
for guiding future theory and research, and for providing insight into the etiology and
treatment o f interpersonal difficulties.
This present study is a comprehensive examination o f the relationship between
adult attachment and a broad range o f personality dimensions, including both normal
personality and the extremes o f personality characterized by personality disorder.
A total o f 213 adult volunteers from the community, aged 16-79 years (mean age
= 31.4, S D =12.5) completed three self-report questionnaires: the Relationship Scales
Questionnaire ( R S Q ) a dimensional assessment o f attachment styles; the Eysenck
Personality Questionnaire - Revised (EPQ-R), assessing normal personality dimensions;
and the Dimensional Assessment o f Personality Pathology - Differential Questionnaire
( D A P P - D Q ) , assessing dimensions o f personality disorder.
Principal components analysis indicated that attachment, normal personality, and
personality disorder share two underlying factors in common, one representing Emotional
Distress, and one representing Intimacy Issues. These factors correspond to the
dimensions o f Anxiety and Avoidance theorized to underlie attachment. Regression
analyses revealed that personality shares a moderate to modest proportion o f variance with
attachment, and that each attachment style is related to a unique pattern o f personality and
personality disorder dimensions. These patterns o f predictor variables provide profiles p f
each attachment style that are theoretically supportable. Finally, a set o f multiple
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regression analyses, using the four factors derived from the intercorrelations o f the
personality and personality disorder dimensions as predictors, provided further support for
the theoretical dimensions o f Anxiety and Avoidance underlying both attachment and
personality.
A more complete picture o f the relationship between attachment and personality
resulting from this study will help guide nature theory and research, as well as provide
clinicians with insight into the etiology and treatment o f personality disorders associated
with interpersonal difficulties.
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1. Introduction
As part of psychology's ongoing endeavor to understand and predict
human behaviour, the concept of an "attachment" motivational-behavioural
system (Bowlby,1969, 1973, 1988) has gained popularity as an explanatory
model for many aspects of intimate relationships (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, &
Wall, 1978; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Bowlby
and others have theorized that attachment patterns become integrated into an
individual's personality structure (Bowlby, 1973, 1980; Bretherton, 1985; Main,
Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985). Despite this speculation, there has been limited
research addressing how the attachment system fits with the more established
construct of personality. Some recent studies suggest that a relationship
between attachment and personality does exist (Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Griffin
& Bartholomew, 1994; Vaughn et al., 1992), but these preliminary findings are,
at best, incomplete, and our understanding of the nature of this relationship
would benefit from a more thorough exploration. The purpose of this thesis is to
provide a more comprehensive examination of the relationship between adult
attachment and a broad range of the personality dimensions, covering both
normal personality and the extremes of personality disorder.

2. Literature Review
2.1) Development of Attachment Theory
John Bowlby conceptualized attachment as the propensity of human
beings to form intimate emotional bonds with those we depend upon for care.

Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1977, 1982) proposed that the attachment system performs
the biological function of ensuring care and protection for infants and young
children, but that the propensity to form and maintain attachment relationships
persists throughout life.
Based on his observations of the distress of infants and young children
when separated from their primary caregiver, as well as the long term impact of
these experiences, Bowlby concluded that the quality of attachment relationships
is dependent on the degree of sensitivity and responsiveness of care that has
been experienced in a relationship, with experiences early in life having a strong
impact on later social and emotional development (Bowlby, 1969, 1980, 1982).
He theorized that within the context of a developing relationship with a caregiver,
a child forms internalized expectations concerning both the availability and
trustworthiness of significant others, and the self as worthy of love and care
(Bowlby, 1973). These internal working models of self and other are thought to
be the context through which future relationships are perceived and interpreted
(Bowlby, 1973).
Bowlby (1977, 1980, 1982) postulated continuity of attachment patterns
throughout life, with earlier attachment relationships providing the prototype for
later close relationships. He hypothesized that the formative years for
attachment extend from infancy into adolescence, but that over time attachment
patterns become relatively stable, as the internal working models of self and
other are integrated into an individual's personality structure (Bowlby, 1980).
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2.2) Adult Attachment
Attachment patterns are thought to be important for many aspects of adult
functioning, including parenting characteristics (Main et al., 1985), affect
regulation, social support, and the ability to form satisfying adult-adult
relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Bartholomew,
1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Interest in the influence of attachment on adult functioning has led to the
development of several different conceptualizations and related measures of
adult attachment. Main and her colleagues developed the "Adult Attachment
Interview" (AAI) to assess an adult's "state of mind with respect to attachment".
This is done by asking open-ended questions about childhood attachment
experiences and the perceived effect of those experiences on current
functioning. The manner in which these experiences is conveyed, including
contradictions and incoherencies, provide the basis for inferring the adult's
representation of attachment in the context of their family of origin (Main et al.,
1985). The three primary attachment classifications derived from the AAI,
Autonomous, Dismissing, and Preoccupied, are hypothesized to be directly
related to the three infant attachment styles determined by Ainsworth and her
colleagues, Secure, Avoidant, and Anxious-ambivalent (Ainsworth, Blehar,
Waters & Wall, 1978).
Hazan and Shaver (1987), on the other hand, focused on adult-adult
relationships and developed a self-report measure of Adult Romantic
Attachment. This measure was developed by translating the three infant
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attachment styles into paragraph descriptions appropriate to adult romantic
relationships. Adults are asked to choose which paragraph best describes how
they are now in close relationships.
Bartholomew developed both semi-structured interviews and self-report
questionnaires in order to assess a four-prototype extension of the traditional
three-categories of attachment (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994). She (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991)
observed that the three-category conceptualizations of adult attachment vary in
how they operationalize the avoidant style, either as dismissing (Main et al.,
1985), or as fearful (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Although both ways of
operationalizing avoidance were drawn from Bowlby's (1977, 1980)
conceptualization of adult avoidance, each appeared to Bartholomew to be
capturing different aspects of adult avoidance. It seems that avoidant adults,
unlike children, differ in their conscious awareness of their unfulfilled attachment
needs. Some dismiss a need for intimacy, whereas others fear intimacy. This
realization prompted Bartholomew to re-conceptualize adult attachment, and to
suggest that a single avoidant category may not be sufficient for characterizing
the different patterns of avoidance in adulthood (Bartholomew, 1990).
Bartholomew developed a model of adult attachment based on Bowlby's
(1973) central assumption that attachment patterns result from the formation of
internal working models of self and other. Bartholomew conceptualized the
models of self and other as dimensions underlying four prototypic attachment
styles (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomews Horowitz, 1991). The self dimension

is conceived of as an internalized sense of self-worth, and is related to the
degree of anxiety and dependency experienced in close relationships. This
dimension is also referred to as the Anxiety (about abandonment) dimension
(Brennan et al., 1998). The other dimension is conceived of as an internalized
sense of the availability and trustworthiness of others, and is related to the
degree of avoidance of intimacy in close relationships. This dimension is also
referred to as the Avoidance (of intimacy) dimension (Brennan et al., 1998). The
intersection of these two dichotomized dimensions produces four attachment
styles: secure (positive self and positive other / low anxiety & low avoidance),
preoccupied (negative self & positive other/ high anxiety & low avoidance),
fearful (negative self & negative other/ high anxiety & high avoidance), and
dismissing (positive self & negative other / low anxiety & high avoidance)
(Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomews Horowitz, 1991, Brennan et al., 1998).
Whereas the two underlying dimensions represent anxiety within intimate
relationships and avoidance of intimate relationships, the four attachment styles
are conceptualized as prototypic strategies for the regulation of felt security
within intimate relationships.
Unlike the three-category models, this four-prototype model differentiates
two attachment styles characterized by avoidance of intimacy: fearful and
dismissing. Both avoidant styles have a negative model of other, associated
with avoidance in close relationships, but, whereas the fearful style has a
negative model of self, the dismissing style has a positive model of self. The
negative model of self, or high anxiety, of the fearful attachment style is
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characterized by dependency in close relationships, which when combined with
avoidance, results in a desire for intimacy which is inhibited by fears of rejection.
The positive model of self, or low anxiety, of the dismissing attachment style is
associated with low dependence in relationships, which when combined with
avoidance, results in a defensive denial of the need or desire for intimate
contact.
The preoccupied attachment style is an interaction of a negative model of

self and a positive model of other, or high anxiety and low avoidance, resulting in
a pattern of attempting to find self-validation and approval from others in intimate
relationships. The secure attachment style is a combination of a positive model
of self and a positive model of other, or low anxiety and low avoidance, resulting
in comfort with both intimacy and autonomy.
An additional way in which Bartholomew's four-prototype model differs
from previous attachment conceptualizations is that instead of fitting into single,
discrete attachment categories, individuals are thought to approximate each of
the prototypic styles to varying degrees. Because the many factors contributing
to the formation of the underlying dimensions are not uniform, homogeneous
experiences, individuals are not necessarily expected to fit only into one
attachment category. Instead, they may show characteristics of two or more
attachment prototypes. The degree of an individual's correspondence with each
prototype can be rated, and their placement on the intersection of the self and

other dimensions can be determined. This multi-layered model provides us with
tools better equipped to describe the complexity and variability of adult
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attachment representations than do simpler categorical models. An adult's
attachment representation is described both in terms of correspondence to each
of the prototypic attachment strategies, as well as the state of the underlying
dimensions of anxiety and avoidance in attachment relationships.

2.3) Attachment and Personality
The rapid growth in popularity of attachment theory, along with an
explosion of research in both child and adult attachment over the last decade or
so, could be attributed to the intuitive appeal of a theory that explains current
relationship experiences in terms of past relationship experiences.
Unfortunately, the rapid acceptance of the theory has not been matched by
conclusive research on the relationship between attachment and the more
established construct of personality, despite the assumption by many attachment
theorists that attachment patterns become integrated into our personality
organization (Bowlby, 1973, 1980; Bretherton, 1985; Main, Kaplan & Cassidy,
1985). This is a significant oversight, as it is important to know where and how
attachment fits into the general framework of personality in order to be able to
understand how the attachment system interacts with other aspects of
personality and functions in relation to other behavioural systems.
Similarities between attachment behaviours and certain dimensions of
personality suggest some degree of relationship between attachment and
personality. Recent research indicates that a relationship does exist, although
the full nature of this relationship is yet to be determined.

2.4) Child Attachment and Temperament
In order to get the full picture of our current understanding of the
relationship between attachment and personality, it is important to start with
evidence regarding the relationship between attachment and personality, or
temperament, in childhood. Temperament has been defined as "inherited
personality traits present in early childhood" (Buss & Plomin, 1984). In the past
there has been a great deal of debate over whether a relationship between
childhood attachment and temperament even exists, with attachment theorists
arguing that attachment functions separately from temperament (Sroufe, 1985).
Recently however, a combined empirical effort has found evidence for a modest
relationship between child attachment security and temperament (Vaughn,
Stevenson-Hinde, Waters, Kotsaftis, Lefever, Shouldice, Trudel, & Belsky,
1992). This study focused on six samples in which the Waters and Deane
Attachment Behavior Q-sort was used to assess attachment security. Several
different temperament measures were used, but it was felt that this was not a
serious drawback, as the core temperament dimensions were assessed by each.
The nature of the informant for each measure varied across samples, but this
does not appear to have influenced the conclusion reached. The results
suggest that, when using the Attachment Behavior Q-sort, which assesses
attachment behaviour over an extended period of routine day-to day functioning,
a modest association between attachment security and temperament is found.
More specifically, Vaughn et al. (1992) found a consistent negative relationship
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between attachment security and a temperamental dimension of negative
emotionality and/or affective activation, and the strength of this relationship
increased developmentally from 12 to 42 months (i.e., Sample #1, 12-14
months, r= -.04, Sample #2, 12 months, r= -.23, Sample #3a, 24 months, r= -.16,
Sample #4, 24 months, r= -.29, Sample #5, 30 months, r= -.29, Sample #3b, 3036 months, r= -. 35, Sample #6, 42 months, r= -.48).

2.5) Adult Personality - The Big Five Personality Traits
Adult personality is conceptually similar to childhood temperament, except
that adult personality traits are generally considered to be more differentiated
and complex than are childhood traits. There have been many different
theoretical conceptualizations of adult personality. One that has achieved wide
acceptance is the five-factor model (Goldberg, 1993), commonly referred to as
the "Big Five" (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Costa and McCrae (1985) developed
the NEO Personality Inventory to measure the Big Five personality traits.
According to Costa and McCrae (1985) the five factors of personality are:
Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.
The NEO-PI measures the extent to which individuals exhibit each of these five
factors, as well as the more specific six facets per factor.

2.6) Adult Attachment and The Big Five Personality Traits
Facets from several of the personality factors have conceptual similarities
to aspects of the attachment styles. Facets of Extraversion that contain
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characteristics theoretically related to attachment security include "Warmth",
"Gregariousness" and "Positive Emotions". The Openness facet of "Openness
to Feelings", and the Agreeableness facet of "Trust", also describe aspects
considered important to attachment security.
The Neuroticism factor, especially, has many facets that share common
aspects with the theoretical prototypes of insecure attachment styles.
Neuroticism is described as the general tendency to experience emotional
distress, as well as a proneness to irrational ideas, poor impulse control, and a
poor ability to cope with stress. Neuroticism is made up of six specific facets:
"Anxiety", "Angry" "Hostility", "Depression", "Self-Consciousness",
"Impulsiveness", and "Vulnerability". The facets of "Anxiety", "Depression", "SelfConsciousness", and "Vulnerability" seem particularly similar to aspects of
insecure attachment styles.
In adult attachment research, as in the child attachment field, there have
been only a few attempts to clarify the relationship between attachment and
personality. Shaver and Brennan (1992) examined the association between
Hazan and Shaver's (1987) three-category self-report measure of adult romantic
attachment, and the Big Five personality factors, as well as their facets,
measured by the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI; Costa & McCrae, 1985).
They found theoretically predictable relationships between the three
attachment styles and three of the Big Five personality factors: Neuroticism,
Extraversion, and Agreeableness. Secures were less neurotic and more
extroverted than both of the insecure styles. Secures were also more agreeable
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than avoidants. The 18 facets provided some more detailed information. Of the
facets underlying the Neuroticism factor, all except Anxiety and Impulsiveness
showed the same general pattern of both insecure styles being more neurotic
than the secure style. On the Anxiety facet, anxious-ambivalents scored higher
than avoidants, who scored higher than secures. On the Impulsiveness facet,
anxious-ambivalents scored higher than secures, whereas avoidants were not
significantly different from either. For the facets of the Extraversion factor, only
the Gregariousness facet reflected the secure higher than insecure pattern. For
the facet Warmth, both secures and anxious-ambivalents scored higher than
avoidants. For the facet Assertiveness, secures scored higher than anxiousambivalents, and avoidants were not significantly different from either. On
Positive Emotions, secures scored higher than avoidants, with anxiousambivalents not significantly different from either. For the facets of the
Openness to Experience factor, only Openness to feelings was found to be
associated with attachment style. Avoidants were less open to feelings than
were either secures or anxious-ambivalents.
Two discriminant function analyses examined the ability of the NEO-PI
traits and facets to differentiate among the three attachment-style groups. In the
first analysis, using the Big Five traits, Shaver & Brennan (1992) found a single
significant function, accounting for 86.9% of the variance. This function
distinguished attachment security from insecurity. The positions of the
attachment-style centroids on this function were -.46 for secure, +.36 for
avoidant, and +.48 for anxious-ambivalent. Correlations of the five NEO-PI traits
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with this function were .91 for Neuroticism, -.57 for Extraversion, -.48 for
Agreeableness, -.25 for Openness to Experience, and -.05 for
Conscientiousness. In the second discriminant analysis, in which 20 NEO-PI
facets were used, two significant functions emerged, the first accounting for
5 7 . 4 % of the variance, the second accounting for 4 2 . 6 % of the variance. The
first function distinguished attachment security from insecurity. The position of
the three attachment group centroids on this function were +.58 for avoidant,
+.40 for anxious-ambivalent, and -.55 for secure. This function correlated
positively with Depression (.77), Anxiety (.56), Hostility (.46), Vulnerability (.44),
Self-Consciousness (.44), and Impulsiveness (.33), and correlated negatively
with Positive Emotions (-.47), Warmth (-.47), Agreeableness (-.44), and
Gregariousness (-.44). The second function distinguished the two insecure
attachment styles. The positions of the attachment group centroids were +.48
for avoidant, +.06 for secure, and -.78 for anxious-ambivalent. This function
correlated positively with Openness to Values (.32), Actions (.26), and Ideas
(.11), and negatively with Openness to Feelings (-. 53), Aesthetics (-.20), and
Fantasy (-.09).
Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) examined the relationship between the
underlying self and other dimensions of Bartholomew's four attachment
prototypes, as measured by two self-report rating scale measures (RQ and
RSQ), and the Big Five personality traits, as measured by a shortened form of
the N E O Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1985). The two attachment
measures (RQ and R S Q ) showed very similar patterns of correlations with the
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personality traits, except that the R S Q correlations were higher. The self
dimensions of both measures were highly negatively correlated with Neuroticism
(-.49 R Q and -.55 R S Q ) and modestly correlated with Extraversion (.25 R Q and
.27 RSQ), Agreeableness (.25 R Q and .29 R S Q ) and Conscientiousness (.18
R Q and .29 RSQ). The other dimensions of both measures were modestly
correlated with Extraversion (.30 R Q and .39 RSQ), and slightly less correlated
with Agreeableness (.24 R Q and .27 RSQ). Structural equation modeling
indicated that the personality scales explained 48 % of the variance in the latent
self dimension variable, and 27 % of the variance in the latent other dimension
variable.
Although the available evidence supports the existence of a relationship
between attachment and personality, I have several concerns regarding the
measures used in the research just discussed, which suggest the importance of
further research addressing these concerns.

3. Limitations of Existing Research
•3.1) Critique of the "Big Five"
Both of the previous adult studies (Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994) used the Big Five model of personality, as measured by the
NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985), and, although the N E O is a popular measure
of personality, it is not the only commonly used measure (Goldberg, 1993).
Goldberg (1993) describes several other measures of the Big Five that suggest
slightly different conceptualizations of several of the five factors. In addition,

there are widely accepted conceptualizations of personality other than the Big
Five, including Cattell's 16 primary factors (Cattell, Eber, &Tatsuoka, 1970) and
Eysenck's three dimensions (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994).
The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire - Revised (EPQ-R; Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1994) is a commonly used questionnaire developed to measure what
has been conceptualized as the three main dimensions of personality,
Neuroticism, Extraversion-lntroversion, and Psychoticism. Also included is a Lie
scale that measures dissimulation and a conforming personality trait.
In response to proponents of the "Big Five", Eysenck (1991, 1992) has
argued that the Big Five factors of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are
merely facets of the higher level construct of Psychoticism, and that the
existence of a factor of Openness is not theoretically supported.
Using Eysenck's EPQ-R, measuring three main dimensions of personality,
as well as the Lie scale, allows us to examine the relationship between
attachment and personality with a commonly used model of personality other
than the Big Five.

3.2) Attachment and Psvchopathology
A significant oversight of researchers attempting to delineate the
relationship between attachment and personality has been the neglect of the
relationship between attachment and psychopathology. This oversight has
occurred despite clinical, theoretical and empirical bases for arguing that a
strong relationship between attachment insecurity and psychopathology exists.
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Among clinicians there is a general recognition of the importance of
intimacy difficulties in psychopathology. The D S M IV descriptions of many of the
personality disorders (e.g., borderline, avoidant, and dependent personality
disorders), refer to severe difficulties with intimate relationships. There has even
been some discussion within the psychiatric literature of the possible role of
attachment in the development of psychiatric difficulties (West, Livesley, Reiffer,
& Sheldon, 1986; Livesley, Schroeder, & Jackson, 1990).
Bowlby discussed what he saw as the significance of negative attachment
experiences for the development of psychopathology (Bowlby, 1980). Following
Bowlby, many attachment researchers have theorized about the role of insecure
attachment, and negative internal working models, in the development of
psychopathology (Blatt, 1995; Bretherton, 1995; Cassidy, 1995; Thompson,
Flood, & Lundquist, 1995;). Blatt (1995) theorized that disruptions of caring
relationships, at particular times in the life cycle, can lead to the development of
vulnerabilities in cognitive-affective schemas, also known as internal working
models. Thompson et al. (1995) suggested that attachment relationships are
important for the developing skills of emotional regulation. Bretherton (1995)
discussed the role of emotionally open parent-child communication in the
developing structure and organization of memory. She argued that when
children do not receive appropriate support and feedback for their attempts at
communication, their memory organization may become maladapted and
inflexible. Cassidy (1995) described the emotion-cognition link between
insecure attachment and a specific disorder called Generalized Anxiety
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Disorder.
In support of such theoretical arguments, there have been several
empirical studies which have found evidence that attachment is related to
specific aspects of psychopathology, including: anxiety, depression (Hazan &
Shaver, 1990), avoidant personality, dependent personality, self-defeating
personality (Alexander, 1993), and borderline personality disorder (Dutton,
Saunders, Starzomski & Bartholomew, 1994). Together, clinical experience,
theory, and research provide a basis for arguing that insecure attachment styles
likely have a stronger relationship with the extremes of personality traits
characterized by personality disorders than with the normal personality range.

3.3) Normal Personality - Personality Disorder Continuum
Until recently there was no simple way to look at the relationship between
attachment and a broad range of personality dimensions, including personality
disorder, because a dimensional self-report measure of personality disorder did
not exist. This deficiency can be explained by differences in how personality
and personality disorder have been conceptualized. Conceptualizations of
normal personality are largely the result of extensive empirical research,
whereas conceptualizations of personality disorders are generally the result of a
consensus of experts, who base their decisions on traditional clinical concepts
and clinical experience. Typically, clinical experts have considered there to be a
qualitative difference between normal personality and personality pathology, as
demonstrated by the categorical approach of the DSM IV. In contrast, however,

17

many personality researchers have conceptualized personality pathology to
differ from normal personality quantitatively, rather than qualitatively, and have
proposed that personality disorders lie at the extremes of the same dimensions
as normal personality (Costa & McCrae, 1990; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985;
Schroeder, Wormworth, & Livesley, 1994; Widiger& Frances, 1994).
Empirical support for this assertion is found in research indicating that
psychiatric diagnostic categories can be located within the dimensional three
factor model of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck,
1985), as well as research in which personality disorder diagnoses measured by
MMPI scales are found to correlate with the Five-Factor Model assessed using
the N E O Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1990).

Until recently,

however, the shortcoming of the dimensional approach to personality disorder
has been the lack of appropriate measures. Because the original emphasis of
personality measures such as the NEO-PI (Costa & Mcrae, 1985) was to
characterize normal personality only, there has been inadequate representation
of the more abnormal and extreme features of personality traits in the available
measures (Widiger & Frances, 1994).
In an attempt to remedy this situation, Livesley e t a l . (Livesley, 1986;
1987; Schroeder, Wormworth & Livesley, 1994 ) identified the basic dimensions
underlying personality pathology, in order to incorporate personality disorders
into a continuous dimensional model of personality. From an extensive literature
review, followed by consensus of a panel of clinicians, they compiled a list of
100 scales measuring the most prototypical features of each psychiatric
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diagnosis. These were administered to both a general population sample and a
clinical sample. Through a process of condensation, elimination and exploratory
factor analysis they derived the Dimensional Assessment of Personality
Pathology-Basic Questionnaire (DAPP-BQ). Similarity of the factor structures
across the general population and clinical samples provided additional support
for a dimensional model in which normal personality and personality disorder fall
on the same continuum.
Schroeder, Wormworth, and Livesley (1994) compared the DAPP-BQ
scales to the NEO-PI and found that many of the DAPP-BQ measures were
strongly related to several of the Big Five factors of normal personality.
Specifically, the DAPP-BQ dimensions representing distress and dissatisfaction
with self (e.g., Anxiousness, Affective Lability, and Insecure Attachment) were
capturing similar features as the NEO-PI Neuroticism trait, providing further
support for the assertion that the same traits underlie both normal personality
and disordered personality. The lowest correlations between the DAPP-BQ and
the NEO-PI were found in the area of intimate relationship difficulties, which are
an important part of the DAPP-BQ, but are not strongly represented by the NEOPI.
Because the N E O does not measure certain elements associated with
personality disorder, such as the extremes of personality traits, or intimacy
difficulties, which are central to insecure attachment, researchers who used this
measure may have missed stronger associations between attachment and
personality. It seems likely that the insecure attachment styles would be more
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strongly associated with the extremes associated with personality disorder, than
with normal personality.

3.4) Critique of Attachment Measures
The previous research looking at the relationship between adult
attachment and personality used either distinct attachment categories, or the
underlying self and other dimensions, to represent attachment. Griffin and
Bartholomew (1994) have suggested that prototype measures such as the fourprototype measure proposed by Bartholomew (1990, Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991) are particularly suited to measuring attachment, as they allow for the
possibility that an individual can have varying levels of more than one
attachment style. The categorical approach results in a loss of information that
can be provided by continuous ratings and within-group variation. They argued
that analyses based on the underlying dimensions of attachment result in an
over-simplification of what goes on in individuals, as particular behavioral
strategies are associated with particular attachment styles, representing specific
combinations of the underlying dimensions. For example, fearful individuals,
who have a negative model of self and other, tend to be passive, whereas
dismissing individuals, who have a negative model of other but a positive model
of self, tend to lack warmth, and preoccupied individuals, who have a negative
self and positive other, tend to be controlling. Griffin and Bartholomew (1994)
suggest that using the prototype measures adds both predictive and
interpretational power over both the categorical and dimensional approaches to
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measuring attachment.
In addition, Bartholomew's four-prototype model of attachment includes
the Fearful style of attachment, a style that has yet to be examined in relation to
a wide range of personality dimensions. It is hypothesized that the Fearful style,
comprised of a negative model of self (high anxiety) and a negative model of
other (high avoidance), would be most strongly related to the extremes of
personality, characterized by personality pathology.

4. Study Purpose
This study was designed to address the various concerns I raised about
the previous studies on the relationship between personality and adult
attachment. By using two well-accepted and validated dimensional measures of
personality, the EPQ-R (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994) and the DAPP-DQ (Livesley,
1986, 1987), rather than just one, I was able to cover a broader range of
personality function, including both normal and disordered personality. In
addition, Bartholomew's four-prototype model provides a detailed and
informative picture of attachment, including an additional insecure attachment
style, fearful, that had not yet been directly compared to personality in general.

5. Method
5.1) Participants
The participants were adult community volunteers recruited primarily from
the Vancouver area, through newspaper advertisements and media stories. A
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total of 213 individuals (74% female) aged 1 6 - 7 9 years (mean age = 31.4, SD =
12.5) participated. Each participant was drawn randomly from twin pairs
participating in the U B C Twin Project, an ongoing study of personality and
psychiatric disorder.
5.2) Measures
Adult attachment styles were assessed using The Relationship

Scales

Questionnaire (RSQ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). The R S Q is a 38-item selfreport questionnaire. Participants rate (on a 5-point scale) the extent to which
each phrase describes their feelings about attachment relationships. One
represents "not at all like me" and five is "very much like me". Each participant is
assigned a score for each of the four attachment styles by computing the mean
of the ratings from the relevant items.
Normal personality was assessed using the Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire - Revised (EPQ-R; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994), a 100-item selfreport measure that assesses three Personality dimensions: Psychoticism,
Extraversion, and Neuroticism. The questionnaire also includes a Lie scale,
which measures dissimulation and a conforming personality trait.
Personality disorder was measured using the Dimensional Assessment of
Personality Pathology - Differential Questionnaire (DAPP-DQ; Livesley, in
press), a 560-item self-report measure that assesses 18 factorially derived basic
dimensions: Affective Instability, Anxiousness, Callousness, Perceptual
Cognitive Distortion, Compulsivity, Conduct Problems, Identity Disturbance,
Insecure Attachment, Intimacy Problems, Narcissism, Oppositionality, Rejection,
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Restricted Expression, Self-harm, Social Avoidance, Stimulus Seeking,
Submissiveness, and Suspiciousness.
5.3) Statistical Analyses
The association between attachment and a wide range of personality
dimensions, including personality disorder, was explored using correlations,
principal components analyses, and multiple regression analyses.
The four attachment styles were correlated with the four EPQ-R
personality dimensions (including the Lie scale), and the 18 DAPP-DQ
personality disorder dimensions. To condense and simplify this information into
factor loadings, principal components analysis was performed on the observed
intercorrelations.
The principal components analysis allows us to see the degree of
common variance shared by the personality dimensions and the attachment
styles, suggesting what underlying factors attachment and personality have in
common, but it does not indicate the extent to which personality predicts
attachment styles, the significance of such predictions, or the strength of the
relationships between attachment styles and specific personality dimensions.
This information was obtained through multiple regression analyses.
Three sets of regression analyses were done, each using a different set
of predictor variables. (1) First, because a primary goal of the study was to
examine the relationship between attachment and personality disorder, a series
of regression analyses was performed using only the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions
as predictors of the attachment styles. (2) Next, in order to examine the
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relationship between attachment and a wider range of personality, including both
normal and abnormal personality, a series of regression analyses was
performed using both the personality disorder dimensions of the DAPP-DQ, and
the normal personality dimensions of the EPQ-R, as predictors of the attachment
styles. (3) Finally, in order to simplify and reduce the number of predictor
variables, as well as eliminate any concern of multicollinearity, that is,
correlations among the predictor variables, multiple regressions were conducted
using factors extracted from the intercorrelations of the EPQ-R and DAPP-DQ
dimensions as predictors of attachment.
In addition, because a large percentage of the volunteer twin sample is
female, all of the analyses were run twice, once drawing one member from each
twin pair randomly to include in the analyses, and again on females only, one
drawn from each twin pair in which there was a female. This permitted a
comparison to determine whether including the males in the initial analyses
simply added noise to the general pattern found, or whether the pattern
appeared consistent across samples, with or without the males.

6. Results
6.1) Principal Components Analysis (RSQ. EPQ-R & DAPP-DQ)
A 26 x 26 matrix of intercorrelations was produced from the 4 attachment
styles (RSQ), 4 personality dimensions (EPQ-R), and the 18 personality disorder
dimensions (DAPP-DQ). Principal components analysis with varimax rotation
was performed on the matrix of intercorrelations to determine the underlying
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structure. There is not one widely accepted rule for determining the number of
factors to extract from a data set, and different criteria often produce conflicting
results (Hakstian, Rogers, & Cattell, 1982). Three criteria were considered.
First, the Kaiser-Guttman rule of retaining the components whose eigenvalues
are greater than 1 suggested a 6-factor solution. Second, the scree plot was
examined for a marked discontinuity in the slope, as it was proposed by Cattell
(1966) that the eigenvalues before the sharp break should be retained. This
was less clear, indicating a 3-factor, or possibly a 4-factor, solution. Finally, the
theoretical interpretability of the factor loadings was considered for solutions
ranging from 2 factors to 7 factors. The 3-factor solution was found to be most
interpretable. After considering all the criteria, the 3-factor solution was
retained. The 3-factor solution accounts for 5 3 . 6 % of the total variance. The 3factor principal components solution with varimax rotation is presented in Table
1. The loadings greater than .40 are considered high and are in boldface.
The first factor, labeled Emotional Distress, has high positive loadings on
the DAPP-DQ dimensions Anxiety, Identity Problems, Social Avoidance,
Cognitive Distortion, Submissiveness, Passive-Aggressivity, Insecure
Attachment, Narcissism, Suspiciousness, Restricted Expression, and Suicidal
Ideation, a high positive loading for the EPQ-R dimension Neuroticism, a high
negative loading for the EPQ-R dimension Extraversion, and high positive
loadings on the Fearful and Preoccupied attachment styles, as well as a high
negative loading for the Secure attachment style. The second factor has been
labeled Dissocial, with high positive loadings for the DAPP-DQ dimensions
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Table 1
Principal Components Analysis of the RSQ, EPQ-R, and DAPP-DQ.
Factors

Style/Dimension
RSQ
Secure
Fearful
Preoccupied
Dismissing
EPQ-R
Psychoticism
Extraversion
Neuroticism
Lie
DAPP-DQ
Submissiveness
Cognitive Distortion
Identity Problems
Affective lability
Stimulus Seeking
Compulsivity
Restricted Expression
Callousness
Passive-Aggresivity
Intimacy Problems
Rejection
Anxiety
Conduct Problems
Suspiciousness
Social Avoidance
Narcissism
Insecure Attachment
Suicidal Ideation
Eigenvalues
% variance

I
Emotional
Distress

-.60
.46
.51
-.14
-.05

-.43
.73

II
Dissocial

-.05
.12
.13
.14

-.50
.56
-.45
.71

.62
.46

.15
-.35
.01
.10

.12

-.14

-.53

.69
.76
.83
.71

-.19
.26
.14
.36

-.04
-.04

.46

.31

.65

.75

-.35
-.12

.64

.36
.02

.14
.15

.59

.20

.69

.88

.58
.80
.58
.60
.46

8.23
31.6%

III
Intimacy
Issues

.03

.30
-.14

.50

.25
.27
3.27
12.6%

-.05
.06
.26
-.06
-.06
.06

.60

.19
.05

.71

.06
.05
.15
.26
.29
-.26

-.45

.24
2.45
9.4%
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Stimulus Seeking, Conduct Problems, Callousness, Rejection, and Narcissism,
and the EPQ-R dimensions of Psychoticism and Extraversion, as well as a high
negative loading for the EPQ-R Lie Scale. None of the attachment styles loaded
highly on this factor. The third factor, labeled Intimacy Issues, has high positive
loadings for the DAPP-DQ dimensions Intimacy Avoidance and Restricted
Expression, as well as the Dismissing and Fearful attachment styles, and a high
negative loading for the DAPP-DQ dimension Insecure Attachment, as well as
the Secure and Preoccupied attachment styles.
6.2) Multiple Regression Analyses (Dimensions as Predictors)
(A) Prediction of Attachment Styles from DAPP-DQ Dimensions
The ability of the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions of personality disorder to
account for variance in each of the four attachment styles was examined next.
Each attachment style was regressed on the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions. The
multiple correlations, adjusted R , and the significant standard regression
2

coefficients (beta weights) are presented in Table 2. Social Avoidance (-.28),
Restricted Expression (-.25), Affective Instability (-.19), and Intimacy Avoidance
(-.13) were significant predictors of Secure attachment. These account for 41 %
of the variance. Suspiciousness (.24), Restricted Expression (.23), Intimacy
Avoidance (.18), and Cognitive Distortion (.18) were significant predictors of
Fearful attachment. These account for 36% of the variance. Insecure
Attachment (.23), Narcissism (.23), Rejection (.19), Callousness (.18),
Submissiveness (.16), and Intimacy Avoidance (-.16) were significant predictors
of Preoccupied Attachment. These account for 29% of the variance. Insecure
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Table 2
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) with 18 Personality
Disorder Dimensions (DAPP-DQ)

Attachment
style
Secure
(N= 211)

Fearful
(N=210)

Preoccupied
(N= 209)

Dismissing
(N= 211)

Model

R

Adjusted R

1
2

.58
.62

.33
.37

3

.64

.40

4

.65

.41

1
2
3

.50
.57
.59

.24
.32
.34

4

.61

.36

1
2
3

.44
.48
.51

.19
.22
.25

4

.52

.26

5

.54

.27

6

.55

.29

1
2

.31
.38

.09
.14

3

.43

.17

4

.47

.20

2

Standardized regression coefficients
-.58 Social Avoidance
-.41 Social Avoidance -.27 Restricted
Expression
-.30 Social Avoidance -.30 Restricted
Expression -.19 Affective Instability
-.28 Social Avoidance -.25 Restricted
Expression -.19 Affective Instability
-.13 Intimacy Avoidance
+.50 Restricted Expression
+.35 Restricted Expression +.32 Suspiciousness
+.26 Restricted Expression +.32 Suspiciousness
+.19 Intimacy Avoidance
+.23 Restricted Expression +.24 Suspiciousness
+.18 Intimacy Avoidance +.18 Cognitive
Distortion
+.44 Insecure Attachment
+.31 Insecure Attachment +.24 Narcissism
+.30 Insecure Attachment +.33 Narcissism
-.18 Rejection
+.30 Insecure Attachment +.29 Narcissism
-.22 Rejection +.Callousness
+.27 Insecure Attachment +.28 Narcissism
-. Rejection +. Callousness-.12 Intimacy
Avoidance
+.23 Insecure Attachment +.23 Narcissism
-.19 Rejection + .18 Callousness -.16 Intimacy
Avoidance + 16 Submissiveness
+.31 Intimacy Avoidance
+.27 Intimacy Avoidance -.22 Insecure
Attachment
+.27 Intimacy Avoidance -.27 Insecure
Attachment +.21 Rejection
+.16 Intimacy Avoidance-.31 Insecure
Attachment + .21 Rejection + .21 Restricted
Expression
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Attachment (-.31), Restricted Expression (.21), Rejection (.21), and Intimacy
Avoidance (.16) were significant predictors of Dismissing attachment. These
account for 2 0 % of the variance.
(B) Prediction of Attachment Styles from DAPP-DQ and EPQ-R Dimensions
In order to examine the relationship between attachment and a wider
range of personality, including both normal and abnormal personality, each of
the four attachment styles was regressed on both the 18 DAPP-DQ personality
disorder dimensions and the four EPQ-R personality dimensions. The multiple
correlations, adjusted R s, and significant standard regression coefficients (beta
2

weights) are presented in Table 3.
Neuroticism (-.40), Restricted Expression (-.23), Social Avoidance (-.19),
and Intimacy Avoidance (-.16) were significantly predictive of Secure
attachment. These account for 4 9 % of the variance. Neuroticism (.26),
Suspiciousness (.23), Restricted Expression (.23), and Intimacy Avoidance (.19)
were significantly predictive of Fearful attachment. These account for 3 7 % of
the variance. Insecure Attachment (.27), Narcissism (.25), Neuroticism (.17),
and Rejection (-.16) were significantly predictive of Preoccupied attachment.
These account for 2 6 % of the variance. Insecure Attachment (-.33), Rejection
(.25), Restricted Expression (.20), and Intimacy Avoidance (.15) were
significantly predictive of Dismissing attachment. These account for 2 3 % of the
variance.
6.3) Prediction of Attachment from Personality Factors
In order to simplify and reduce the number of predictor variables, and to
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Table 3
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) with Personality
(EPQ-R) and Personality Disorder (DAPP-DQ) Dimensions
Attachment
style
Secure
(N= 177)

Fearful
(N = 176)

Preoccupied
(N= 175)

Dismissing
(N= 177)

Model

R

Adjusted R

1
2
3

.58
.65
.69

.33
.42
.47

4

.71

.49

1
2

.46
.55

.21
.29

3

.60

.34

4

.62

.37

1
2
3

.44
.49
.51

.19
.23
.24

4

.52

.26

1
2

.32
.39

.10
.16

3

.46

.20

4

.49

.23

2

Standardized regression coefficients
-.58 Social Avoidance
-.40 Social Avoidance -.35 Neuroticism
-.23 Social Avoidance -.38 Neuroticism
-.28 Restricted Expression
-.19 Social Avoidance -.40 Neuroticism
- .23 Restricted Expression -.16 Intimacy
Avoidance
+.46 Suspiciousness
+.32 Suspiciousness +.32 Restricted
Expression
+.22 Suspiciousness +.31 Restricted
Expression +.26 Neuroticism
+ .23 Suspiciousness + .23 Restricted
Expression +.26 Neuroticism
+ .19 Intimacy Avoidance
+.44 Insecure Attachment
+.35 Insecure Attachment +.23 Neuroticism
+.27 Insecure Attachment +.18 Neuroticism
+.18 Narcissism
+.27 Insecure Attachment +.17 Neuroticism +
+.25 Narcissism -.16 Rejection
+.32 Intimacy Avoidance
+.27 Intimacy Avoidance -.24 Insecure
Attachment
+.25 Intimacy Avoidance -.30 Insecure
Attachment +.25 Rejection
+.15 Intimacy Avoidance -.33 Insecure
Attachment + .25 Rejection + .20 Restricted
Expression

eliminate the concern of multicollinearity, or the associations among the
predictor variables, orthogonal normal/abnormal personality factors were
extracted from the personality and personality disorder dimensions through
principal components analysis, and these factors were then used in multiple
regression analyses predicting the four attachment styles.
(A) Principal Components Analysis (EPQ-R & DAPP-DQ)
The normal/abnormal personality factors were drawn from principal
components analysis performed on the 22 x22 matrix of intercorrelations for the
personality and personality disorder dimensions (EPQ-R & DAPP-DQ). As
before, three criteria were considered when deciding how many factors to
extract. The Kaiser-Guttman rule of retaining the eigenvalues greater than one
suggested a 5-factor solution, Cattell's scree plot suggested a 4-factor solution,
and theoretically a 4-factor solution was supported. After considering these
criteria, the 4-factor solution was extracted. The 4-factor solution accounts for
63.3% of the total variance. The 4-factor principal components solution with
varimax rotation is presented in Table 4. Loadings greater than .40 are
considered high and are in boldface.
The first three factors of the four factor solution from the personality and
personality disorder dimensions (EPQ-R & DAPP-DQ) are very similar to the
three factor solution extracted from the original principal components analysis of
the attachment styles, personality and personality disorder dimensions, and
have been given the same labels. The first factor, labeled Emotional Distress,
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Table 4
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation of the Personality (EPQR) and Personality Disorder (DAPP-DQ) Dimensions
Factors

Style/Dimension
EPQ-R
Psychoticism
Extraversion
Neuroticism
Lie
DAPP-DQ
Submissiveness
Cognitive Distortion
Identity Problems
Affective lability
Stimulus Seeking
Compulsivity
Restricted Expression
Callousness
Passive-Aggresivity
Intimacy Problems
Rejection
Anxiety
Conduct Problems
Suspiciousness
Social Avoidance
Narcissism
Insecure Attachment
Suicidal Ideation
Eigenvalue
% Variance

I
Emotional
Distress

-.10
-.27
.73

II
Dissocial

.73

.31
.04

-.20

-.53

.68

-.13
.24
.11
.23

.74
.72
.76

.04
-.16
.24
.19

.73

-.59

-.08
.54

.65

.47

-.06
.17

.16
.30
-.05

.86

.14
.44
.66
.67
.70

.35
7.38
33.5%

.71

.13
.11
.31
.14
.31
3.21
14.6%

III
Intimacy
Issues

.12

-.60

13
.13
.21
.23
.47

.02
-.19
.00
.72

.19
.24
.77

-.13
.25
.13
.30
.56

-.24
-.29
.42

1.85
8.4%

IV
Rejection

.03
.23
.07
-.03
-.18
.15
.21
.19
.17
.57

.21
.54

-.09
-.04
.70

.13
.25
.66

.05
.34
.17
.11
1.49
6.8%
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loads high on the DAPP-DQ dimensions Anxiety, Affective Lability, Cognitive
Distortion, Identity problems, Insecure Attachment, Submissiveness,
Narcissism, Social Avoidance, Passive-Aggressivity, and Suspiciousness, and
the EPQ-R dimension Neuroticism. The second factor, labeled Dissocial, has
high positive loadings for DAPP-DQ dimensions Stimulus Seeking, Conduct
Problems, Callousness, and Passive-Aggressivity, a high negative loading for
Compulsivity, a high positive loadings for the EPQ-R dimension Psychoticism
and high negative loading for the EPQ-R Lie scale. The third factor is labeled
Intimacy Issues, and has high loadings for the DAPP-DQ dimensions Intimacy
Avoidance, Restricted Expression, Social Avoidance, Identity Problems and
Suicidal Ideation, and has a high negative loading on the EPQ-R dimension
Extraversion. The additional fourth factor is labeled Rejection and has high
loadings for the dimensions Rejection, Suspiciousness, Compulsivity, and
Callousness.
(B) Multiple Regression Analyses (Factors as Predictors)
The four attachment styles were regressed on the four normal/abnormal
personality factors. The multiple correlations, adjusted R , and significant
2

standard regression coefficients (beta weights) are presented in Table 5.
Intimacy Issues (-.47), Emotional Distress (-.44) and Rejection (-.12) were
significant predictors of Secure attachment, accounting for 4 2 % of the variance.
Intimacy Issues (.44), Emotional Distress (.29), and Rejection (.23) were
significant predictors of Fearful attachment, accounting for 3 2 % of the variance.
Emotional Distress (.46), and Intimacy Issues (-.14) were significant predictors of
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Table 5
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) from a Four
Principal Component Model of Personality (EPQ-R) and Personality Disorder Dimensions
(DAPP-DQ)
Attachment
style

Model

R

Adjusted R

Secure
(N= 177)

1
2
3

.47
.65
.66

.22
.42
.42

-.47 Intimacy Issues
-.47 Intimacy Issues - .44 Emotional Distress
-.47 Intimacy Issues - .44 Emotional Distress
-.12 Rejection

Fearful
(N=176)

1
2
3

.44
.53
.58

.20
.27
.32

+.44
+.44
+.44
+.23

Preoccupied
(N= 175)

1
2

.46
.48

.21
.22

+.46 Emotional Distress
+.46 Emotional Distress -.14 Intimacy Issues

Dismissing
(N=177)

1
2
3

.30
.36
.40

.10
.12
.14

+.30 Intimacy Issues
+.30 Intimacy Issues +.20 Rejection
+.30 Intimacy Issues +.20 Rejection
-.16 Emotional Distress

2

Standardized regression coefficients

Intimacy Issues
Intimacy Issues +.29 Emotional Distress
Intimacy Issues +.29 Emotional Distress
Rejection

34

Preoccupied attachment, accounting for 22% of the variance. Intimacy
Issues (.30), Rejection (.20), and Emotional Distress (-.16) were significant
predictors of Dismissing attachment, accounting for 14% of the variance.
The relative amounts of shared variance between the personality factors and
each attachment style are similar to what was found with the previous regression
analyses, but the amount for each dropped somewhat (4-9% decrease).
6.4) Female-only Analysis
An important concern regarding this data set was the greater proportion
of females relative to males (26% males). If in the population the pattern of
results differs for males and females, the results for this sample would be
distorted by the greater number of females. This potential concern was
addressed by redoing each of the analyses described earlier only with females
to determine whether including the males had added noise to the general pattern
found, or whether the pattern appeared consistent across the samples, with or
without the males. The pattern of results was generally very similar for the allfemale and both-gender samples, suggesting that relationships between
attachment on the one hand, and personality and personality disorder on the
other, are more similar than different for females and males. The all-female
analyses are described in detail in the Appendix .

7. Discussion
This exploratory examination of the relationship between adult attachment
and a broad range of the personality dimensions, including personality disorder,

contributes to our understanding of how attachment fits with the more commonly
used and better understood construct of personality. Clarification of the
relationship between attachment and personality is important both theoretically
and clinically. A clearer understanding of how attachment relates to the
dimensions of personality will help guide future theory and research, as well as
provide clinicians with insight into the etiology and treatment of personality
problems associated with interpersonal difficulties.
The principal components analysis of attachment styles, personality and
personality dimensions suggests that attachment and personality share two
underlying factors in common. These factors have been labeled Emotional
Distress and Intimacy Issues.
The strong first factor, Emotional Distress, captures difficulties with
emotionality, self-concept, and interpersonal relationships. Emotional difficulties
are reflected by high loadings on DAPP-DQ dimensions such as Anxiety,
Affective Lability, and the EPQ-R dimension Neuroticism. Difficulties with selfconcept are reflected by high loadings on DAPP-DQ dimensions such as Identity
Problems, Cognitive Distortion, and Narcissism. Interpersonal difficulties are
picked up by the DAPP-DQ dimensions Submissiveness, Restricted Expression,
Suspiciousness, Social Avoidance, and Insecure Attachment. The combination
of personality dimensions loading high on this factor correspond well to the
theoretical dimension of anxiety which attachment theorists conceptualize as
one of two dimensions underlying attachment styles (e.g., Bowlby, 1973;
Bretherton, 1985; Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991, Brennan
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et al., 1998). The loadings of the attachment styles also suggest that this factor
corresponds to the attachment anxiety dimension, with high positive loadings for
Fearful and Preoccupied attachment, which have high anxiety, and a high
negative loading for Secure attachment, which has low anxiety.
The factor labeled Intimacy Issues has high positive loadings for Intimacy
Avoidance and Restricted Expression and a high negative loading for Insecure
Attachment, suggesting that this factor reflects avoidance of intimacy. This
factor corresponds well to the theoretical dimension of avoidance, the second
dimension conceptualized by attachment theorists as underlying attachment
(e.g., Bowlby, 1973; Bretherton, 1985; Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomews
Horowitz, 1991, Brennan et al., 1998). The loadings of the attachment styles
also suggest that this factor corresponds to the attachment avoidant dimension,
as the styles with high avoidance, Dismissing and Fearful, have high positive
loadings, and the styles with low avoidance, Secure and Preoccupied have high
negative loadings.
The existence of these two shared underlying factors indicates that
attachment and personality share a common etiology to some extent, but the
degree is not clear from this analysis. Further analyses, in the form of a series
of multiple regression analyses, indicate that personality shares a moderate to
modest proportion of variance with attachment.
When the relationship between attachment and personality disorder was
assessed by using only personality (DAPP-DQ) dimensions as predictor
variables, it was found that each attachment style is related to a unique pattern
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of personality disorder dimensions. These unique patterns provide profiles of
the personality difficulties characteristic of each of the attachment styles. It is
also the case that several of the personality disorder dimensions reflecting
interpersonal difficulties are related to more than one attachment style. These
dimensions provide evidence concerning the interpersonal difficulties particular
attachment styles share in common, as well as those on which they differ.
These similarities and differences are based on the underlying Anxiety and
Avoidance dimensions.
The dimension Restricted Expression is negatively related to Secure
attachment and positively related to both Fearful and Dismissing attachment.
This indicates that the insecure attachment styles Fearful and Dismissing, which
both have a high Avoidance, share an inability to express their emotions freely,
which is not characteristic of Secure attachment. The dimension Intimacy
Avoidance is negatively related to Secure and Preoccupied attachment and
positively related to Fearful and Dismissing attachment. This indicates that
Fearful and Dismissing adults also share an avoidance of intimacy that is not
present in either Secure or Preoccupied attachment. Preoccupied and
Dismissing attachment are opposite on both the underlying Anxiety and
Avoidance dimensions. The dimension Insecure Attachment is positively related
to the Preoccupied style but negatively related to the Dismissing style,
suggesting that separation anxiety is typical of the Preoccupied attachment
style, but not characteristic of the Dismissing attachment style. On the other
hand, Rejection is negatively related to the Preoccupied style but positively
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related to the Dismissing style, suggesting that rejecting the opinion of others is
typical of the Dismissing style, but not characteristic of the Preoccupied style.
Despite the overlap of some personality disorder dimensions between
attachment styles, it is certainly the case that each of the attachment styles has
its own unique pattern of predictive dimensions. For the secure style the inverse
relationship with the disorder dimensions in general suggests that a lack of
personality disorder is moderately predictive of Secure attachment, with 41 %
shared variance. The significantly predictive personality disorder dimensions
are those reflecting difficulties with relationships and emotional stability. In other
words, individuals with interpersonal and emotional difficulties are less likely to
have Secure attachments.
Of the insecure attachment styles, Fearful attachment is the most strongly
related to the personality disorder dimensions, with 3 6 % shared variance. The
significant predictive dimensions reflect distrust of others, fear of intimacy and a
confused sense of self. For the dimension Cognitive Distortion, it is reasonable
that the lack of faith in both self and other, and the resulting distress, could lead
to the confusion typical of this dimension.
Preoccupied attachment is modestly related to the DAPP-DQ dimensions,
with 2 9 % shared variance. The significant predictive dimensions reflect a
combination of separation anxiety, a need for the approval and involvement of
others, and selfishness. The significant relationships with Rejection and Intimacy
Avoidance are theoretically plausible, as Preoccupied individuals are often '
described as extremely needy and enmeshed in relationships, which is the
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opposite of Rejection and Intimacy Avoidance. The positive relationships with
the dimensions Narcissism, Callousness and Submissiveness are consistent
with theory. Narcissism is highly similar to the need for approval characteristic
of Preoccupation. Callousness is indicative of the selfishness that is
characteristic of this style of attachment. The dimension Submissiveness is
somewhat more difficult to explain, as Preoccupied individuals typically are
thought of as controlling in relationships, but it may reflect the underlying
insecurity and need for approval. It is also possible that because the measures
were self-report what is being reflected here is beliefs about behaviour, and not
actual behaviour.
Dismissing attachment shares only a modest 2 0 % of variance with the
DAPP-DQ dimensions. The significant predictive dimensions reflect a disregard
for intimate relationships and emotions. With regard to the negative relationship
with Insecure Attachment, it is easy to understand why a dimension which
strongly reflects relationship anxiety would be negatively related to an
attachment style which is believed to reject the importance of relationships.
Rejection reflects the positive model of self and negative model of other which is
central to the Dismissing attachment style.
The second set of regression analyses, using the broader range of
personality dimensions, including both normal personality and personality
disorder, as predictors of attachment, also found that each attachment style is
related to a unique pattern of personality dimensions, similar to those found in
the previous analyses.
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The only differences in the patterns of predictions between the first and
second set of regression analyses are the addition of the EPQ-R dimension
Neuroticism and the loss of some personality disorder dimensions as
significantly predictive.
Neuroticism was found to be strongly negatively related to Secure
attachment and positively related to Fearful and Preoccupied attachment.
Eysenck (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1994) characterized Neuroticism as the
predisposition to be preoccupied with things that might go wrong and the strong
emotional reaction of anxiety to these concerns. This worry and anxiety is
something which Fearful and Preoccupied attachment styles share in common,
but is definitely not characteristic of Secure attachment.
Neuroticism encompasses a range of traits that are associated with
insecure attachment. The personality disorder dimensions which lost their
significantly predictive status in this second set of analyses likely did so either
because they share variance with Neuroticism, or because the strength of the
relationship between Neuroticism and attachment washes out the individual
effects of specific, less strongly related dimensions.
Other than these differences, the pattern of results is similar to those for
the first set of regression analyses. Secure attachment shares a moderate
degree of variance with the personality and personality disorder dimensions
(49%). The relationships are inverse, and the significant predictor dimensions
reflect difficulties with emotional stability and interpersonal relationships.
Of the insecure attachment styles, Fearful attachment is the most strongly
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related to the personality dimensions, with a moderate degree of shared
variance (37%). The significant predictor dimensions reflect anxiety, lack of trust
and an inability to express oneself.
Preoccupied attachment is modestly related to the personality dimensions
(26%). The significant predictor dimensions suggest anxiety over relationships
and the potential loss of these relationships, as well as a reliance on others to
define the self.
Dismissing attachment is modestly related to the personality dimensions
(23%). The significant predictor dimensions indicate a rejection of both intimate
relationships and reliance on others.
Similar to the first set of analyses, the adjusted R s of this set of analyses
2

indicate that the personality and personality disorder dimensions share a
moderate to modest proportion of variance with attachment. The relative
amounts of shared variance for each attachment style are similar to those in the
previous set of analyses, but the proportions of shared variance have increased
slightly (1-8% increase) for three of the styles (Secure, Fearful and Dismissing),
most likely because normal personality dimensions have now been added to
personality disorder dimensions as predictors, and it is reasonable that there
would be some aspects of attachment which are predicted by normal but not by
abnormal personality. The proportion of shared variance actually decreased by
3% for the Preoccupied attachment, suggesting that normal personality adds
little to the prediction of the Preoccupied attachment style.
Principal components analysis of the EPQ-R and the DAPP-DQ

dimensions yielded four "normal/abnormal personality factors"; Emotional
Distress, Dissocial, Intimacy Issues, and Rejection. The first three are very
similar to the factors found in the initial Principal Components analysis which
included the attachment styles along with the personality and personality
disorder measures. The four factors are very similar to the factors found by
Jang et al.'s (1999) principal components analysis of the EPQ-R and the DAPPBQ (Basic Questionnaire), except that in Jang's analysis a fifth factor of
"compulsivity" emerged as well. A similar fifth factor of compulsivity was
considered in this study, but it was a relatively weak factor, accounting for only
4.7% of the variance, and with only three variables loading over .40. For these
reasons, as well as theoretical interpretability, I found the four-factor solution to
be preferable.
Regression analyses indicated that three of the four factors were
predictive of attachment; Emotional Distress, Intimacy Issues, and Rejection.
The first two were expected to be predictive as they correspond to the
dimensions of anxiety and avoidance theorized to underlie the four attachment
styles. The fact that the third factor, Rejection, is predictive of the attachment
styles that are high on avoidance is theoretically plausible, as several of the
personality dimensions loading high on this factor reflect a lack of trust in others:
The Secure attachment style has a negative relationship with both the
Intimacy Issues and Emotional Distress factors, providing support for the low
anxiety and low avoidance dimensions hypothesized to underlie Secure
attachment.

43

The Fearful attachment style has a positive relationship with Intimacy
Issues, Emotional Distress, and Rejection. Intimacy Issues correspond to the
avoidance dimension and Emotional Distress corresponds to the anxiety
dimension hypothesized to underlie Fearful attachment. The Rejection factor
gives further support to the hypothesized lack of trust in others resulting in
avoidance of intimacy.
The Preoccupied attachment style has a positive relationship with
Emotional Distress and a negative relationship with Intimacy Issues. Emotional
Distress corresponds to the high anxiety, and the negative relationship with
Intimacy Issues corresponds to the low avoidance, both hypothesized to underlie
Preoccupied attachment.
The Dismissing attachment style has a positive relationship with Intimacy
Issues and Rejection and a negative relationship with Emotional Distress. The
positive relationship with Intimacy Issues corresponds to the high avoidance and
the negative relationship with Emotional Distress corresponds to the positive
model of self hypothesized to underlie Dismissing attachment. As with the
Fearful attachment style, the Rejection factor supports the lack of trust in others
believed to result in avoidance of intimacy.
This study has both strengths and weaknesses. An important strength is
that the volunteer sample was drawn from the community, rather than from a
university student population. One drawback of a university sample is that on
some dimensions, variability is restricted. To be accepted into and maintain
standing at a good university requires that students function well, both
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academically and in general. In this particular study, perhaps not suprisingly,
the university subset of the sample showed very little range on the personality
disorder dimensions. Without variability it would have been impossible to find a
relationship between these dimensions and other variables. If this study had
been conducted only on a university sample the relationships that were found
between personality disorder and attachment may well not have been revealed.
One of the limitations of this study was that there are substantially more
females than males in the sample. If in the population the pattern of results
differs for males and females, the results for this sample would be distorted by
the greater number of females. This potential concern was addressed by
redoing each of the analyses with a female-only sample to determine whether
the pattern appeared consistent across the samples, with or without the males.
The patterns of results were very similar, suggesting that there are no major
differences between males and females in how attachment and personality are
related. Nevertheless, these findings are not conclusive, and verification of
these results in a sample with more males is important.
Another limitation was the use of self-report measures of attachment.
Many attachment theorists have questioned the value of self-report measures in
assessing attachment styles. Attachment is a motivational-behavioural system,
which tends to operate outside conscious awareness, making it less amenable to
self-report assessment. There has also been some suggestion that self-report
biases may be a problem. When a comparison was made between the selfreport and interview measures of Bartholomew's four prototypes, it was found
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that there were only modest convergent correlations, indicating that they may not
be measuring exactly the same thing (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). As well, it
has been found that interview measures of attachment show greater validity (van
Uzendoom, 1995) and test-retest reliability (Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994) than
do self-report measures. Despite these concerns, the RSQ is still considered to
be an adequate measure of attachment, and the relative convenience and lower
cost of self-report measures means that they continue to be used in a notable
proportion of adult attachment research.
The relative simplicity of the self-report measure was appropriate for this
exploratory examination of the relationship between adult attachment and
personality dimensions. This preliminary study contributes to our understanding
of how attachment fits with the more commonly used and better understood
construct of personality. A clearer understanding of how the attachment system
relates to the dimensions of personality will help guide future theory and
research, as well as provide clinicians with further insight into the etiology and
treatment of personality disorders.
In general, the ways in which attachment and personality are related, as
revealed in each of the main analyses, are very consistent with attachment
theory. The findings indicate that a relationship between attachment and
personality exists which is moderate to modest in degree, and that each
attachment style has a unique pattern of personality predictor variables.
Interestingly, all of the personality dimensions found to be predictive of
attachment are ones that could be described as indicative of emotional and
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interpersonal difficulties. Even within the normal personality dimensions, only
Neuroticism, which is characterized by worry and anxiety, was found to be
predictive of attachment.
Support was found for the existence of the dimensions of Anxiety and
Avoidance theorized to underlie attachment (Bowlby, 1973; Bartholomew, 1990;
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and these dimensions were found to underlie
both attachment and personality, suggesting that they play a role in the
relationship between attachment and personality.
The existence of a relationship between attachment and personality
suggests that researchers should not ignore the possible role of personality in
shaping attachment, or the potential influence of attachment on personality, but
the results of this study also indicate that attachment and personality are not
redundant constructs. In future research it will be important to explore the
developmental pathways of attachment and personality and the direction of
influence between them.
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Appendix
For the all-female sample the same analyses were done as were done on
the both-sex sample. A principal components analysis with varimax rotation was
conducted on the intercorrelations of the four attachment styles (RSQ), the four
personality dimensions (EPQ-R), and the 18 personality disorder dimensions
(DAPP-DQ). Similar to the both-sex sample, a three-factor solution was
extracted as the best solution. The three-factor principal components solution
with varimax rotation is presented in Table 6. The three factors obtained from
the all-female sample are almost identical to those obtained from the both-sex
sample.
A set of regression analyses using the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions as
predictors for the all-female sample was conducted. The multiple correlations,
adjusted R , and significant standard regression coefficients (beta weights) are
2

presented in Table 7. In all equations the amount of shared variance is similar
to that with the both-sex sample, but somewhat less (3-6% decrease). The
patterns of prediction equations are generally similar, although not identical, to
those of the both-sex sample. In each case some dimensions are dropped, and
in some equations the order of strength is somewhat different. In the equation
predicting Fearful attachment, only the dimension Restricted Expression is the
same as the both-sex analysis, and two different dimensions, Affective Instability
and Callousness enter into the equation. This inconsistency could possibly be
due to the large decrease in number of cases, as there were 40 fewer cases
available in the all-female sample for this analysis.
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Table 6
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation of the RSQ, EPQ-R and
DAPP-DQ (Females-only)

Style/Dimension
RSQ
Secure
Fearful
Preoccupied
Dismissing
EPQ-R
Psychoticism
Extraversion
Neuroticism

Lie
DAPP-DQ

Submissiveness
Cognitive Distortion
Identity Problems
Affective lability
Stimulus Seeking
Compulsivity
Restricted Expression
Callousness
Passive-Aggressivity
Intimacy Problems
Rejection
Anxiety
Conduct Problems
Suspiciousness
Social Avoidance
Narcissism
Insecure Attachment
Suicidal Ideation
Eigenvalues
% Variance

I
Emotional
Distress

Factors

II
Dissocial

III
Intimacy
Issues

-.11
.15
.10
.16

-.47

-.10

.68

-.40

.45

.74

.14

.07
-.39
.00
.10

-.55
.42
.49

-.14

-.30

-.50

.72

-.23
.31
.14
.34

.74
.82
.73

.02
-.05
.42

.28

.68

.14
.15
.87

.17
.54
.78
.61
.62

.38
8.23
31.6%

.71

-.41

-.16
.72

.36
.01
.63

.06

.70

.35
-.15
.50

.22
.29
3.53
13.6%

.51

-.48
.71

.04
.06
.27
-.03
-.12
-.06
.64

.06
.18
.74

.03
.10
.06
.20
.32
-.26
-.40

.21
2.33
9.0%
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Table 7
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) with 18 Personality
Disorder Dimensions (DAPP-DQ)
(Females-only)
Attachment
style

Model

R

Adjusted R

1
2

.55
.59

.30
.34

3

.62

.37

4

.63

.38

1
2

.46
.54

.20
.28

3

.56

.30

Preoccupied
(N= 169)

1
2
3

.44
.49
.52

.19
.23
.25

+.44 Narcissism
+.30 Narcissism + .25 Insecure Attachment
+.42 Narcissism + .23 Insecure Attachment
-.21 Rejection

Dismissing
(N=170)

1
2

.28
.34

.08
.10

3

.39

.14

4

. 44

.18

5

.43

.17

+.28 Intimacy Avoidance
+.25 Intimacy Avoidance -.19 Insecure
Attachment
+.24 Intimacy Avoidance -.24 Insecure
Attachment +.20 Rejection
+.11 Intimacy Avoidance -.29 Insecure
Attachment +.22 Rejection +.24 Restricted
Expression
-.31 Insecure Attachment +.23 Rejection
+.24 Restricted Expression

Secure
(N= 170)

Fearful
(N= 170)

2

Standardized regression coefficients
-.55 Social Avoidance
-.39 Social Avoidance -.27 Restricted
Expression
-.25 Social Avoidance -.32 Restricted
Expression -.21 Affective Instability
-.26 Social Avoidance -.32 Restricted
Expression -.17 Affective Instability
-.13 Conduct Problems
+.46 Restricted
+.41 Restricted
Instability
+.40 Restricted
Instability+.17

Expression
Expression +.29 Affective
Expression + .23 Affective
Callousness

A set of regression analyses using both the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions and
the four EPQ-R dimensions as predictors for the all-female sample was also
conducted. The multiple correlations, adjusted R , and significant standard
2

regression coefficients (beta weights) are presented in Table 8. In each
equation the amount of shared variance is similar to what it was with the bothsex sample. The amount is somewhat less in three of the equations (3-5%
decrease), but there is a 2% increase for the Preoccupied attachment style. As
above, the patterns of the prediction equations are generally similar to those for
the both-sex samples, although not identical. Again, some dimensions are
dropped, some are in a different order of strength, and in some equations some
different dimensions are also present.
A principal components analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on
the intercorrelations of the 18 DAPP-DQ dimensions and the four EPQ-R
dimensions of the all-female sample. Similar to the both-sex sample, a fourfactor solution was extracted. The four-factor principal components analysis with
varimax rotation of the all-female sample is presented in Table 9. These factors
are highly similar to those extracted from the both-sex sample and have been
given the same names.
Using these four factors as predictors of the four attachment styles, a
series of regression analyses was done on the all-female sample. The multiple
correlations, adjusted R , and significant standard regression coefficients (beta
2

weights) are presented in Table 10. The amount of shared variance for each
attachment style is similar to the both-sex sample, but the amount is
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Table 8
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) with Personality
(EPQ-R) and Personality Disorder
(DAPP-DQ) Dimensions (Females-only)
Attachment
style

Model

R

Adjusted R

Secure
(N= 141)

1
2
3

.56
.67
.69

.31
.45
.46

-.56 Neuroticism
-.48 Neuroticism -.38 Restricted Expression
-.45 Neuroticism -.38 Restricted Expression
-.15 Callousness

Fearful
(N= 141)

1
2
3

.42
.52
.55

.17
.26
.29

4

.57

.31

5

.59

.32

+.42 Restricted Expression
+.35 Restricted Expression +.32 Neuroticism
+.35 Restricted Expression +.28 Neuroticism
+.19 Callousness
+.29 Restricted Expression +.25 Neuroticism
+.22 Callousness -.17 Extraversion
+.29 Restricted Expression +.31 Neuroticism
+.26 Callousness -.17 Extraversion
-.17 Insecure Attachment

1
2
3

.42
.47
.51

.17
.21
.24

4

.54

. 28

1
2

.30
.36

.08
.12

3

.42

.16

4

.47

.20

5

.46

.20

Preoccupied
(N= 140)

Dismissing
(N= 141)

2

Standardized regression coefficients

+.42
+.54
+.43
+.22
+.43
+.27

Narcissism
Narcissism -.25 Rejection
Narcissism -.25 Rejection
Neuroticism
Narcissism -.26 Rejection
Neuroticism -.21 Restricted Expression

+.30 Intimacy Avoidance
+.25 Intimacy Avoidance -.21 Insecure
Attachment
+.12 Intimacy Avoidance -.26 Insecure
Attachment .23 Rejection
+.11 Intimacy Avoidance -.30 Insecure
Attachment +.25 Rejection +.24 Restricted
Expression
-.33 Insecure Attachment +.27 Rejection
+.29 Restricted Expression

Table 9
Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation of the Personality (EPQR) and Personality Disorder Dimensions (DAPP-DQ) (Females-only)
Factors

Style/Dimension
EPQ-R
Psychoticism
Extraversion
Neuroticism
Lie
DAPP-DQ
Submissiveness
Cognitive Distortion
Identity Problems
Affective lability
Stimulus Seeking
Compulsivity
Restricted Expression
Callousness
Passive-Aggressivity
Intimacy Problems
Rejection
Anxiety
Conduct Problems
Suspiciousness
Social Avoidance
Narcissism
Insecure Attachment
Suicidal Ideation
Eigenvalues
% Variance

I
Emotional
Distress
-.11
-.32
.75

-.31
.72
.72
.72
.75

.05
-.11
.24
.19
.65

-.06
.13
.86

II
Rejection

.27

-.05

.10
-32

.05
.12

.20
.22
.18
.30

,20
.18

.40

.49

-.59

.04
.73

.17
.05
.83

.12

.14

.46

.42

.64

.68

-.04

.64

.52

.68

.30
7.56
34.4%

III
Intimacy
Issues

.25
.04
3.37
15.3%

-.52

.48

.04
-.19
.01
.75

.10
.29
.85

-.03
.25
.03
.31
.53

-.19
-.26
.35
1.81
8.2%

IV
Dissocial

.72

:i3
.10
-.38
-.10
.26
.13
.18
.50
.81

-.14
.32
.41

.15
.02
.00
.57

-.10
-.06
15
.03
.49

1.41
6.4%
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Table 10
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses - Predicting Attachment Styles (RSQ) from a Four
Principal Component Model of Personality (EPQ-R) and Personality Disorder (DAPP-DQ)
(Females-only)
Attachment
style

Model

R

Adjusted R

Secure
(N= 141)

1
2
3

.44
.59
.61

.19
.34
.36

-.44 Emotional Distress
-.44 Emotional Distress -.40 Intimacy Issues
-.44 Emotional Distress -.40 Intimacy Issues
-.14 Rejection

Fearful
(N=141)

1
2
3

.38
.48
.50

.14
.22
.24

+.38
+.38
+.38
+.16

Preoccupied
(N= 140)

1
2

.44
.49

.19
.23

+.44 Emotional Distress

Dismissing
(N= 141)

1
2

.34
.38

.11
.13

+.34 Intimacy Issues

2

Standardized regression coefficients

Intimacy Issues
Intimacy Issues +.29 Emotional Distress
Intimacy Issues +.29 Emotional Distress
Rejection

+.44 Emotional Distress -.23 Intimacy Issues
+.34 Intimacy Issues +.17 Rejection
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somewhat less (1-8% decrease). The prediction equations are very similar to
those for the both-sex sample, with only minor differences in strength of
prediction, and with Emotional Distress being dropped from the Dismissing
equation.
Although the patterns of relationships are not identical for the all-female
and both-sex samples, generally they are very similar. It could be that some or
even most of the inconsistencies that do appear are the result of decreases in
the number of participants available for the all-female sample.

