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Abstract

Over the years, research on attachment styles has given insight to common behavioral
characteristics and personality traits for each attachment style. The literature gives insight to how
better to manage and make sense of ourselves and by extensions our relationships. Little research
in attachment theory has been done involving couples, namely where attachment styles were
shared within couples. In addition, no research has been done to see what effects would occur by
explicitly informing couples of their attachment styles and making them reflect on it together.
This study tested what effects the influence of attachment style labels might have on changes in
relational uncertainty and relational maintenance behaviors. It was anticipated that labels would
lead to better understanding of how to buffer their partner’s emotions to meet their needs and thus
prompt behavioral change, by way of sense making. While this study found that attachment style
labels had no statistically significant effects in decreasing relational uncertainty nor in increasing
maintenance behaviors, all couples reported a desire to increase usage of relational maintenance
behaviors, especially sharing more personal thoughts and feelings with your partner and including
their partners in more interactions with family and friends.

Keywords: Attachment style, romantic relationships, couples, relational uncertainty, sense

making, partner buffering.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Scholars argue that the way we develop an emotional tie with someone else, such as a
caregiver in childhood, can influence how we communicate and act with our partners in
relationships. This phenomenon is known as attachment styles. Attachment styles have been
researched extensively across various fields and disciplines, including communication and adult
romantic relationships (Bachman & Zahkahi, 2000; Collins & Read, 1990; Guerrero & Bachman,
2006; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simon & Baxter, 1993; Simpson, 2000). In these studies,
researchers used various methods, such as self-report based on categorical or continuous ratings
as well as assigned ratings based on interviews, to measure attachment styles and labeled
participants according to their attachment style. The assigned attachment style label helped
researchers better understand participants’ behaviors. However, #-categorizing and labeling
participants may have also directly or indirectly led participants to know their attachment style
labels, and those labels may have had an effect on their relationships, even though it was not the
goal of these studies.

The act of making sense out of one’s environment (“sense making”) and by extension,
one’s life, is an important human desire (Chater & Loewenstein, 2016; Frankl, 1963; Mills, 2003).
One way to fulfill this desire of sense making is through the use of labels. One key property in
sense making is that people notice external and internal cues and label them accordingly.
Identifying and labeling attachment styles would provide additional information which then may
serve to help make sense of relationships. Gaining insight in relationships could have positive or
negative consequences on relational outcomes, such as how one chooses to behave toward their
partner and in the relationship (Simpson, 1990). In relationships, each person’s actions affect the

other’s behaviors, feelings, and sense of overall well-being (Bersheid, 2004). Thus, there could be
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utility in studying the relational effects of couples understanding each other’s relational style
indicated by attachment labels. Because it was not the purpose of previous studies to measure the
outcomes of partners identifying and understanding their own, their partner’s, or both of their
attachment styles, it is unclear if any relational outcomes exist. The current study, then, sought to
fill this gap in research by examining the effects of having couples explicitly discuss their
attachment style labels for this first time, together. First, I will provide an overview of the
attachment literature and how it relates to romantic relationships. Second, | will discuss a
connection from sense making theory to attachment research and its effects on relational

maintenance behaviors in romantic relationships.

Attachment Theory and Research

John Bowlby’s theory (1969; 1973; 1980) on attachment provided a framework of how
and why humans form emotional attachments to caregivers as infants. Through direct
observations of infant-caregiver interactions, Bowlby focused his attention on the infants’
reactions. He observed that when temporarily and spatially separated from caregivers, infants
experience emotional distress which can result in several reactions: protest, despair, and
detachment. Protest is characterized by crying, actively looking for the caregiver, and resisting
other’s attempts to console the infant. Despair is characterized by entering into a state of passivity
and sadness. And detachment is characterized by disregard and avoidance for the caregiver when
he/she returns (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Grounded in evolutionary principles, Bowlby asserted
that attachment was a survival mechanism, a tactic employed to ensure that caregivers provided
attention and care to infants. Thus, infants’ need for safety and emotional security are soothed by

the attention and care that caregivers provide. These behaviors: protest, despair, and detachment,
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are ways infants choose to beckon their caregiver back to ensure their care, and are known as
proximity-seeking behaviors. These behaviors are associated with different emotional reactions.
In combination, the proximity-seeking behaviors and associated emotional reactions are
called the attachment system. Scholars stated that a caregiver’s perceived emotional availability
and responsiveness to the infants’ needs, as displayed via the child’s use of proximity-seeking
behaviors, heavily influences the infants (Bowlby, 1980; Collins & Reed, 1990; Feeney & Noller,
1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). These influences become ingrained in the infant’s mind. They
shape their view of key characteristics of attachment figures and form the infant’s expectations
about whether attachment figures are emotionally available and responsive, as well as whether the
self is worthy of love and care (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1980).
Bowlby posited that the nature of this early infant-caregiver relationship becomes a working
model for later relationships, as it provides a view of others in relation to self, which guide
expectations, beliefs and social competence throughout life (Skolnick, 1986; Simpson, 1990).
This model results in what Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) identified as
attachment styles (Collins & Read, 1990; Gillath & Shaver, 2007). They identified three primary
attachment styles: secure, anxious/avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent. These orientations are
activated when the infant becomes distressed. Securely attached infants seek out their caregiver
when distressed, anxious/avoidant attached infants avoid the caregiver and do not engage in
proximity-seeking, and anxious/ambivalently attached infants exhibit a mixture of overt protest
and anger toward the caregiver when distressed (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). The various attachment
styles refer to differing types of internal working models of relationships, that direct feelings,
perception, behavior, attention, memory, and cognition (Collins and Reed, 1990). Main, Kaplan,

and Cassidy (1985) suggested that individual differences in attachment styles show the personal
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differences people have in their mental representation of self in relation to their attachment;

meaning people with different attachment styles have different perceptions and interpretations.

Romantic Relationships and Attachment Theory

Hazan and Shaver (1987) further applied attachment theory to adult love relationships and
provided an explanation for the different ways people experience love. They developed a love-
experiences scale to measure the three attachment styles by translating Ainsworth et al.'s (1978)
descriptions of infants into terms appropriate to adult love. Applied to adult love, adult attachment
refers to ones’ characteristic way of relating to a primary attachment figure. They asserted that
when attachment systems are activated, individuals seek safety and proximity to significant
others, as they serve as the attachment figure in the relationship. Hazan and Shaver (1987)
suggested that romantic love is a “process of becoming attached [...which] shares important
similarities with infant-caretaker attachment” (p. 1; Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller,
1990; Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Main et. al, 1985; Shaver & Hazan, 1988; Shaver et. al, 1988).

The research literature shows that adults with different attachment styles vary predictably
in the way they experience love as well as the different beliefs they have about the course of
romantic love, the availability and trustworthiness of partners, and their own love-worthiness.
Attachment scholars have consistently concluded that individuals who have a secure attachment
style generally develop mental models of themselves as friendly, good-natured, and likable and
mental models of their partners as trustworthy, reliable, and well-intentioned. People who have
any of the anxious styles develop models of themselves as misunderstood, less confident, and
underappreciated, and models of partners as unwilling or unable to commit themselves to
permanent relationships. People who have any of the avoidant styles tend to develop models of

themselves as aloof, suspicious, and skeptical, and develop models of partners as unreliable or

10
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overly eager to commit themselves in a relationship (Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver,
1987; Simpson, 1990).

Shaver and Mikulincer (2002) researched this difference in mental models of self and
other further and found a difference in love beliefs across the different attachment styles. People
who are securely attached to their romantic partners felt emotionally close and intimate with their
partners, as well as believed that their closeness and intimacy was adequately reciprocated by
their partners. Anxious-ambivalent individuals felt fear of rejection and abandonment, and felt
distress when their partners were unavailable or unresponsive. Avoidant/dismissive individuals
felt fear of dependence and intimacy, felt an excessive need for self-reliance, and felt reluctance
to self-disclose to their partners (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002).

Adult attachment in romantic relationships has been expanded beyond the previously
explained attachment styles. Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) developed a four-category model
of attachment style. They dichotomized Bowlby’s model of view of self and other, with positive
on one extreme and negative on the other, creating four different categories. Prior to this, the
coined attachment styles were secure and insecure; with two sub-categories of insecure: anxious-
ambivalent and avoidant/dismissive. Bartholomew and Horowitz’ newest addition incorporated
another category within insecure attachment, and accounted for people who might exhibit a
negative view of both the self and others. Thus, the expanded four-category styles are as follows:
the first category is called secure, where the individual feels a sense of (love) worthiness (positive
view of self) and has an expectation that other people are generally accepting and responsive
(positive view of others). The next category is called preoccupied (however in previous
attachment literature such as Hazan and Shaver (1987), it is called ambivalent). Individuals in the

preoccupied category feel a sense of unworthiness but have a positive evaluation of other people.
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Bartholomew and Horowitz posited that this new-at-the-time combination of view of self and
others would lead the individual to strive for self-acceptance via gaining acceptance from valued
others. The third combination of characteristics is called fearful-avoidant; it applied Hazan and
Shaver’s (1987) avoidant style and their dichotomized model of self and other. This style is
characterized by a sense of unworthiness and an expectation that others will be untrustworthy and
rejecting. Individuals in this style avoid close relationships with others to allow protection against
anticipated rejection by others. Finally, the fourth category, dismissive-avoidant combines a
positive view of self and sense of love-worthiness with a negative view towards others.
Individuals in this category protect themselves from disappointment by trying to establish
independence and invulnerability to avoid close relationships. This new category combined Main
et al.’s (1985) dismissive attachment attitude with Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) model
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Since this development in a new category system of
attachment styles, scholars have been using both systems and both have been extensively
researched.

Not only do adults experience and feel love differently, but additional research has found
differences in how individuals with different attachment styles describe their relationships. Hazan
and Shaver (1987) coded and categorized participants’ responses and reported that secure lovers
described their relationships as having more happiness, trust, and friendship, and anxious lovers
described their relationships as having more emotional highs and lows, more jealousy and
preoccupied obsession. Avoidant style lovers described their relationships as having overall lower
levels of trust, interdependence, commitment and satisfaction, and thus they develop more
emotionally distant relationships compared to secures (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990;

Collins & Read, 1990). From the research literature, it is clear that although there are some
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similarities, individuals with different attachment style labels behave and believe differently than
individuals with other attachment style labels, based on the mental models that influenced their
perceptions of the world.
Sense Making as a Framework

As people go through life and experience stimuli, they find ways to organize and understand what
IS happening to create meaning. Humans have a natural inclination to understand and make
meaning out of their lives. It is for this reason that the role of meaning is of great significance in
human life (Frankl, 1963). This process of organizing and creating meaning is called sense
making (Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005). Sense making describes how meaning is contrived
from extracting environmental and situational cues. These cues inform and constrain identity, as
well as actions (Mills, 2003). Sense making is about the interaction between interpretation and
action (Laroche, 1995; Weick, 1993; Weick et. al, 2005). Magala (1997) defined sense making as
“inventing a new meaning (interpretation) for something that has already occurred during the
organizing process, but does not yet have a name, and has never been recognized as a separate
autonomous process, object, or event” (p. 234). One key feature of sense making is that it begins
with noticing cues and engaging in what scholars coined, “bracketing” (p. 234). Through life
experiences people acquire mental models, which guides what cues would be considered salient
and how it should be categorized. Mental models prime the mind to notice certain cues and then
bracket (or categorize) them accordingly. It is in this process of categorizing that we are able to
create meaning and interpretation.

Essentially, sense making is about labeling. Labeling works via mental models that allow
people to differentiate, regularize, and identify and classify. This process transforms stimuli into a

form that is more functional, or as scholars say, functionally deployable. Chia (2000) defines
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“functional deployment” (p. 517) as designating labels on interdependent events in ways that
suggest plausible acts of managing, coordinating, and distributing information.

For example, when a romantic partner avoids eye contact while displaying closed-off kinesic
behavior and a lack of verbal feedback, the brain picks up certain salient cues that help people
make sense of the situation. The mind might notice that their partner is not looking in their
direction for the duration of the conversation. Depending on the mental model, this lack of eye
contact could be interpreted as negative —that the partner is purposefully trying not to look at
them, or as neutral, they notice the partner is not looking in their direction, but does not perceive
it to be an issue. Another cue the mind may pick up on is that their partner has not responded to
any part of the conversation. Depending on their mental models, this might prompt one to recall
the only time in the past that their partner ignored them and giving them the silent treatment. And
the mind could differentiate this as irregular behavior and perceive their partner as ignoring
him/her. Conversely, they might perceive that their partner could be deep in thought or does not
have anything to say in response. Additionally, the mind can take notice and pick up salient cues
from the environment. Maybe the couple is sitting across from each other at dinner, or maybe
they are walking around a crowded mall. These physical environmental cues provide some
context and can aid the mind in making different interpretations. Combining all these cues,
separate interpretations could lead a person to think that maybe his/her partner is deep in thought,
distracted by the physical environment, or perhaps he/she is not in a good mood and is possibly
ignoring them. These are just some possibilities of many different interpretations based on
personal mental models. In line with sense making theory, when people see stimuli, they bracket
them into categories based on developed mental models. During the categorization process,

people ascribe labels to the stimuli to create meaning and make sense of it. In medicine, having a
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functioning label is a diagnosis, which provides you with information to make sense of your
situation (Weick et. al, 2005). In the workplace, having a functioning label is having a job title
which dictates the responsibilities the person is expected to fulfill. Sense making theory revolves
around recognizing salient cues, and labeling them to give us a better understanding based off of
the interpretation that was made.

According to sense making theory, better understanding of situations, lead to action or
response. Better understanding of situations also results in knowledge gathering and can prompt
changes in self-identity. Sense making explains a person’s identity (who they think they are), how
they act, and how they interpret stimuli. All these factors contributing to one’s identity, and in
turn affects what outsiders will think a person’s identity is and how outsiders might treat others.
This interplay of both parties’ perceptions and actions can either stabilize or destabilize identity
(Albert & Whetton, 1985). When faced with events that violate expectancy and interferes with
ability to establish meaning, individuals attempt to make sense of ambiguous stimuli in ways that
respond to their own identity needs. This sense making provides potential for one to either
enhance self-esteem and self-efficacy or diminish it (Brown, 2000). When expectations are
violated and situations are different than planned, people experience a discrepancy (Orlikowski &
Gash, 1994), breakdown (Patriotta, 2003), surprise (Louis, 1980), disconfirmation (Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2001), opportunity (Dutton, 1993), or interruption (Mandler, 1984). Any outlying
context cues or events that oppose expectations may arouse the autonomic nervous system, which
is responsible for flight or fight instincts and human drives/desires, (Berscheid & Ammazzalorso,
2003; Schachter & Singer, 1962), and may provide potential for an emotional response. The
inability to make sense of stimuli is generally aversive since it generates uncertainty which

activates our fight or flight responses. The need to reduce uncertainty about the social world has
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been viewed as a fundamental motivation in people’s search for and processing of causal
information (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967, 1973; Weary & Jacobson, 1997). Sense making
provides a way to deal with uncertainty (Mills, 2003) as it allows people to use previous
knowledge and experience to categorize and interpret new information or stimuli. Regardless if
the information itself is perceived as positive or negative, sense making, can reduce uncertainty,
which can lead to relief. This is akin to Berger and Calabrese’s (1975) uncertainty reduction
theory. According to principle four of uncertainty reduction theory, uncertainty can be reduced by
knowledge acquisition. Applied to romantic relationships, relational uncertainty can be reduced
by gaining information about their relationships. The act of making sense of messages about one’s
relationship is referred to as relational informational processing. One major challenge of relational
information processing is translating ambiguous signals into inferences about the state of the
relationship (Planalp, 1987; Surra & Bohman, 1991).

People make relational inferences from social knowledge and from cues learned from
conversation (Smith, 1995). In line with sense making theory, people have mental models or
schemas, which are organized and categorized stores of information about previous interactions
and interactions in general. This forms a basis for expectations of future interactions. People use
these expectations to extract meaning from messages (Dillard, Solomon, & Samp, 1996).
Knowledge or information gathering facilitates sense making by providing mental mechanisms
for explaining observed behavior (Planalp & Rivers, 1996). These mental mechanisms help us to
simplify any stimuli by way of labels. Labels help to differentiate which cues and stimuli are
salient and relevant to information processing for the situation and then interpret it accordingly

(Dillard et al., 1996). The act of sense making requires labels in order to categorize and therefore
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interpret stimuli. Thus, labels can help us to reduce uncertainty by the acquisition of new
knowledge which can be used in through the lens of sense making.

Hsee and Ruan (2014) posited that sense making is perceived to be pleasurable when the
drive for sense making has been activated. In their study, participants asked a question and either
had to wait before receiving the answer or they received it immediately after asking. Hsee and
Ruan reported that participants perceived the answer to be more pleasurable when there was a
pause between hearing the question and the answer than if the question and answer were received
at the same time. When curiosity is piqued and gaining certainty is desired, sense making can
result in a favorable emotional response. Following their logic, if a person is searching for an
answer or for information, and the information reduces their uncertainty, as a result, the person
should feel some sort of positive emotion after being able to make sense out of a situation.

However, new information does not always lead to positive evaluations; we sometimes
experience bittersweet moments; situations where we experience contradicting, and in many
cases, both positive and negative emotions simultaneously (Seltzer, 2014). Chater and
Loewenstein (2016) explained further: “after receiving long-anticipated news that turns out to be
bad news [a negative outcome], we can sometimes experience strong feelings of relief” (p. 18).
An example of this is an instance in which someone has ended a relationship with another person,
without providing a reason. This is a frustrating situation that can make people feel more anger
and hurt from not knowing the reason or what happened to cause this termination, or in other
words, from the uncertainty. Instead of bearing such uncertainty, people often prefer being told
the reasons why someone terminated the relationship, even when those reasons might hurt
(Tolhuizen, 1989). This is why people seek closure when a relationship terminates. Loewenstein

postulated that the feeling of relief occurs because although expectancies may be violated, the
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certainty of new knowledge puts people back in a position to make sense of their lives, resulting
in a positive emotional response. Therefore, new information in general should likely also provide
relief as it brings less uncertainty, allowing people to make sense of the information and thus their
selves. However it is worth noting that new information can sometimes lead to more uncertainty.
Even so, labels help make sense of one’s life which can bring varying degrees of peace and
reassurance when provided and when interest in the new information is desired, despite it being
possible negative information. Thus, it is expected thatdearning of one’s attachment style labels
may also have utility in making sense of one’s life and relationships.
Relational Maintenance Behaviors in Romantic Relationships
Relationships are dynamic and from relational dialectics theory it is known that

relationships have a natural ebb and flow (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). But-to-attempt-to-sustain

individuals-in-the-relationship-(Rubin-2009). Actions from both individuals in the relationship are

required, in order for a relationships to be sustained at their desired level of intimacy and
satisfaction. Given the sets of different beliefs people have about self, others, and love based off
of mental models, different attachment styles correspond with usage of different relational
maintenance behaviors, such as preventative and repair work (Bachman & Zakahi, 2000;
Guerrero & Bachman, 2006; Simon & Baxter, 1993). Because securely attached individuals are
expressive and have positive models of themselves and others, Simon and Baxter (1993) argued
that secure attachment styles are likely to use active, prosocial maintenance behaviors more than
are those with insecure attachment styles. In their study, of the 29 relational maintenance
behaviors they included in their questionnaire, Simon and Baxter found that people with secure

attachment styles reported using more assurances of commitment and affection to their partner,
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engaging in more romantic gestures, and maintaining a positive demeanor in their romantic
relationships compared to people with dismissive attachment styles.

In another study, Bachman and Zakahi (2000) reported that secure and anxious attachment
styles were positively associated with using a number of affinity-seeking strategies. These
strategies include behaviors such as providing emotional support to their partner, demonstrating
sacrifice or selflessness toward their partner, providing more disclosures to their partner, acting in
a warm, empathetic manner toward their partner, and spending time with each other’s friends and
family. Additionally, they reported avoidant attachment styles were negatively associated with 11
of the 26 affinity-seeking strategies investigated, meaning participants in the avoidant category
reported using these strategies significantly less often. The participants reported using less of the
following strategies; eliciting disclosures from their partner, providing disclosures to their partner,
demonstrating positivity and optimism, spending time with each other’s friends and family, and
demonstrating warmth and willingness to connect nonverbally.

Guerrero and Bachman (2006) extended research on attachment and relational
maintenance behaviors by combining behaviors several scholars used in their studies. They had a
two-part study, first scoring participants on their own attachment style and the relational
maintenance behaviors that they engaged in, and second, measuring their partner’s attachment
style. Their results revealed that secure men and secure women reported using more assurances,
romantic affection, and openness (disclosing information to partner) than avoidant men and
avoidant women, but there was no significant difference between attachment styles in using
positivity, social networking (including partner in friend and family interactions), task sharing, or
support/comfort-giving. This study used the attachment style and relational maintenance

behaviors of partner A to see how the attachment style of partner B influenced the relational
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maintenance behaviors partner A uses. In contrasting all four of the attachment orientations, this
study found that men reported using less assurances when their partner had a preoccupied
attachment orientation. In addition, the study reported that women were more likely to report
using social networking when their partner had secure attachment styles, and less likely to report
using assurances and positivity when their partners had preoccupied attachment.

Not only does the current research suggest that an individual’s own attachment style
influence the strategies and behaviors used in maintaining relationships but their partners’
attachment style also is a significant factor in the types of relational maintenance behaviors an
individual may choose to use. For example, individuals in the anxiously attached category are
hypervigilant to their partner’s signs of love and possible rejection (Simpson & Overall, 2014).
Based on their mental model of self and others, these individuals pick up certain cues from their
partner’s behavior to help them make sense of their insecurity, which causes them to behave in a
certain way. Anxiously attached individuals will monitor and gain the attention they desire by any
means necessary from their partners, which has been shown to result in anger, dissatisfaction, and
lower usage of prosocial maintenance behaviors from their partners (Bachman & Zakahi, 2000;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996; Simpson & Overall, 2014).

Recently, a number of attachment scholars have found that the maladaptive behaviors
insecurely attached individuals display can be down-regulated if their partners engage in certain
maintenance behaviors (Overall, Simpson, & Struthers, 2013). This concept of regulating and
softening a partner’s behavior is known as partner buffering. Partner buffering, defined by
Simpson (1990) is any behavior enacted to console a partner and to regulate or reduce a partner’s
negative emotions. The buffering behavior can be enacted deliberately or unintentionally, and can

include softening behaviors such as, reassuring partner with love and support, accommodating the
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partner’s needs, and providing the right type of support according to their needs (Simpson &
Overall, 2014). Buffering behavior is perceived to be most successful when it matches the
attachment style of the person whom his/her partner is trying to soothe.

For example, behaviors a partner uses to buffer their anxiously attached partner’s
emotions and distress should pacify their fear of rejection by assuring they are loved and wanted.
If this same buffering behavior were applied to avoidantly attached individuals, the behavior
would be met with less success because avoidantly attached individuals do not have the same
relational needs, they do not need as much reassurance of love, instead they want to maintain their
distance and self-reliance. In a recent study that investigated the buffering behaviors of
individuals with anxiously attached partners, Tran and Simpson (2009) found that stronger partner
commitment and more behavioral accommodation from the partner soothed the anxious
individuals’ fears, which improved the anxious individual’s fear/threat-based reactions. As a
result, this produced more security and more constructive emotions and behaviors in a conflict
between married couples with one insecurely attached partner.

In another study examining a buffering effect during conflict, Simpson, Winterheld,
Rholes, and Orifia (2007) had partners complete the Adult Attachment Interview and videotaped
the couples attempting to resolve their most important relationship problem. Coders rated the
recordings on two aspects: whether the less distressed partner exhibited any emotional,
instrumental, or physical caregiving behaviors toward the more distressed partner, and the extent
to which the more distressed partner was calmed by their partner’s attempts. They found that
securely attached individuals were rated as calmer when partners gave them more emotional care,
such as encouraging them to express their emotions about the conflict. Conversely, avoidantly

attached individuals were rated as calmer during the conflict discussion when partners provided

21



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

more task-oriented (“instrumental”) caregiving and less emotionally-toned caregiving, such as
providing concrete advice, discussing in a rational manner rather than emotionally. The results
supported that partner buffering behavior must be tailored to the specific needs, concerns, and
defenses of the attachment style.

In these studies, participants were not told what their partner’s attachment style labels
were, but rather it was left unknown for the sake of the studies’ goals. Even though couples were
not explicitly told their attachment styles, the studies found that they did respond to the different
attachment styles of their partner. It appears that partners might already know their partners’
attachment styles without realizing or without needing it to be explicitly labeled in the study. The
couples in these studies were married couples and were in longer term relationships than casual
dating couples. Arguably, couples who have been together longer are more likely to have had
enough time to learn about each other and may have already done some of the sense making about
each other earlier in the relationship, compared to couples who have just started dating.

Little attachment research has measured the perceptions of a partner’s attachment styles
except for studies done by Bippus and Rollin (2003) and Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991).
Bippus and Rollin evaluated participants’ attachment styles and consulted a participant’s close
platonic friend about the participant’s prosocial relational behaviors and conflict management
behaviors. They found correlations between the participant’s (partner A) self-reported attachment
style (via interval ratings) and their friend’s (partner B) perception of partner A’s conflict
management behaviors and positive relational behaviors. They found that people perceive their
friends to use more prosocial maintenance behaviors when the friend was securely attached as

opposed to dismissive, fearful or preoccupied attachments.
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Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) conducted two studies using friend’s perceptions.
Participants brought in a close, same-sex, nonromantic friend. Participants (partner A) completed
self-report questionnaires on demographic and personality traits, and their friends (partner B)
completed the same questionnaire but assessed partner A’s personality, not their own. Only after
both people in the pair completed the initial survey, did the researchers administer the Adult
Attachment Interview. The researchers sought to determine how accurate partner A’s own
personality evaluations and the partner B’s perceptions of partner A’s personality traits matched
against the partner A’s attachment style orientation. In their study, Bartholomew and Horowitz
purposefully did not tell the participants’ friends what the participant’s attachment style was; they
took careful action to not let that information affect the evaluations of their friend. This was
explicitly stated in their publication. However, in other attachment research studies, the
researchers do not mention if participants were made blind to attachment styles during or even

after the studies.

Prevalence of Attachment Style Knowledge

Due to the abundance of attachment research, many participants have been exposed to the
attachment measures and questionnaires. There may be implications for having this knowledge. It
may help with making sense out of their lives, or it may help them to make sense of others.
However, these implications are unknown because they have not yet been the focus of previous
research. Since roughly the late 1970s, scholars have been researching the area of attachment
styles across countries and across multiple disciplines, such as child development, psychology,
communication, mental health and well-being, and biology. It is plausible that if a relational
partner was a participant in such a study and was told their attachment style, they might share

their experiences and their label with their partner. Or if both partners took the adult attachment
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measure, it is plausible that partners would want to share this information with each other. In most
attachment style studies, this activity is not mentioned, so it is not known what information, if
any, was shared. Only a few studies have done this.

One study by Bartholomew and Horowitz in 1991 explicitly stated that they took measures
to avoid having the knowledge of attachment styles become salient amongst their participants.
These researchers did this to avoid the labels confounding their experiment. They had participants
rate behaviors first, then at a different time, participants were evaluated for their attachment.
Another study by Guerrero and Burgoon in 1996 gave participants a packet of two questionnaires
in an envelope and instructed partners to complete it independently and seal the envelope after
they put their completed questionnaire in it. Guerrero and Burgoon did this so that couples would
not know each other’s answers. By a rough count, since 1990 to 2011, there were over 7,500
participants in roughly 25 studies that included attachment style assessments. Given these
parameters, in just a handful of publications, in the span of 21 years, a vast number of people have
been sought out and tested for their attachment style. Whether participants were told their
attachment styles in the studies or not, to my knowledge no known study has evaluated any
possible effects of having attachment styles identified for either or both parties in a couple. There
may very well be implications for these labels. Prior research supports attachment theory in that
each style has their own mental model and these mental models serves as a guide for behaviors
and thought. Research has found that individuals with different attachments engage in different
relational maintenance behaviors in romantic relationships. Due to this difference, | expected that
the degree at which individuals in a couple would buffer after learning about their attachment
styles, would vary greatly, depending on a couple’s attachment styles. As prior research has

shown, attachment style can be a factor in which relational maintenance behavior one chooses to
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engage or not engage in, It is expected that persons in one attachment category would buffer
differently than someone in another category

The topic of attachment styles is not just limited to academic and scholarly publications.
Attachment style articles and quizzes are a popular topic in numerous American popular
psychology websites and blogs/websites dedicated to romantic relationship advice and
information on relationships (Heller, n.d; PsychologyToday.com, n.d; Queendom.com; n.d;
PsychAlive, 2016). All of these pop culture articles explain either three- or four-category
attachment styles and then emphasize the importance of knowing your attachment style and an
even greater importance of knowing your partner’s attachment style. While the information
provided on these sources vary in degree of detail, the information is being mass-circulated
electronically and has the potential to reach people from all over the world.

Since articles on romantic relationships and attachments styles have been published in
countries such as Turkey and China, it is not unreasonable to assume that the study of attachment
is circulating the Internet in blogs and websites in other countries as well, increasing the number
of people in the world that might know their attachment style. With all these people potentially
receiving labels from participating in studies, labeling themselves, and being told from pop-
culture websites that knowing your partner’s attachment style is beneficial, it is plausible that
people would share their labels with their partners. This exchange of information may lead to
some kind of relational impact such as learning more about each other or changing one’s behavior
toward their partner in response to knowing their labels.

Sense making scholars have found that labels allow people to gain certainty by identifying
internal and external stimuli and categorizing them. Sense making theory has shown that as we

make sense of our environment, we gain more certainty. Labeling an individual with more
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information about themselves, their partner, and the dynamic of their romantic relationship can
provide an opportunity for individuals to make sense of their lives by giving them more certainty.
Ficara and Mongeau (2000) found that openness, assurances, and positivity were negatively
associated with relational uncertainty. This suggests that as relational uncertainty decreases, (or
as relational certainty increases), behaviors such as openness, assurances, and positivity increase.
Dainton and Aylor (2001) found that all five of Stafford and Canary’s (1991) maintenance
strategies (assurances, networks, openness, positivity, and shared tasks) were negatively
associated with relational uncertainty. These finding suggest that as couples become more certain
of their selves, their partner, and their relationship, the more they use maintenance strategies and
behaviors.

Several studies looked at relationship length to measure usage of maintenance strategies.
Dindia and Baxter (1987) and Ragsdale (1996) found that the longer a couple was married, the
fewer communicative maintenance strategies they used (Dainton & Aylor, 2002). Together, the
research studies suggest that over time relational partners typically become more comfortable and
connected with each other, and as a result use “increasingly implicit, idiosyncratic, and efficient
forms of communication” (Sillars & Wilmot, p. 226, 1989). Meaning they have done enough
sense making to know each other and their relationship well enough to know how to behave and
how to maintain their relationship enough, providing them certainty in their relationship.

Couples who have been together longer have already done some of the sense making in
their relationship than couples who have just started dating. Therefore, it is the couples who have
newly established their relationship, who will be more likely to benefit the most from sense
making arising from attachment style labels. Recently established couples have enough context to

know about their partners but are still learning about each other and thus are making efforts to
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make sense of their relationships. In addition, McWhirter and Mattison (1984) proposed a six-step
time-phase approach in categorizing couples and levels of intimacy, in which the first step lasts
about 1 year. This first stage, blending, is characterized by merging and limerance (i.e., euphoria,
intense romantic love, and high sexual activity). This mimics the “honeymoon” phase in romantic
relationships (Coleman, 1984; Schwebel & Hoss, 1999). If this general analysis is applied to
dating relationships, couples that have been established for less than one year may experience the
most benefit from the label of attachment styles of both partners. Couples just starting their
relationship are in the discovery stage and start to experiment with different behaviors and
activities. The knowledge of attachment styles of oneself and one’s partner may prove beneficial
when navigating this new discovery stage. Across the field of romantic relationships, specifically
with couple studies regarding early close or romantic relationships, researchers have recruited
daters in relationships of three months or less (Ebesu Hubbard, 2001). Therefore, the label of
attachment styles of both partners in a recently established relationship of three months or less
may help people engage in sense making and lead to less relational uncertainty. The following
hypothesis is posed:

Hypothesis 1A: Couples who are given their attachment style labels will experience a
greater change in relational uncertainty than couples who are not given their attachment style
labels.

In this hypothesis the goal was to determine if participants who received their attachment
styles and style descriptions will experience a greater change in relational uncertainty. To clarify,
it is expected that couples in the experimental group (those who learn of their attachment style
label) will feel more certain at the end of the study, compared to their what their certainty levels

were at the start of the study, than the control group (who will not be given their attachment style
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labels at the start of the study). The greater the difference between start and end scores
(comparing post against pre-test scores), the greater the change in uncertainty is thought to have
occurred. It was expected that knowledge of the attachment styles will lead to sense making and
thus participants will have a change in uncertainty levels (more certainty) compared to those who
do not know their attachment styles when reporting on their relational uncertainty.

Hypothesis 1B: Couples who are given their attachment style labels will report less
relational uncertainty than couples who are not given their attachment style labels.

In this hypothesis, rather than change scores (as in Hypothesis 1A), participants’ relational
uncertainty at the end of the study will be compared between conditions, with the expectation that
couples who received their attachment styles and descriptions prior to completing the post-test of
relational uncertainty will experience an overall lower degree of uncertainty than couples did not
receive their attachment style labels at that point in the study. It was expected that couples who
had their attachment styles explained to them and had the chance to discuss them together, will
feel less uncertainty because they had the chance to engage in sense making together as a couple

The attachment style research focusing on relational maintenance behaviors concluded
that securely attached individuals engage in more prosocial maintenance behaviors in their
relationships than insecurely attached individuals, and of the two insecure attachments, avoidant-
attached individuals engage in the least amount of prosocial maintenance behaviors. It is also
known from research that the attachment style of one’s partner can influence which relational
maintenance behaviors one will most likely engage in. Men and women reported using less
assurances when their partner had a preoccupied attachment orientation, and women reported
using social networking more when their partner had a secure attachment orientation (Guerrero &

Bachman, 2006). With the concept of partner buffering gaining traction and the idea that
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relational maintenance also includes adapting to the needs of your partner, it is anticipated that
there will be some change in maintenance behaviors once the attachment styles of both
individuals in the couple have been labeled and explained to the couple. However, current
literature does not provide strong evidence for hypothesizing which of the five relational
maintenance behaviors would see the most change or even if both partners in the couple would
report willingness to change the same behaviors. Thus, the following research question is posed to
explore the possible effects:

Research Question 1: Will couples who are given their attachment style labels report more
willingness to change their relational maintenance behaviors than couples who are not given their

labels?
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CHAPTER 2: METHODS

Participants

Participants were recruited using the Communicology department research participation
website, Sona. Students enrolled in Communicology (COMG) courses signed up for time slots in
which they and their current romantic partner could attend. To be eligible for the study,
participants needed to be in a current romantic relationship and have been dating their partner for
3 months or less. Students enrolled in COMG courses received research or extra credit for their
participation. It was assumed that the partners of the COMG students who participated in the
study were not also COMG students at the time of the study because they did not receive any
research credit or extra credit for COMG courses.

Data were collected from 12 couples (N=24), however one couple was excluded in data
analysis due to not fitting within the parameters of relationship length, so the final count was 11
couples (N= 22). There were 9 male participants and 13 female participants. One couple was a
homosexual couple and eleven were heterosexual couples. Couples reported knowing each other
for a range of 9 weeks to 7 years with the average being 3.13 years of knowing each other. Their
romantic relationships had to be within 0-3 months to be eligible and the reported range of length
of romantic relationship was 3 weeks to 3 months. The average length of relationship was 2.77
months. With the exception of one couple, all the partners in the couples self-reported that they
were in exclusive romantic relationship with their partner and have an official relationship title
(i.e., referring to the other as boyfriend or girlfriend). No other demographic information about

the participants were measured.
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Procedures

Overview

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects that labels might have on relational
behaviors and perceptions within couples in a newly established romantic relationship. In order to
test any effects that might occur, couples were asked to assess themselves, their partners, and their
relationship, on several relational factors via several online questionnaires in two separate phases.
This study used a between-subjects design to compare the effects of attachment style labels,
between an experimental group and control group. To test the effects of labels, the study
measured relational uncertainty and relational maintenance behaviors (relationship satisfaction
was also measured but was analyzed for a separate follow up study).

Before recruiting any participants, permission was obtained from the University of Hawaii
at Manoa Institutional Review Board. To sign up for the study, Communicology students signed
up for a timeslot on Sona and were responsible for coordinating with their romantic partner to
ensure that both could come into the lab together. The study’s information listed on Sona (a
recruitment website) stated that this study was interested in couples’ communication in romantic
couples who are exclusively dating, and to be eligible they had to be currently dating no longer
than 3 months. Any couples dating longer than 3 months were not eligible and were instructed not
to sign up for the study. Participation entailed both partners in the couple attending a lab session
together to complete two questionnaires individually (and a ten minute discussion for the follow
up study).

Phase 1
Phase 1 began when couples arrived at the lab where both partners first read and signed an

informed consent form (Appendix A) before entering the lab room. The individual that signed up
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for the study on Sona was labeled “Partner A” and their significant other was labeled “Partner B”.
Participant couples were numbered in the order of their lab session date, where odd numbered
couples were assigned to the experimental group and even-numbered couples were assigned to the
control group.

After signing their consent to participate, the participants were given an introduction to the
study, were reminded of their risks and benefits, that the discussion would be recorded, and that
their participation was voluntary. Additionally, participants were asked to keep their responses
confidential and to refrain from communicating with each other until prompted to, for the
discussion section in the lab session. This was to prevent any confounds that might arise in the
couples’ interactions. All questionnaires were administered online via Qualtrics on departmental
laptops and the discussions were recorded using a Sony IC digital audio recorder.

Partner A and B were seated apart from each other so that they were not facing each other
nor seated too close in proximity to view each other’s screens. After each partner sat in their
assigned spot, they were given their participant code, which consisted of their couple number and
their letter, (i.e. Partner A in the first couple would be given “1A” as their participant code). The
codes were required to enter on the laptops before completing each questionnaire. Once
participants received their code, they began Questionnaire 1 which consisted of two parts. Part 1
consisted of a background section that asked about their gender, relationship type, and length of
relationship (Appendix B), as well as a measure of attachment styles, called Experiences in Close
Relationships (ECR-R) (Appendix C). After Part 1, there was a blank page that instructed the
participants to stop here and ask the researcher for further instructions. Once both partners

reached this page, they were directed to continue on to Part 2 of the questionnaire. Part 2 of
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Questionnaire 1 consisted of the Relational Uncertainty Measure (Appendix D) and the Relational
Maintenance Behaviors Measure (Appendix E).

While couples completed Part 2 of Questionnaire 1, the researcher downloaded their
responses from Part 1 to assess their attachment styles by calculating the means of each subscale
in the ECR-R for avoidance and anxiety. After reverse coding the appropriate scale items, the
means for both subscales were calculated. These means correspond to the degree a person
experiences more anxiety, more avoidance, or an equal amount of both anxiety and avoidance in
their close relationships. Continuation to the next step of the study was contingent upon both the
partners’ subscale means falling within a pre-determined range. To clarify, this range was set up
so that any participants who belonged in 2 categories or were on the borderline of a category,
were excluded. If scores fell within the range, it translated to scoring into one and only one
category. If the means in both anxious and avoidance subscales resulted in 5.5 or higher or 2.5 or
lower, their scores were accepted and the couple continued to the next step in the study. If their
means did not fall within this range, they would have been thanked and excused from the study,
though none of the participants were excused from the study for this reason.

Participants from both the control and the experimental groups completed the same tasks,
but in a different order. The difference in order between the two groups start after completing
Questionnaire 1. Half the participants were placed in the experimental group and the other half in
the control group. Treatment in both groups were the same, with the only difference being the
timing couples received their attachment style labels in the lab. After confirming that couples
could continue the study, participants in the experimental group received their attachment style
labels at this time, and participants in the control group did not receive their attachment style

labels yet, but instead began Phase 2 (detailed below). At this point of Phase 1 participants in the
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experimental group were given a brief explanation of Attachment theory, the 3-category model,
and a brief explanation of the 3 attachment styles; secure, anxious, or avoidant. The researcher
verbally told first Partner A and then Partner B their attachment style labels. In addition to verbal
explanations, participants were given an informational sheet (Appendix E) that provided general
characteristics of each label, in which their own labels were highlighted. The information on each
of the attachment styles, were taken from Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) original three-category
scale, and findings from several studies (Bachman & Zakahi, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007,
Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996). Participants were also given a disclaimer stating that
“although these findings are consistent across years of research, they are general characteristics
and do not account for individual differences”. After providing time to read and digest this
information, participants in the experimental group continued to the next step in the study: Phase
2.
Phase 2

In Phase 2 of the study, all participants were given two tasks: complete Questionnaire 2
and engage in a 10-minute recorded discussion with their partner. Questionnaire 2 comprised of
two parts. Questionnaire 2, Part 1 included a scale asking participants to gauge how accurately
they perceived their own label and their partner’s label (Appendix F). Part 2 included a revised
version of both the Relational Uncertainty Measure (Appendix G) and the Relational Maintenance
Behaviors Measure (Appendix H). The order of Questionnaire 2 Part 1 and 2 differed depending
on which group the participant belonged to. And the recorded 10-minute discussion was the last
task of the study for all participants. The data from the discussions were collected for a separate
study and results of analysis was not reported in this paper. Now that an overview of Phase 2 has

been given, a breakdown of the procedures by group will be explained.

34



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Experimental group. After providing time to read and digest the information about their
attachment style labels, participants in the experimental group continued to the next step in the
study: Questionnaire 2a. Part 1 of Questionnaire 2a was the accuracy rating of their own and their
partner’s label. This measure was a six-item scale asking participants to rate the degree to which
they agree their label suits them and their partner. The section was rated on a 7-point Likert scale
(1= strongly disagree and 7= strongly agree) to the following statements: “I feel that this label
accurately depicts my/my partner’s personality and behavior,” and “My/my partner’s label
confirms or validates any thoughts | have about my/my partner’s current or past behavior in
relationships.” The next two questions were asked as a manipulation check to see whether
participants knew their own/their partner’s attachment style before coming in to the lab session.
See Table 10 for descriptive statistics.

After completing this section, participants in the experimental group were prompted to let
the researcher know they were done. At this point the couples were told they would have a 10-
minute discussion before completing the next sections of the questionnaire. Couples were asked
once more if they consented to have their discussion recorded, then were given a sheet containing
the 6 items they just answered on the questionnaire for reference. Participants were told “You’ve
just answered 6 questions about your feelings on your label and your partner’s label. I’d like both
of you to verbally discuss what your answers were to each question and explain why you
answered it the way you did. When your partner is explaining themselves, feel free to chime in
and share your thoughts. You have 10 minutes to do so, if you finished discussing the 6 questions
and still have time left on the timer, you can discuss your answers to any of the other items you
answered in the previous questionnaires, but do not look back at your answers. I’ll leave you

alone for the 10 minutes so you have your privacy.” The recorder and the timer started at this time

35



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

and the researcher left the room. After the 10 minutes, the researcher came back and asked the
couple if they had any questions or wanted clarification on their label, then the remaining sections
of the questionnaire was administered.

The second section on Questionnaire 2a asked participants to assess their level of
relational uncertainty via the Relational Uncertainty Measure and the likelihood of them engaging
in relational maintenance behaviors now that they know their partner’s attachment style, via a
modified version of the Relational Maintenance Behaviors Measure. After completing this
questionnaire on the laptops provided, the couples were debriefed, signed the debriefing form,
and were thanked for their time. Couples in the experimental group were given approximately 40-
45 minutes to complete the lab session.

Control group: Couples in the control group received the same in-lab treatment, just in a
different order. After ensuring that participants were still eligible to continue with the rest of the
study, they were given a short 2-minute break in which they still could not communicate with
each other. This break was given because the next questionnaire had the same measures that were
on the previous questionnaire they just took. This break was to help avoid mental fatigue and to
help prevent participants from responding from memory on their previous answers. Prior to
starting this questionnaire, participants were told that they may see similar items on this survey
that they saw on the previous survey, but to treat it like a brand-new survey and to answer as
honestly and accurately as they feel in this point of time. Couples in the control group completed
Questionnaire 2b, which is exactly the same as 2a, however parts 1 and 2 were reversed. They
completed Part 1, the relational uncertainty measure and the relational maintenance measure first.
After completing Part 1 of their Questionnaire 2b, they were prompted to let the researcher know

they are ready for the next set of instructions.
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At this point, the couples were given their attachment style labels in the same way as the
experimental group received their labels. After providing time to read through their attachment
style informational sheets, they began Part 2 of Questionnaire 2b and completed the accuracy of
label section. Next, couples were asked if they still consented to recording their discussions, and
the discussions were administered, just like the experimental group. When the discussion was
done, the researcher returned to the room, and participants were debriefed and thanked for their

time. Couples in the control group were also given about 40-45 minutes for their lab session.

Survey Instruments

The questionnaires consist of the following survey instrument: the Revised Experiences in
Close Relationships scale (ECR-R) (Appendix C), Relational Uncertainty Measure (Appendix D),
Relational Maintenance Behaviors Measure (RMBM) (Appendix E), and
demographic/relationship background information (Appendix B).

Attachment style. The original Experiences in Close Relationships was developed by
Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998). It has gone through some criticism and expansion which
resulted in the Revised Experiences in Close Relationships, developed by Fraley, Waller, and
Brennan in 2000 (Levine & Heller, 2010). The scale assesses two dimensions: anxiety and
avoidance, both dimensions are measured by an 18-item subscale. The anxiety subscale consists
of items such as “I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me,” “When my partner is out
of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in someone else,” and “My desire to be
very close sometimes scares people away.” And the avoidance subscale consists of items such as,
“I am nervous when partners get too close to me,” “I don’t feel comfortable opening up to

romantic partners,” and “It is easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.” (See Appendix C).
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Each item was rated on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 7
being “strongly agree”. Higher numbers correspond to higher anxiety or higher avoidance, except
for the reverse-keyed items. To score each subscale, reverse keyed items were reversed, then the
averages were taken for each subscale. See Table 1 for descriptive statistics.

Relational maintenance behavior measure. The relational maintenance strategy
measure (RMSM) was developed by Stafford and Canary in 1991 and measures behaviors people
do in their relationships to maintain it. Through consulting with the existing literature and
analyzing couples’ maintenance behaviors, they created a typology of common routine and
strategic behaviors people enact in their relationships to maintain the desired state of the
relationship (Rubin, 2009). Stafford’s (2011) revised Relational Maintenance Behavior Measure
(RMBM) was used. Instructions to participants were modified to ask of their current behavior and
their intention to use this behavior in future interactions with their partner. Items asked about their
current behavior first, then all items were shown again but with different instructions to measure
their intention.

The measure has seven strategies: positivity, understanding, self-disclosure, relationship
talks, assurances, networks, and tasks. Positivity refers to using a cheerful or optimistic tone when
interacting and consists of 4 items. Understanding refers to instances of apologizing, not being
judgmental, or showing forgiveness to another, and consists of 4 items. Assurances include any
indication that an individual would like to remain in the relationship such as talk about the future
(e.g., events, anniversaries, or decisions) and expressions of liking or love, and consists of 4
items. Self-disclosure refers to an offer or an encouragement of talk about thoughts, feelings, or
fears, and consists of 4 items. Relationship talks entail dialogue about the quality of the

relationship and individual partners’ feelings toward the relationship and consists of 3 items.
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Tasks refers to engaging in defined responsibilities or sharing in joint responsibilities of the
relationship. This strategy also relates to the motivation or intention one will engage in the tasks
expected of them and measures the equity in the relationship. This strategy consists of 4 items.
And last, networks refer to instances where the couple engages with family members or mutual
friends, including spending time with others and seeking advice from their respective networks,
and consists of 5 items (See Appendix D). All items across the 7 strategies were rated using 7-
point Likert scales, with a range of 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree (Rubin, 2009;
Stafford, 2011). To score, means are calculated for each subscale. Higher values in each strategy
correspond to more perceived usage of one’s own maintenance behaviors in the relationship.
Stafford and Canary’s (1992) original measure had been since adapted and revised to
account for quantifiers and modifiers (e.g., “very enjoyable”), different relationship types, and to
include only specific maintenance behaviors, rather than concepts (i.e., “Liking”) (Stafford,
2011). Stafford’s revised RMBM and subsequent research using this scale have revealed a
consistent and reliable self-report and partner-report measure of relational maintenance behaviors
(Stafford, 2011). In this present study, the RMBM also was found to be reliable (See Table 2).
Relational uncertainty measure. The Relational Uncertainty Measure was created by
Knobloch and Solomon (1999) to assess the content and sources of relational uncertainty. They
developed three sub-measures to assess the source of relational certainty, the self, the partner and
the relationship. All sub-measures are rated on 7-point scales, with 1 = completely or almost
completely uncertain; 2 = mostly uncertain; 3 = slightly more uncertain than certain; 4 = neither
uncertain nor certain; 5 = slightly more certain than uncertain; 6 = mostly certain; and 7 =

completely or almost completely certain. Originally this scale was rated on a 6-point scale,
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however to match the scaling of the other measures in the study, this measure was modified to fit
on a 7-point scale.

The self and partner measures were identical and consisted of 19-items for self-uncertainty
and 20-items for partner-uncertainty distributed across three factors: desire for the relationship
(“How certain are you about your feelings for your partner?”), evaluation of relationship’s worth
(“How certain are you about how important this relationship is to you?”), and goals for
relationship’s progression (“How certain are you about whether or not you will want to be with
your partner in the long run?””) (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). The self-uncertainty scale was
reported to have a Cronbach alpha of .95 and the partner uncertainty scale was reported to have a
Cronbach alpha of .96 (Rubin, 2009). The relationship sub-measure consists of 16-items across 4
factors: behavioral norms (uncertainty about which behaviors are deemed appropriate or not in the
relationship), mutuality, (uncertainty about the degree of reciprocity), definition, (doubts about
the state of the relationship), and future (uncertainty about possible opportunities for the
relationship (Knobloch & Solomon, 1999). The relationship sub-measure was reported to have
Cronbach alpha of .94. Knobloch and Solomon performed confirmatory factor analyses which
revealed that they have consistency across the three measures and that although the three are
positively correlated, they are independent from each other (See Appendix D) (Rubin, 2009).

This version of the scale was used in numerous studies and was found to be reliable in the
past (Knobloch, 2006; Knobloch & Solomon, 2002; Knobloch & Solomon, 2003) and in this
present study (See Table 3). The Relational Uncertainty Scale was used to assess whether the
identification and discussion label of their own and their partner’s attachment style helped the
couple provide more certainty and thus able to make more sense of themselves, their partner,

and/or their relationship. To score each participant, scores were reversed to reflect an uncertainty
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scale, rather than a certainty scale, and means were calculated for each sub scale. The more

certain they are about their involvement in their relationship, the lower the values are.
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS

Analysis Plan

A series of one-way ANOVASs were conducted to examine the hypotheses and research
questions posed in this study. ANOVAs were used rather than t-tests because they included power
in the statistical analyses in SPSS.

Hypothesis 1A

Before the main statistical analysis for Hypothesis 1A was conducted, change scores for
relational uncertainty and its sub-measures were calculated to determine the difference between
relational uncertainty reported in Phase 1 and relational uncertainty reported in Phase 2. Lower
scores indicated that there was less relational uncertainty reported in Phase 2 (post) as opposed to
Phase 1 (pre). Change scores for relational uncertainty were calculated for Partner A and change
scores for relational uncertainty were calculated for Partner B.

For example, the post-test scores for Self Uncertainty, which consists of Desire, Goals,
and Evaluation were each subtracted from their corresponding pre-test scores. This was done for
all components of Relational Uncertainty. These newly calculated variables’ naming convention
added the “Post-Pre” prefix to the original variable name to reflect change scores and included
whether the score belonged to a Partner A or Partner B. For example, the new variable name for
the Desire sub-measure from the Self Uncertainty measure, was called “Post-Pre Partner A Self
Desire”, if it was a Partner A score, and “Post-Pre Partner B Self Desire”, if it was a Partner B
score. From these new “Post-Pre” variables, new averages for each measure (Self, Partner, and
Relationship) were calculated. From these calculated averages of each measure (Self, Partner &
Relationship), a new average was calculated to create one overall uncertainty change score for

Partner A and for Partner B. This resulted a new variable, “Change in Relational Uncertainty
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Partner A” and “Change in Relational Uncertainty Partner B” (see Table 4). Lower overall
change in relational uncertainty scores meant that the differences in Post-Pre scores were greater,
indicating a change towards more certainty. Comparing the post- and pre- scores between
condition groups, would show whether there was a greater change in uncertainty in the
experimental group than the control group due to the introduction of attachment style labels.

H1A predicted that when comparing post assessment scores against pre-assessment scores,
it would be the couples in the experimental group who knew their attachment style labels who
would experience a greater change in relational uncertainty and thus have the lower scores, where
lower scores indicated more certainty (less uncertainty). In other words, it was expected that
receiving the attachment style label and information would lead to couples reporting a greater
reduction in relational uncertainty. The one-way ANOVAs revealed that there were no
statistically significant differences between the condition groups. The stimulus, the attachment
style labels, did not influence any change in degree of relational uncertainty the participants felt
(see Table 5). Thus, Hypothesis 1A was not supported.
Hypothesis 1B

H1B predicted that between the couples in the control and experimental groups, it would
be the experimental group couples (“presence of label” at time completed measures of relational
uncertainty), who knew their attachment style labels when completing the post-assessment of
relational uncertainty, that will report less overall relational uncertainty, than the control group
couples (“absence of label” at time completed measures of relational uncertainty). When
conducting the series of one-way ANOVAs to determine whether these mean differences were

statistically significant, analyses revealed they were not. Hypothesis 1B was not supported.

43



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Research Question 1

RQ 1 asked whether couples who received their attachment style labels would report more
willingness to change their relational maintenance behaviors than couples who did not receive
their attachment style labels. To answer this question, responses to the post-test relational
maintenance behaviors measure were coded so that scores ranged from -3 to 3, with negative
values indicating participants intended to enact these behaviors less in the future and the positive
values indicating they intended to enact these behaviors more in the future. See Table 8 and 9 for
descriptive statistics and the analysis of variance results. All scores were positive, meaning that
all participants in both condition groups (experimental versus control group) and between the
partners (Partner As versus Partner Bs) expressed some degree of wanting to enact these
relational behaviors more in the future.

The first round of ANOVA tests showed no statistically significant differences between
couples in the experimental and control group. Between couples that received their labels before
taking the post-assessment (experimental group) and couples that received their labels after
(control group), there was no statistically significant difference in intentions to increase relational
maintenance behaviors. As shown in Table 8, based on the positive valence of the means, that all
couples and all partners, in aggregate, reported they wanted to enact the seven behaviors more in
the future after having identifying each other’s label.

Analyses were also done to determine if there were differences between Partner A and
Partner B. These analyses showed statistically significant results for three of the seven relational
maintenance behaviors and are reported in Table 9. Partner As reported that they were willing to
including friends and family in their future interactions together more than Partner Bs (Networks)

F (1) = 7.54, p < .03. Partner Bs reported intending to share more about themselves and their
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feelings to their partner (Disclosures) F (1) = 5.12, p <.05, and they intend to do more tasks for

their partner (Tasks) F (1) = 16.57, p < .01, than Partner As.
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION
Overview

This study sought to determine whether the acknowledgement and reflection of attachment
styles would have any effects on relational uncertainty, and relational maintenance behaviors.
Overall, the hypotheses of the study were not supported, as the results showed no statistical
significance difference in means between the two condition groups.

The goal of Hypothesis 1A was to see whether the influence of attachment style labels
would lead couples to report a change and report more certainty about their relationship, their
feelings towards their partner, and their perception of what their partner thinks of them. Similarly
for Hypothesis 1B, the goal was to see whether the influence of attachment style labels would
result in couples reporting more overall relationship certainty. Lastly, the goal of Research
Question 1 was to determine if presence of attachment style labels would lead couples to want to
enact more relational maintenance behaviors. The results indicated that the timing and presence of
attachment style labels lead to no differences in partners’ intention to engage in more relational
maintenance behaviors, because all couples regardless of condition group reported wanting to
enact more of each of the behaviors. When compared against Partner type (A vs B) it was found
that statistical significance differences for some of the relational maintenance behaviors. More

detailed discussion of the results as well as their implications are discussed below.

Implications

Relational uncertainty is comprised of three subsections; uncertainty of self, partner, and
the relationship —which measures the desires, goals, and evaluation of the relationship. Since the
attachment style labels as well as common characteristics and behavioral traits of each style were
provided verbally and in writing to participants during the experiment, it was first expected that

this information would be new knowledge for them, and second it was expected that this new
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information would lead couples to understand themselves more and their partner’s more. Further,
it was expected that this increase in understanding and new information would lead to a decrease
in relational uncertainty. However, Hypothesis 1A was not supported.

These finding suggests several things. First, it suggests that the items of the questionnaires
could have led to more self-reflection than anticipated. It is possible that taking the same
questionnaire, one right after the other with only a few minutes in between made participants
rethink their answers and respond with more certainty the second time around. The fact
participants would be more familiar with the questions and understand it better the second time
taking the questionnaire could have indirectly led to sense making about what the questionnaire
was asking and not sense making leading to more certainty about their relationship. This possible
unanticipated sense making may have made participants feel more confident in general and feel
more confident in their answer choices, even though it was not necessarily relational uncertainty.

Second, based on the findings it is possible that Partner Bs might have performed
differently in the experiment. It could be speculated that the partners who felt more certainty had
learned more about their relationships than their partners learned. The participants that felt more
certainty were not the ones that needed or wanted research credit, but were brought to their lab by
their partners. The partners outside of the Communicology department felt more certain about
their desires and evaluations of their relationship and their perception of their partner’s
evaluations of the relationship. While we do not know which Communicology classes the
participants are enrolled, all Communicology classes, introductory speech classes or upper
division curriculum, do teach something about conflict, listening, and importance of
communication in relationships. Thus, it is possible the Communicology students engaged in

sense making during these lectures and reflected upon and applied these to their own
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relationships; which may or may not have led to an increase or decrease in relational uncertainty
early on in their relationships and prior to participating in this study. This could potentially
explain why Partner As did not report a decrease in relational uncertainty. The hypothesis was
predicated on the fact that these couples were not dating long enough to understand each other’s
behaviors and have not yet figured out their unique relational dynamic, and thus would benefit
from learning from their attachment styles. But the results could be an indication that one person
in each couple already did this and did not need their attachment style label to engage in relational
sense making.

But their partners, who were assumed not enrolled in Communicology courses at the time
of the study, may have learned new things about relationships from taking the questionnaires and
may have learned about attachment styles for the first time. This new knowledge, whether it came
from the items in the questionnaire or the attachment style labels, according to sense-making
literature, can at times bring certainty and sense of relief. It is possible that this was the case for
those non-Communicology partners.

Sense making is the phenomenon of using mental models and preconceived ideas of
internal and external cues to make sense of the world around you. Hypothesis 1B tested whether
the reflection and influence of attachment style labels would cause sense making to occur or not.
If the hypothesis was correct, then the couples in the experimental group, who had their
attachment labels explained, would have used this new information of the labels to make sense of
their behaviors and their partner’s behaviors in the relationship, thus leading to more certainty in
the post-assessment. However, Hypothesis 1B was not supported as the results demonstrated the
opposite of what was expected. Overall, the couples who knew each other’s attachment style

labels when they were taking the post-assessment did not experience less uncertainty in any of the
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sub-components of relational uncertainty, when compared against their responses in the pre-
assessment.

Research Question 1 asked whether receiving attachment style labels as a couple would
change current relational maintenance behaviors. This was measured by gauging participants’
willingness to change. The analyses revealed that there were no statistical differences in intention
to change behavior, between couples in the experiment versus control group. Basically, all
participants wanted to enact these behaviors more at varying degrees. This means that regardless
of whether or not couples knew they were securely attached to each other, they saw these
behaviors as positive relational behaviors and wanted to enact these behaviors more in the near
future. When all seven strategies were compared against Partner type (Partner A versus Partner B)
analyses revealed that Partner Bs reported the most willingness to do more tasks for their partner
and share more about themselves and their feelings to their partner, and Partner A's reported more
willingness to include their friends and family in their future interactions.

When this research question was first developed, the goal was to investigate whether
partners would want to buffer and be more understanding of each other, since this would imply
that the attachment style labels helped partners with validating their current thoughts about each
other and as a result understand each other more or will want to understand each other more. The
results seem to indicate that this was the case, but perhaps indirectly and not for the reason that
was originally anticipated.

The fact that each condition group, whether they had their labels or not, intended to enact
the relational maintenance behaviors more is a particularly important finding. This means that the
timing of the label or even the presence of the label did not matter in deciding on doing

“relational work” to maintain the relationship. It is possible that the pre-test questionnaire items
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influenced the participants’ answers, that while taking the questionnaire they reflected on their
past and current behavior, and realized they could do more of these behaviors or could do these
behaviors more often. For example, it is possible that they felt they did these three behaviors
(tasks, networks, and disclosures) the least, so in the post test they decided they wanted to do
these actions more, which is why these three strategies had the most willingness to change. But
the results show the attachment styles did not have an effect on this decision. It is interesting that
doing more tasks for you partner was the most significant relational behavior participants reported
wanting to do more of, particularly because it was the partners that were helping their significant
other with a course assignment. The fact that they were already doing a task for them actually
seemed to make them willing to do more tasks for their partner.

Limitations

This study was rather exploratory. No other known study has tested the effects of
identification and reflection of attachment style labels between couples on relational maintenance
behaviors, relational uncertainty and sense-making. Thus, the researcher has come across several
areas along this journey that could have led to not having more significant results.

First, this study had a very small number of participants. Originally 12 couples were
recruited and only 11 couples remained in the data analysis. This meant that after splitting couples
into different variables and testing their responses separately, only 6 partners were in the group
that received their label after taking the post-assessment, and 5 partners were in the group that
received their label earlier. This small sample does not provide enough power to show statistical
significance at the p > .05 level. Additionally, this small sample size of just a handful of people is
not enough to be able to determine if this is representative of all university students or of any

population in general.
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Secondly, in the section of the questionnaire that asked participants to gauge whether or
not they knew their own and their partner’s attachment style could have been phrased better.
Based off of the recorded discussions, a few couples interpreted those questions as whether or not
they knew their partner was secure or insecure, rather than what was actually intended —if they
knew what the concept of attachment styles were and if they had consciously thought about which
styles they and their partners fell in. So it seems that those two items were not effective in their
validity. Another limitation in measurement was the way sense making was measured. In this
study sense making was measured was as an outcome, resulting from relational uncertainty
reduction, rather than measuring sense making directly. It was assumed that if couples engaged in
sense making that regardless of whether the stimuli were positively and negatively evaluated, it
would bring some degree of sense to their lives and thus reduce the uncertainty and bring about
more relational certainty. However, this assumes that sense making will occur, whereas it is
possible that couples did not engage in sense making, or as previously speculated, maybe only
one half of the couple engaged in sense making (Partner B’s) and the other half (Partner A’s) did
not. Thus, this variable could have been measured separately and in a more direct way.

During one of the lab sessions, there was a time conflict in lab reservations and the couple
would either had to have waited 20 minutes before the lab would be available for use or if they
did not want to wait, they would do their session in the departmental conference room. This set up
was different than the other couples and its possible the physical environment and body
orientations of the partners could have influenced the dynamic of the couple. In this session, one
of the partners had asked their partner several times what they answered for several different
questions. The researcher reminded the participant that during the questionnaire portions of the

lab study, couples were not allowed to talk to each other or discuss their answers until the
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designated discussion time. The participant made a comment about the content of the
questionnaire items being “pretty heavy” and expressed some negativity. The researcher reminded
the participant that everything is voluntary and that he/she could withdraw from the study at any
time with no penalty or negative consequences if they felt uncomfortable with answering the
surveys. The participant expressed that he/she wanted to continue, but just wanted to express their
thoughts about the questionnaire. After this comment was made, the researcher questioned their
consent to move forward before moving on to each remaining section of the lab session, just in
case. Thus, at each checkpoint, the research made sure both participants gave their consent before
continuing. Since consent was given and both participants completed all sections of the lab study,
their data was kept in the analysis. This interaction may have influenced the way this participant
or their partner answered the questions via social desirability bias.

The study was based on the assumption that each participant was in fact labeled correctly
based on their self-reports. If one or both people in the couple did not answer the ECR-R
questionnaire items truthfully, it is possible that this couple’s self-reported data were not based on
their actual attachment and were mislabeled. Based on the interaction and what is known about
the attachment styles and social desirability bias, it could be suggested that this couple was not
securely attached to each other. And given the small sample size, it is possible that this could have
affected the results.

Directions for Future Studies

Although the study’s findings were not statistically significant, a future study may benefit
from seeing more prominent results by replicating this design with a much larger sample size.
Along with a bigger sample size, future studies could also focus more specifically on partner

buffering. Another measure could be introduced, and couples be given a set of hypothetical
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situations from which to write their plan of action as a result of knowing your partner’s
attachment style. And if the partner replies in such a way that complements their partner’s
attachment style needs then it could be said making the attachment style labels salient in the
relationship can help with buffering negative emotions in the relational climate. Another facet that
could be explored is how knowledge of each other’s attachment style influences relationship
satisfaction. While that measure was not included in this study, this study is a sub-part of another
study in which it does assess relationship satisfaction in the post-assessment and in a 3-week
follow up assessment.

It seemed like the partners in couples who did not know their attachment style label while
taking the post-assessment who felt more certain in their own feelings about the relationship, and
in their feelings about their partner. These analyses were not supported but the findings seemed
like it was moving toward that direction, and had the sample size been bigger, it’s possible the
differences could have received statistical significance. In addition, another difference that were
observed was couples in the control group reported more certainty about what they thought their
partner’s certainty levels of their feelings were towards them. In other words, even though they
did not have their attachment label to confirm their partner’s commitment and feelings towards
them, they felt more certain that their partner felt more certain in their feelings towards them.
Moreover, these partners that did not have the labels while taking the post-assessment also
reported feeling more certain about their relationship in general. It is speculated that they were
able to validate their relationship without having the label to back it up. This is very interesting
because all the couples in the study were securely attached, so it would make sense to feel a sense
of validation after realizing that you and your partner were securely attached to each other. Since

all couples’s attachment styles were calculated to be in the securely attached range, this
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observation may give further evidence that securely-attached individuals do not need external
validations to feel certain and secure in their relationships and would be worth examining in a
future study.

Of the couples that experienced more certainty in the post-assessment, it was the
participants who signed up for the study and brought their relational partner to the lab (Partner
As), who felt more certain about their partner’s desire for the relationship. This could be due to
the fact that their partner was willing to commit to some time to come into the lab to help them
complete credit for class. Another interesting finding was that the partners who were brought to
the lab, had felt more certainty about their own desire for their partner and the relationship, as
well as more certainty about their partner’s perceived certainty towards them. To simplify, the
ones who did not need research credit for courses, but came to help their boyfriend or girlfriend,
felt more certain about their desire for their partner and felt more certain that their partner felt the
same about them than did those who signed up for the study. This is very interesting and may
suggest the idea that by asking your partner to help you with a class and having them follow
through with it validates your partner’s desire for you and if you feel certain about your partner’s
desire for you, in turn you feel certain about your relationship together. Conversely, having your
girlfriend or boyfriend ask you for help with their class validates for you, their feelings towards
you, which in turn makes you feel more certain about your relationship together. In terms of a
sense making framework in romantic relationships, asking your partner for help, committing to
help your partner, and then following through are actions that can provide concrete evidence that
your partner cares for you and that you care for your partner. The fact that your partner is willing

to help you (with a daunting task like participating in a research study) would help lead you to
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believe or confirm that they really must like you and want to continue dating you. This would be
beneficial to examine more directly in a future study.

Being able to determine whether joint reflection of how a couple is emotionally attached
to each other and how that affects behaviors and perceptions of each other could have substantial
implications in romantic relationship development. Learning about this early on in a romantic
relationship or incorporating this in a failing relationship could prevent future conflicts and help
the couples to gain more emotional intimacy through a decrease in relational uncertainty.
Attachment style identification and reflection can also provide context and sense making for
couples who struggle to feel the need to change certain behaviors, which in turn could lead to
increased relational satisfaction for both parties in the couple. Although research in couples
therapy/marital therapy was not incorporated in this study, it is very likely that partner buffering
plays a big role in conflict management and mediation in a relationship. Thus the identification of
attachment labels may help in the field of couples therapy. Another future study that could expand
upon this study is replicating this study with a larger sample size and with couples in all the
various stages of romantic relationship. This potential study would not limit relationship length,
but expand recruitment to include to newer all couples (new couples, long-term couples, engaged
couples, just married, long-term married, separated couples, dating couples having relational
problems, and newly terminated couples) and analyzing couple types against each other to see
which stage of relationship and which couple type actually benefits more from attachment style
label identification and discussion.

Conclusion
Overall this study sought to determine whether the acknowledgement and reflection of

attachment styles would have any effects on relational uncertaintyand relational maintenance
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behaviors through sensemaking. Overall, the hypotheses of the study were not supported, as the
results showed no statisticaly significant differences between the two condition groups. Non-
significant differences in overall relational uncertainty was observed for couples in the control
group who did not have the influence of attachment style labels. Additionally, although not
significant it was the romantic partners of the COMG students that experienced the most
reduction in overall relational uncertainty. It was found that the romantic partners of the COMG
students reported wanting to make more personal disclosures and do more tasks for their partner
as a result of this study. And in turn having brought their partners in to a class-related task and
seeing that it was not a negative experience, the COMG student participants reported that they
were more willing to include their romantic partner to more future interactions with friends and

family.
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Tables

Table 1:

Reliability, Means, & Standard Deviations of Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR)

Partner A Partner B
a M SD a M SD
Anxious 072 236 0.23 052 252 0.46
Avoidant 084 235 053 082 208 0.49

*Note: n = 11 per cell, total Sample Size N = 22
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Table 2:

Reliability, Means, & Standard Deviations of Relational Maintenance Behaviors

Pre-Test
Partner A Partner B

a M SD a M SD
Positivity 092 568 0.97 090 6.02 0.88
Understanding 084 6.09 0.73 0.36 6.20 0.52
Disclosure 091 6.05 0.71 0.85 587 1.22
Relational Talks 094 585 0.64 096 6.09 1.40
Assurances 0.89 589 1.03 0.90 590 113
Tasks 083 516 094 0.84 586 0.82
Networks 037 477 0.87 0.64 516 1.27

Post- Test

Partner A Partner B

a M SD a M SD
Positivity 091 6.05 0.92 098 518 1.12
Understanding 091 639 0.92 0.89 5.66 1.06
Disclosure 095 568 120 094 523 1.05
Relational Talks 084 570 094 099 506 1.02
Assurances 084 568 0.82 0.88 5.27 1.03
Tasks 098 580 1.10 098 520 1.13
Networks 0.72 531 0.71 0.86 495 1.05

*Note: n = 11 per cell, total Sample Size N = 22

58



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Table 3:

Reliability, Means, and Standard Deviations of Relational Uncertainty Measure

Pre-Test
Partner A Partner B
a M SD a M SD
Self Uncertainty 0.93 1.79 0.56 0.95 1.54 0.58
Desire 0.85 1.77 0.59 0.87 1.45 0.55
Evaluation 0.86 1.80 0.70 0.84 1.47 0.57
Goals 0.91 1.82 0.64 0.91 1.70 0.75
Partner Uncertainty 0.96 1.94 0.77 0.95 1.75 0.49
Desire 0.88 1.98 0.82 0.91 1.59 0.46
Evaluation 0.90 1.80 0.69 0.74 1.78 0.46
Goals 0.96 2.05 0.92 0.94 1.87 0.73
Relationship Uncertainty 0.89 2.10 0.60 0.88 1.84 0.47
Behavioral Norms 0.84 2.34 0.85 0.66 1.68 0.48
Mutuality 0.94 2.07 0.99 0.79 1.70 0.52
Definition 0.58 1.75 0.57 0.88 1.66 0.72
Future 0.81 2.27 0.80 0.95 2.30 0.80
Post-Test
Partner A Partner B
a M SD a M SD
Self Uncertainty 0.98 1.92 0.87 0.99 2.31 1.07
Desire 0.97 1.82 0.91 0.99 2.34 1.23
Evaluation 0.96 1.95 0.84 0.97 2.34 1.10
Goals 0.93 2.00 0.92 0.97 2.24 1.01
Partner Uncertainty 0.98 2.05 0.92 0.99 2.47 1.09
Desire 0.96 1.88 0.89 0.99 2.47 1.18
Evaluation 0.96 0.97 0.99 0.97 2.51 1.02
Goals 0.98 2.21 1.00 0.99 2.44 1.14
Relationship Uncertainty 0.96 2.12 0.90 0.98 2.59 1.21
Behavioral Norms 0.95 2.30 1.07 0.99 2.75 1.24
Mutuality 0.89 1.98 0.87 0.98 2.48 1.26
Definition 0.93 1.82 0.93 0.98 2.57 1.21
Future 0.94 2.40 1.15 0.96 2.55 1.10

*Note: N = 11 per cell, total Sample Size N = 22
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Table 4:

Descriptive Statistics of Changes (Post-Pre) in Relational Uncertainty Factors, by Condition

Partner A Partner B
Experimental Control Experimental Control
Group Group Group Group
n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Change in Overall
Relational Uncertainty 5 0.29(0.97) 6 0.10(0.42) 5 1.04(1.18) 6 0.32(0.57)
Change in Self
Uncertainty 5 0.40(1.27) 6 0.10(0.37) 5 1.20(1.28) 6 0.41(0.59)
Change in Partner
Uncertainty 5 0.21(0.63) 6 0.08 (0.46) 5 0.78 (0.94) 6 0.14(0.41)
Change in
Relationship
Uncertainty 5 0.25(1.01) 6 0.19 (0.54) 5 1.15(1.35) 6 0.41(0.85)
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Table 5

One-Way Analysis of Variance on Changes (Post-Pre) in Relational Uncertainty, differentiated by

partner

Partner A

Partner B

2

n

Power

2

n

Power

Change in
Relational
Uncertainty 0.63

Change in Self
Uncertainty 0.85

Change in
Partner
Uncertainty 0.15

Change in
Relationship
Uncertainty 0.86

0.43

0.38

0.71

0.38

0.07

0.09

0.02

0.09

0.11

0.13

0.06

0.13
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0.21
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0.23

0.17

0.18

0.20
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0.23

0.03

0.17
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Table 6:

Descriptive Statistics of Overall Relational Uncertainty Factors, by Condition

Partner A Partner B
Experimental Control Experimental
Group Group Group Control Group
n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD) M (SD)

Overall Relational
Uncertainty 5 2.12 (1.11) 1.96 (0.71) 5 293(0.94) 2.06 (1.12)

Self-Uncertainty 5 2.10 (1.13) 1.78 (0.66) 5 2.74 (1.02) 1.95 (1.06)

Partner Uncertainty 5 2.11 (1.13) 2.01 (0.82) 5 3.02 (0.87) 2.02 (1.11)

Relationship

Uncertainty 5 2.17 (1.14) 2.10 (0.75) 5 3.03 (0.98) 2.21 (1.26)
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Table 7

One-Way Analysis of Variance on Overall Relational Uncertainty, by Partner

Overall Relational
Uncertainty

Self-Uncertainty
Partner Uncertainty

Relationship Uncertainty

Partner A Partner B
F p n? Power F p n? Power
0.09 0.78 0 0.06 1.90 020 017 0.23
0.32 059 0.03 0.08 157 024 015 0.20
0.03 0.88 0 005 268 014 023 031
0.21 0.89 0 052 141 027 014 0.19
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics of Couples' Willingness to Change Relational Maintenance Behaviors by Condition

Partner A Partner B
Experimental Control Experimental Control
Group Group Group Group
Behavior n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Positivity 5  1.95(0.91) 6 2.13(L.0) 5 1.25 (1.22) 6 1.13 (1.15)
Understanding 5  2.20 (0.87) 6  2.54(1.0) 5 1.15 (1.27) 6 2.08 (0.68)
Disclosure 5  1.40 (1.28) 6 1.92(1.19) 5 0.90 (1.02) 6 1.50 (1.08)
Relational Talks 5  1.53 (0.84) 6 1.83(1.07) 5 0.60 (0.89) 6 1.44 (1.03)
Assurances 5  1.70 (0.48) 6 1.67(1.08) 5 0.90 (1.08) 6 1.58 (0.97)
Tasks 5  2.00(1.27) 6 1.63(1.02) 5 0.75 (0.82) 6 1.58 (1.28)
Networks 5  1.16 (0.62) 6 1.43(0.81) 5 0.80 (1.26) 6 1.07 (0.95)
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Table 9

One-Way Analysis of Variance on Willingness to increase Relational Maintenance Behaviors
in Future Interactions with Partner

Partner A Partner B

F p np’ F p np’
Positivity 4.06 0.08 0.34 1.34 0.28 0.14
Understanding 0.01 094 0.001 1.38 0.27 0.15
Disclosure 0.45 0.52 0.05 5.12* 0.05 0.40
Relational Talks 0.09 0.78 0.01 1.32 0.28 0.14
Assurances 0.83 0.39 0.09 0.22 0.66 0.03
Tasks 0.46 0.52 0.06 16.57* 0.01 0.17
Networks 7.54* 0.03 0.49 0.32 0.60 0.04

* indicates significance at the p < .05 level
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics of Attachment Style Label Accuracy Rating, by Condition

Partner A

Partner B

Experimental

Experimental

Group Control Group Group Control Group

n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD) n M (SD)
Own Label
Accuracy 5 5.30(1.09) 6 5.66 (1.08) 5 5.70(0.44) 6 6.33 (0.52)
Own Behavior
Accuracy 5 5.00(1.41) 6 5.60(1.11) 5 5.60(0.55) 6 6.33 (0.81)
Partner Label
Accuracy 5 5.70 (0.45) 6 6.00(0.71) 5 5.60 (0.55) 6 6.33 (0.61)
Partner Behavior
Accuracy 5 5.70 (0.55) 6 5.80(0.84) 5 5.60(0.89) 6 6.00 (0.63)
Prior Own Label
Knowledge 5 201(0.71) 6 1.80(0.44) 5 1.60 (0.54) 6 1.8 (0.84)
Prior Partner Label
Knowledge 5 1.80(0.84) 6 1.80(0.84) 5 1.40(0.55) 6 1.60 (0.55)

*Note: N=22
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APPENDICES

Appendix A:

Consent to Participate
Konni Wilson, Principal Investigator | Project title: Experiences in Romantic Relationships

Aloha! My name is Konni Wilson and | am a graduate student at the University of Hawai'i at
Manoa in the Department of Communicology. As part of the requirement for earning my graduate
degree, | am conducting a research study under the supervision of Dr. Amy Hubbard. This project
is to help me understand your experiences in your current romantic relationship.

Activities & Time Commitment: If you agree to participate, you and your romantic partner will
both complete several online questionnaires during an in-person lab session. In the initial
questionnaire, you will be asked to assess your current relationship and provide demographic
information such as age, relationship status, relationship length and duration you’ve known your
romantic partner. The estimated length of time it will take to complete the questionnaire is 5-10
minutes. The in-person lab session will consist of 2 sets of questionnaires consisting of questions
asking you to rate your perceptions, feelings, and behaviors in your relationship and to respond to
personality questions such as extent to which you engage in sharing information with your partner
and the extent to which you feel close to your partner. A 10-minute audio recorded discussion will
be facilitated. The estimated length of time it will take to complete the lab session is
approximately 30-40 minutes. With your permission, the lab session will be audio recorded for
accurate data collection purposes. You can choose to stop talking at any time and are free to
withdraw your recording at any time.

Benefits & Risks: Participating in this study has no direct benefit to you. I believe that there is
little to no risk in participating in this study. If you become uncomfortable with the content or the
questions being asked, you have the right to withdraw at any time.

Voluntary Participation: Your participation is strictly voluntary, and you may withdraw from
the study at any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits as a result of withdrawing from
the study.

Privacy/Confidentiality: All data and information collected will be kept confidential, in that only
myself and my advisor, Dr. Amy Hubbard, will have access to the information. However, other
agencies that have legal permission have the right to review research records. The University of
Hawai'i Human Studies Program has the right to review research records for this study. No
personally identifying information will be included with the research results. Research data will
be stored in a password protected computer in a locked cabinet inside a secured office. All data
and recordings will be destroyed upon completion of this study.

If you have any questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you may call the
UH Committee on Human Studies at 808-956-5007, or send an email to uhirb@hawaii.edu. If you
have any questions regarding this research study, please contact Konni Wilson at
konni@hawaii.edu.
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Appendix B:

Questionnaire 1: Background Information Section

Background Information section

1. Gender: Male | Female | Other

2. How long have you known your partner?

fill in number  [Drop down: weeks/months/year(s)]

3. How long have you been dating your partner?

fill in number  [Drop down: weeks/months/year(s)]

4. How would you categorize your relationship?

a.

b.

Not yet official or established less than month ago
Recently established within 1 month to less than 1 year
Been established for 1 year or longer

Engaged

Married
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Appendix C:

Questionnaire 1: Experience in Close Relationships-Revised
Note: Instructions to participant: The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally
intimate relationships. We are interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just
in what is happening in a current relationship. Respond to each statement by circling a number to
indicate how much you agree or disagree with the statement.
Note: All items assessing attachment avoidance and anxiety are measured using a 7-point Likert
scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3= somewhat disagree, 4=neither disagree nor agree, 5=
somewhat agree, 6= agree, 7=strongly agree).

Anxiety Subscale:

1. DI’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love.

2. | often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me.

3. T often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me.

4. | worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them.

5. T often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for him or her.

6. | worry a lot about my relationships.

7. When my partner is out of sight, | worry that he or she might become interested in someone
else.

8. When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’'m afraid they will not feel the same about
me.

9. I rarely worry about my partner leaving me.

10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself.

11. 1 do not often worry about being abandoned.

12. 1 find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like.
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13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent reason.

14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.

15. I’m afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won’t like who I really
am.

16. It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need from my partner.

17. I worry that I won’t measure up to other people.

18. My partner only seems to notice me when I’'m angry.

Avoidance Subscale:

1. | prefer not to show a partner how | feel deep down.

N

| feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner.
3. | find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.

4. 1 am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.

5. Idon’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.

6. | prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.

7. 1 get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.
8. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.

9. It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner.

10. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.

11. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.

12. | tell my partner just about everything.

13. I talk things over with my partner.

14. 1 am nervous when partners get too close to me.

15. | feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.

16. | find it easy to depend on romantic partners.
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17. It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.

18. My partner really understands me and my needs.

71



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Appendix D:

Relational Uncertainty Measure
Note: Instructions for participants: Listed below are a number of statements addressing different
facets of involvement in dating relationships. Please rate how CERTAIN you are about the
degree of involvement you have in your relationship at this time. PLEASE NOTE: The prompt is
not asking you to rate how much involvement there is in your relationship, but rather how certain
you are about whatever degree of involvement you perceive. It might help if you first consider
how much of each form of involvement is present in your relationship, and then evaluate how
certain you are about that perception.
Note: All items assessing relational uncertainty are measured on a 7-point response scale, with
(1) completely or almost completely uncertain; (2) mostly uncertain; (3) slightly more uncertain
than certain; (4) neither uncertain nor certain; (5) slightly more certain than uncertain; and (6)
mostly certain; and (7) completely or almost completely certain.

Self-Uncertainty Scale:

Desire

1. How committed are you to the relationship?

2. Your feelings for your partner?

3. How much you like your partner?

4. How you feel about the relationship?

5. How much you want to pursue this relationship?

6. Whether or not you are ready to commit to your partner?

7. Whether you want a romantic relationship with your partner or to be just friends?
Evaluation

1. How important is this relationship to you?
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2. How much are you romantically interested in your partner?
3. How ready are you to get involved with your partner?
4. Your view of this relationship?

5. Whether or not you want to maintain this relationship?

1. Whether or not you want this relationship to last?

2. Whether or not you will want to be with this partner in the long run?
3. Your goals for the future of the relationship?

4. Whether or not you want to stay in a relationship with your partner?
5. Where you want this relationship to go?

6. Whether or not you want this relationship to work out in the long run?

Partner-Uncertainty Scale

Desire
1. How committed your partner is to the relationship?
2. How much your partner likes you?
3. How your partner feels about the relationship?
4. How much your partner wants this relationship right now?
5. How much your partner wants to pursue this relationship?
6. Whether your partner wants a romantic relationship with you or to be just friends?
7. Your partner’s feelings for you?
8. Whether or not you partner is ready to commit to you?
Evaluation
1. How much your partner is romantically interested in you?

2. How ready your partner is to get involved with you?
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3. Whether or not your partner wants to maintain your relationship?
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4.
S.

Goals

5.

6.

Your partner’s view of this relationship?

How important this relationship is to your partner?

Whether or not your partner wants this relationship to work out in the long run?
Whether or not your partner wants this relationship to last?

Whether or not you partner will want to be with you in the long run?

Your partner’s goals for the future of the relationship?

Where your partner wants this relationship to go?

Whether or not your partner wants to stay in a relationship with you?

Relationship-Uncertainty Scale

Behavioral Norms

1.

2.

3.

4.

What you can or cannot say to each other in this relationship?
The boundaries for appropriate and/or inappropriate behavior in this relationship?
The norms for this relationship?

How you can or cannot behave around your partner?

Mutuality

1.

2.

3.

4.

Whether or not you and your partner feel the same way about each other?
How you and your partner view the relationship?
Whether or not your partner likes you as much as you like him or her?

The current status of this relationship?

Definition

1.

2.

The definition of this relationship?

How you and your partner would describe this relationship?
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3. The state of the relationship at this time?

4. Whether or not this is a romantic or platonic relationship?
Future

1. Whether or not you and your partner will stay together?

2. The future of the relationship?

3. Whether or not this relationship will end soon?

4. Where this relationship is going?
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Appendix E:
Relational Maintenance Behavior Measure
Note: Instructions for participants: The following items concern things people might do to
maintain their relationships. Please indicate the extent to which you perceive each of the
following statements describes_your current (in the past couple weeks) methods of maintaining
your relationship.
Positivity

1. | acted positively with my partner.

2. | acted upbeat when we were together.
3. lacted cheerfully with my partner.
4. 1 acted optimistically when | was with my partner.

Understanding

1. 1 was understanding.

2. | was forgiving of my partner.
3. lapologized when | was wrong.
4. 1did not judge my partner.

Self-Disclosure

=

| talked about my fears.

2. | was open about my feelings.

w

| encouraged my partner to share his/her thoughts with me.

&

| encouraged my partner to share his/her feelings with me.

Relationship Talks

1. I discussed the quality of our relationship.
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2. 1told my partner how | feel about the relationship

3. I had talks about our relationship.

Assurances
1. |talked about future events.
2. |talked about our plans for the future.
3. 1told my partner how much he/she means to me.

4. | showed my partner how much he/she means to me.
Tasks

1. Ishared in the joint responsibility that face my partner and me.

N

| performed my household responsibilities in the relationship.

w

| helped with the tasks that need to be done.
4. 1did not shirk my duties.
Networks
1. lincluded our friends in our activities.
2. 1 did things with our friends.
3. | spent time with our families.
4. | asked a family member for help.

5. | turned to a family member for advice.
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Appendix E: (cont’d)
Relational Maintenance Behavior Measure -Modified Version

Note: Instructions to participants: Now with these next set of items, please indicate the extent to
which you_intend to use this behavior in future interactions with your partner.
Note: All items assessing relational maintenance behaviors are measured using a 7-point Likert
response format (1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree).
Positivity

1. lintend to act positively with my partner.

2. lintend to act upbeat when we are together.

3. lintend to act cheerfully with my partner.

4. lintend to act optimistically when | am with my partner.

Understanding

1. lintend to be understanding.

2. lintend to be forgiving of my partner.
3. lintend to apologize when | am wrong.
4. | intend to not judge my partner.

Self-Disclosure

1. lintend to talk about my fears.

2. | intend to be open about my feelings.

3. lintend to encourage my partner to share his/her thoughts with me.
4. 1intend to encourage my partner to share his/her feelings with me.
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Relationship Talks

1. lintend to discuss the quality of our relationship.
2. lintend to tell my partner how I feel about the relationship
3. lintend to have talks about our relationship.
Assurances
1. lintend to talk about future events.
2. lintend to talk about our plans for the future.
3. lintend to tell my partner how much he/she means to me.
4. 1intend to show my partner how much he/she means to me.
Tasks

1. lintend to share in the joint responsibility that face my partner and me.

N

| intend to perform my household responsibilities in the relationship.
3. lintend to help with the tasks that need to be done.
4. lintend to not shirk my duties.
Networks
1. lintend to include our friends in our activities.
2. | intend to do things with our friends.
3. lintend to spend time with our families.
4. | intend to ask a family member for help.

5. lintend to turn to a family member for advice.

80



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Appendix F:

Attachment Style Informational Sheet
Note: The above characteristics are general findings reported from research literature and
studies. These explain common general tendencies and thoughts that correspond to the different
attachment styles. However, there may be individual differences within an attachment style. It is
possible that people may behave in such a way that corresponds with multiple styles. These
descriptions were adapted from the descriptions in Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) Original 3-
category measure.

Characteristics of people with Secure attachment styles:

Secures describe their romantic relationships as friendly, trusting, and happy, and are more
satisfied in their relationships. They accept their partners regardless of faults. They tend to have
long and fulfilling relationships. Secures find it relatively easy to get close to others and feel
comfortable with depending on others as well as having others depend on themselves. Secures do
not worry about being abandoned or about getting too emotionally attached to someone.

Characteristics of people with Anxious attachment styles:

Anxiously attached individuals view love in an infatuated way. They have a strong need for
constant assurance and validation from their partners that they are loved and wanted. Anxiously
attached individuals experience frequent emotional highs and lows, frequent feelings of jealousy,
and strong sexual attraction toward their partners. They may feel that others are reluctant to get
as close as they would generally like. They may often worry that their partner doesn't really love
them or won't want to stay with them. Anxiously attached individuals want to get very close to
their partner, and sometimes they feel this scares people away.

Characteristics of people with Avoidant attachment styles:
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Avoidantly attached individuals are characterized as being afraid of intimacy. They experience
emotional highs and lows during their relationships, along with much jealousy. They may feel
uncomfortable being close to others. Avoidantly attached individuals may find it difficult to trust
others completely and difficult to allow their self to depend on others. They have a strong need
for self-reliance. They feel nervous when anyone gets too close, and often, others want to be

more intimate than they would feel comfortable being.

Note: References:

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. Journal

[

Bachman & Zakahi, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996
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Appendix G:
Perceived Accuracy of Attachment Style Labels
Note: Instructions to participants: The following contains a list of four statements. When
answering each item, please consider the attachment style label you and your partner just
received. On a scale of 1-7, with 1 being strongly disagree and 7 being strongly agree, please rate
the extent to which you agree with each statement.
Note: This questionnaire will be administered after revealing the labels and before the couple’s
discussions. All items will be rated on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 being strongly disagree and
7 being strongly agree.
1. Considering my personality and past experiences, | feel that this label accurately depicts
my personality and behavior.
2. My label confirms or validates any thoughts | have about my current or past behavior in
relationships.
3. Considering my partner’s personality and past experiences, | feel that this label
accurately depicts their personality and behavior.
4. My partner’s label confirms or validates any thoughts | have about their current or past
behavior in relationships.
5. Prior to coming to this lab session, | knew what my attachment style label was.

6. Prior to coming to this lab session, | knew what my partner’s attachment style label was.
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Appendix H:
Lab Session Prompt: Experimental Group
Introduction pitch: (1-2 minutes)
“Hi, my name is Konni, I am the researcher of this study. Thank you for coming in today. The

purpose of my study is to see the how couples communicate. You’ve submitted the consent to

participate before taking the initial questionnaire, do you have any questions about the study? ...

As a reminder, everything you disclose here will be audio-recorded and be kept in a password
protected computer in a locked office, but at the end of the study | will delete everything.
Everything will be kept confidential and private.”
Questionnaire 1 (Pre-test)
“I have on the two laptops, a questionnaire that will ask you to assess your experiences and
behaviors in romantic relationships. Please answer the questions as honestly and accurately as
possible. If you have any questions while completing the questionnaire, raise your hand. While
taking the questionnaires, please do not communicate with each other or discuss your answers
with each other.”
Have couples complete “pre-label” questionnaire. Score their ECR to get their
attachment styles.
Reveal of labels:
“Both of you completed a questionnaire which included a measure that assesses attachment
styles. Attachment styles help to explain the different ways people form emotional bonds with
others. According to research it is developed during infancy and it is shaped throughout life

experiences. I’'m going to share your styles with both of you together and then will provide a
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sheet explaining common characteristics of each label based off of consistent and reliable
research findings.”
Reveal the labels to experimental group and give participants 5 minutes to read the
informational sheet (Appendix F).
“Now I will have both of you complete this survey asking about your perceptions of the labels
and your behavior.” (See Appendix G)
Have lab laptops ready for participants with their participant number logged in. Give
time to complete (post-label) questionnaire.
Label discussion
“Now that you both have a better understanding of your own and your partner’s label, please
discuss your answers from the survey you just took. You may also use this time to discuss any
thoughts, feelings, or questions you may have about either label.”
Give participants 10 minutes to discuss.
“Okay, so that concludes the lab portion of the study. Thank you so much for your time. You
will receive the SONA credits in a few days. Did you have any questions? Thank you for your

time!”

85



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Appendix I:
Lab Session Prompt: Control Group
Introduction pitch: (1-2 minutes)
“Hi, my name is Konni, I am the researcher of this study. Thank you for coming in today. The
purpose of my study is to see the how couples communicate. You’ve submitted the consent to
participate before taking the initial questionnaire, do you have any questions about the study? ...
As a reminder, everything you disclose here will be audio-recorded and be kept in a password
protected computer in a locked office, but at the end of the study I will delete everything.
Everything will be kept confidential and private.
Questionnaire 1 (Pre-test)
“I have on the two laptops, a questionnaire that will ask you to assess your experiences and
behaviors in romantic relationships. Please answer the questions as honestly and accurately as
possible. If you have any questions while completing the questionnaire, raise your hand. While
taking the questionnaires, please do not communicate with each other or discuss your answers
with each other.”
Have couples complete “pre-label” questionnaire. Score their ECR to get their
attachment styles.
“I will need to score the results, before we continue the session. You may have a few minutes to
use the restroom if you need to, but do not leave at the same time and please refrain from talking
to each other.”...”Now I will have both of you complete the next survey asking about your
perceptions and behavior. You may see similar items as the previous questionnaire but please
answer each item as honestly as you can and based off your current feelings and thoughts.” (See

Appendix G)

86



EFFECTS OF LABELING ATTACHMENT STYLES IN A ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP

Have lab laptops ready for participants with their participant number logged in. Give
time to complete (post-label) questionnaire.
Reveal of labels:
“Both of you completed a questionnaire which included a measure that assesses attachment
styles. Attachment styles help to explain the different ways people form emotional bonds with
others. According to research it is developed during infancy and it is shaped throughout life
experiences. I’'m going to share your styles with both of you together and then will provide a
sheet explaining common characteristics of each label based off of consistent and reliable
research findings.”
Reveal the labels to experimental group and give participants 5 minutes to read the
informational sheet (Appendix F).
“Now I will have both of you complete this survey asking about your perceptions of the labels
and your behavior.” (See Appendix G)
Have lab laptops ready for participants with their participant number logged in. Give
time to complete (post-label) questionnaire.
Label discussion
“Now that you both have a better understanding of your own and your partner’s label, please
discuss your answers from the survey you just took. You may also use this time to discuss any
thoughts, feelings, or questions you may have about either label.”
Give participants 10 minutes to discuss.
“Okay, so that concludes the lab portion of the study. Thank you so much for your time. You
will receive the SONA credits in a few days. Did you have any questions? Thank you for your

",

time
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