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ABSTRACT 

This thesis reviewed attachment theory with an emphasis on the domain of adult 

romantic relationships. The question of whether attachment was best measured as 

being composed of styles or dimensions, as advanced by the adult romantic domain, 

was discussed and a method for providing evidence concerning this debate, termed 

taxometric analysis, was explained. Following this, studies in the sex offender 

literature that used attachment style were reviewed. The findings from these studies 

were tested using a dimensional approach to measuring attachment. Firstly a 

Discriminant Analysis was performed between two groups, male University students 

and a group of males who were in prison and undergoing treatment for sexual 

offending. Then the data was combined in order to perform a taxometric analysis. 

Lastly, a range of interpersonal functioning variables and variables thought to be 

associated with an Internal Working Model were tested against dimensions of 

attachment. Results showed that students and sexual offenders could be discriminated 

from each other only by social self-esteem scores. The taxometric analysis showed no 

evidence of the presence of attachment styles. Correlations to attachment dimensions -
showed that previous theories using attachment style were somewhat consistent but 

the findings from both groups were equivalent. The limitations and implications of 

this study were then discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

The application ofBowlby's Attachment Theory has attracted more interest than any 

other topic in the fields of social and personality psychology (Simpson & Rholes, 

1998) and has been applied to a wide range of interpersonal behaviours. Typically, 

romantic relationships have been investigated but one extreme and very concerning 

form of behaviour that h~ used attachment theory is sexual offending. 

Sexual offending is a prevalent crime in New Zealand. In the past decade over 16,000 

convictions for rape, sexual assault, sexual violation and sexual offences against 

children were recorded in New Zealand (Statistics NZ, 2002). This total equates to 

over 30 convictions per week and it is common knowledge that this type of offending 

often goes unreported. From the basis that sexual offenders were thought have 

intimacy deficits, the sexual offending literature attempted to use attachment theory to 

contribute to its knowledge of sexual offending in an attempt to reduce these rates of 

crime. 

This thesis discusses current controversies in attachment theory and the links between 

the theory and sexual offending. Firstly though, this thesis talks about how 

attachment theory evolved from the original ideas of John Bowlby to its present state 

then examines the crucial differences between two main domains of adult attachment 

research, the adult romantic domain and the parent-infant domain. Then the construct 

of intimacy between adults in a romantic relationship is defined and then linked to 

attachment style before evidence of continuity and stability of attachment is reviewed. 
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Following a description of the Internal Working Model, an accepted cognitive 

structure of attachment that defines feelings of the self and others as positive or 

negative, this thesis discussed whether attachment is appropriately conceptualised as 

being composed of styles or dimensions and then describes and reviews two new 

techniques that are designed to shed light on this debate. 

Failure to obtain intimacy amongst males is then related to sexual offending before a 

theoretical model of how different attachment styles may be able to differentiate 

between types of sexual offending is discussed. Empirical evidence for links between 

either attachment style, indicators of intimacy deficits, or types of sexual offending 

are then reviewed. Following this, two studies that have used both child and adult 

measures of attachment, and attempted to link these to a construct similar to one type 

of sexual offending, are assessed. Of particular note, in the latter study, an adult 

romantic attachment measure was used based on dimensions rather than types. 

After a summary of the main issues, a model of how continuous dimensions of 

attachment should fit the Internal Working Model and a range of indicators of 

intimacy deficits is advanced. A number of specific hypotheses are then made with 

reference to the literature that has been reviewed and the above model. 

Attachment theory 

John Bowlby, the founder of attachment theory, was a psychiatrist who was also 

trained in psychoanalysis and more specifically object-relations theory shortly after 
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World War Two (Bretherton, 1992). Bowlby, however, became influenced by a 

number of other theoretical perspectives. Lorenz's concept of imprinting, Piaget's 

theory of cognitive development, Erickson's theory of critical stages of child 

development, and Darwin's theory of evolution were all influential (Bowlby, 1988; 

Bretherton, 1992). Thus, Bowlby challenged the psychoanalytic theorists of the time 

and sought to explain child development in terms of a unified theory. 

The basis of attachment theory is the relationship between an infant and its primary 

caregiver, typically its mother. By staying close to its mother an infant had the 

security of knowing that protection, comfort, and reassurance were nearby. This 

security essentially provided a predictable base for an infant from which to explore 

the world. Alternatively, an insecure attachment, where the parent does not 

adequately respond to such needs, creates an infant who is not willing to venture out 

into the environment with the confidence of parental protection and is also not 

confident that he or she will be able to seek reassurance appropriately if need be. 

From an evolutionary perspective, Bowlby thought that a secure attachment to a 

primary caregiver by an infant had distinct advantages in terms of survival (Bowlby, 

1969). Subsequently Bowlby distanced himself from his psychoanalytic roots by 

positing that the attachment process was instinctually and thus evolutionary-based 

rather than motivated by libidinal forces (Bowlby, 1969). 

Mary Ainsworth joined Bowlby's research team in 1950 and helped advance 

attachment theory by empirical methods. Ainsworth was influenced by the use of 

naturalistic observation utilised by James Robertson, an assistant of Bowlby. In 1963, 
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in a study known as The Baltimore Project, she used naturalistic observation to 

qualitatively investigate the domains of feeding, face-to-face interaction, crying, 

greeting and following, exploration, obedience, body contact, approach, and 

affectionate contact within mother-child interactions (Bretherton, 1992). Bell and 

Ainsworth (1972, p.1188) concluded from the Baltimore Project that "an infant whose 

mother's responsiveness helps him to achieve his ends develops confidence in his 

own ability to control what happens to him". The findings of Bell and Ainsworih 

supported the philosophy of Bowlby that attachment processes were interpersonal 

experiences within the mother-child dyad that established a child's sense of the 

relationship between himseW'herself and significant others in their world (Bowlby, 

1969). 

In the early 1970's Ainsworth expanded her research by utilising laboratory-based 

scenarios known collectively as the 'Strange Situation'. This paradigm involved 

infants exploring a playroom equipped with toys in the presence of either their 

mother, a stranger, both of these adults, or being alone. Originally, the Strange 

Situation was designed to explore the domains of mother-child interaction used in the 

Baltimore Project but what Ainsworth found most interesting was the reaction of 

infants to their mothers as they returned to the room (Bretherton, 1992). Upon the 

return of their mother)some infants would display ambivalence by crying and wanting 

to be comforted by their mothers whilst at the same time kicking or hitting them. 

Other infants would avoid their mother upon her return even though in her absence 

they spent the majority of their time looking for her. Studies utilising information 

from the homes of these infants revealed that those infants who displayed ambivalent 

or avoidant behaviours in the laboratory had less harmonious relationships with their 
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mothers at home in comparison with infants who didn't display such behaviours and 

returned to their mothers without reactivity (Ainsworth, Bell, & Sayton, 1974), thus 

establishing the validity of different attachment behaviours. 

By 1978 Ainsworth, Blehar, Water, and Wall (1978) had established the Strange 

Situation classification system, which built on Bowlby' s original concept of secure 

versus insecure attachment by characterising the two previously mentioned styles of 

insecure attachment from behaviour commonly observed in the laboratory. Firstly, 

the researchers described an anxious/ambivalent attachment style where an infant is 

preoccupied and in a sense clingy and over-emotional toward a parent who has not 

met their needs. Alternatively, infants with an avoidant attachment style rejected their 

parents upon re-establishing contact in a way that seemed to act as a payback for 

parental negligence. Both insecure attachment styles can therefore be conceptualised 

as emotionally laden reactions by the child to separation. 

In summary, Bowlby's attachment theory is based on the basic human needs that a 

child receives from their primary care-giver. These mother-child interactions 

establish an inf§.)nse of themselves and significant others at an early age. Whilst 

a secure attachment results in an infant being confident of protection, comfort, and 

reassurance, insecure attachments promote the opposite. Ainsworth and her fellow 

researchers established two insecure attachment styles, with different reactions to 

separation associated with them, although a further style was thought to exist. 
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Adult Romantic Attachment 

Bowlby's attachment theory was applied to adult domains because the theory is 

essentially a theory of personality development. Bowlby believed that early 

experiences created a lasting sense of th~ interaction between self and significant 

others that endured throughout life,ilhus attachment has been linked to different 

domains of adult behaviour. 

From the infant-based classification system, two domains of adult attachment related 

research were founded in the mid 1980's. Firstly the parent-infant domain emerged 

principally through the work of Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy (1985). This work 

incorporated Bowlby's earlier theorising that ~gued,that there was an 

intergenerational link to patterns of parenting behaviour (Bretherton, 1992). 

Researchers in this area established that there was continuity between the experience 

of a primary caregiver as a child and their current actions as a parent. 

The second domain of attachment research emanating from Bowlby's and 

Ainsworth' s pioneering work was the peer/romantic domain. As indicated by its title, 

two main areas exist within this domain; peer relationships and adult romantic 

attachment. First advanced by two personality/social psychologists.Hazan and Shaver 

(1987), adult romantic attachment was based on the conceptualisation ofromantic 

love as an instance of true intimacy with another that can only be paralleled in one's 

life previously by the relationship with a primary caregiver in infancy. 
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Differences between the parent-infant and peer/romantic domains. 

According to Bartholomew (1990) the parent-infant domain and the peer/romantic 

domain differ from each other in a number of critical ways. Firstly, in terms of 

measurement issues, the most common instrument used in parent-infant research is 

the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI: George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985, cited in 

Simpson and Rholes, 1998). Reflecting its psychodynamic roots, the A,AI analyses 

~,the defensive style of the respondent in terms of their denial, dismissal~ or 

repression, or alternatively their vigilance, sensitisation, or enmeshment when the 

participant is recollecting their childhood experiences with their primary caregiver 

(Bartholomew & Shaver 1998). The discourse from the interview is then assessed in 

order to ascertain{ indirectly the state of mind of a client regarding attachment issues 

from the past. On the other hand, in the peer/romantic domain the self-report 

measures that are used directly assess attachment style via forced-choice paradigms or 

scaled questions. Simpson and Rholes (1998) regard the AAI as a more emotionally 

laden instrument and argue that it is therefore more likely to activate core attachment 

processes whereas self-report measures can be objectively responded to by 

participants in a more detached fashion. 

The second point of departure between the two adult attachment domains are that 

parent-infant research uses attachment theory to explain the roots of parenting 

behaviour whereas the peer/romantic tradition uses attachment theory to explain 

'love' styles (Bartholomew, 1990). Kirkpatrick (1998) conceptualises this difference 

in evolutionary terms by stating that family-based attachment is a long-term strategy 

for survival of the species and that romantic attachment is a short-term strategy. Thus 
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the two traditions are essentially dealing with two different, though not totally 

unrelated, aspects of human behaviour. 

Lastly, Bartholomew (1990) found that the AAI identified avoidant persons as those 

who denied feeling distressed and who felt that attachment-based nee:ds were 
-, ' ' ' . 

unimportant. ,,In contrast, the self-report instruments that Bartholomew used indicated 

that participants who were ~h~acterised as avoidant experienced feelings of 

subjective distress and discomfort when close to others. Consequently, Bartholomew 

theorised that a more coherent model of attachment should include four types; secure, 

anxious-ambivalent, avoidant-fearful, and avoidant-dismissive. 
. -

It seems clear that the differences between domains have stemmed from the purposes 

of each domain. The finding that there may be four attachment styles and the use of 

self-report measures represent keys to a critical debate in this project; whether 

attachment is best conceptualised as based on styles or dimensions. This debate will 

be discussed in a later section. 

Defining Intimacy 

Intimacy can be considered as a critical component of a loving relationship that is 

distinct from other constructs. In his 'triangular theory oflove', Sternberg (1988) 

viewed a loving relationship as having three possible components. Intimacy, which 

Sternberg (1986) suggested was the most important part, involved warmth, closeness, 

and sharing. The other components were passion, the sexual attraction to a partner, 

and commitment, a cognitive appraisal of the intentions within a relationship. From 
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this perspective, Sternberg theorised that an ideal loving relationship can be 

characterised by equal contributions of these three components and less than ideal 

relationships have an imbalance. The important implication from Sternberg's theory 

is that passion, or sexual activity, can exist without intimacy, even though the two 

often co-occur. 

Perlman and Fehr (1987) described intimacy as involving closeness, foterdependence, 

mutual self-disclosure, warmth, and affection with another person. Bumby (2000) 

added that intimacy should also include empathy and validation skills. Clark and 

Taraban (1991) added that intimacy develops over time as trust in a relationship is 

established. Intimacy is seen as an important part of life as well. Bowlby (1988) 

theorised that the capacity to make intimate emotional bonds with others is seen as a 

principle factor towards well-being. Erikson (1968), who was one ofBowlby's 

influences, viewed intimacy VeFSYs isolatioiy as a critical stage in human development, 

beginning in early adulthood and remaining important througliout life. The 

attainment of intimacy also brings rewards within a relationship, such as feelings of 

connectedness and acceptance (Smith & Mackie, 1995). Intimacy as it is defined 

above seems like a caring process between partners that involves multiple facets that 

result in satisfaction and bonding that maintain a relationship over time. 

On the other hand, the failure to attain intimacy results in feelings termed emotional 

loneliness. Emotional loneliness was defined by Shaver and Hazan (1985, cited in 

Smith and Mackie, 1995) as arising from unmet needs for affection and validation, 

two components of intimacy. Emotional loneliness in this context is distinct from 

being alone which is often referred to as social loneliness (Weiss, 1982). 
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Linking attachment to intimacy 

As the basis to their original research, Hazan and Shaver (1987) found that 

participants who classified themselves as secure were more happy and trusting in their 

most important loving relationship. On the other hand, those who indicated they were 

avoidant were more cynical towards a loving relationship lasting and they tended to 

be more critical of their current partner. Those who categorised themselves as 

preoccupied were more obsessive, desired reciprocation more often, and were prone 

to emotional highs and lows. 

Later research showed further evidence linking attachment to intimacy and the 

maintenance of romantic relationships. Simpson (1990) found that securely attached 

individuals had higher levels of relationship satisfaction. Additionally, Levy and 

Davis (1988) found those with insecure attachment styles were unable to deal with 

conflict effectively. 

Research on sexual behaviour in adult romantic attachment provided a further 

connection from different attachment styles to intimacy behaviour. A number of 

studies cited by Fraley and Shaver (2000) found that an avoidant attachment style was 

related to promiscuity. Additionally, Hazan, Zeifinan, and Middleton (1994, cited in 

Brennan, Wu, & Love, 1998) found that secure individuals enjoyed a wide-range of 

sexual activities and had longer relationships with partners than preoccupied and 

dismissive types. Additionally, preoccupied individuals were found to prefer the 

affectionate aspects of intimacy rather than the sexual side, whereas avoidant-
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dismissive individuals were the opposite, they tended to like the sexual side and 

disliked being affectionate. 

Another important aspect to adult attachment is affect regulation. Simpson, Rholes, 

and Nelligan (1992) found that men classified as secure gave their partners emotional 

support in times of need whereas men who were avoidant tended to withdraw. 

According to Simpson and Rholes (1998) some theorists argue that adult attachment 
~✓(>f ! 

styles are based primarily on strategies to regulate negative. Parallels can be drawn 
./'--__ 

from childhood attachment in this case, where anxious/ambivalent children 

demonstrate over-emotional reactions to stress whereas an avoidant/dismissive child 

appears to under-react emotionally. 

The evidence suggests that a secure attachment is a factor that is commonly 

associated with a range of positive behaviours that serve to maintain an intimate 

relationship. Conversely various types of insecure attachments are illustrated as being 

detrimental to relationships. An A voidant attachment seems to be associated with 

negative attitudes and detached behaviours towards a partner and their needs that deny 

both parties the need for security. Alternatively, an Anxious attachment seems to be 

related to emotional reactions and behaviours that reflect an over-concern for security. 

Continuity of attachment from childhood to adulthood. 

Bowlby (1969) originally theorised that attachment behaviours were characteristic of 

humans~ throughout life, are resistant to change, and are especially observable in 

highly emotional situations. Infant attachments are thought to be critical to the 



- 13 -

development of adult attachments due to the persistence oflnternal Working Models 

(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This Internal Working Model represents the 

cognitive basis of a pers~~pectations, emotions, and defences within relationships 

(Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). 

Research has found relationships between retrospective reports of people's 

experiences as an infant and their current adult parenting behaviour, which suggests a 

significant degree of domain-specific continuity (Bartholomew and Shaver, 1998). 

The continuity between infant experiences and peer/romantic attachment is less clear. 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) found that their classifications of secure, anxious

ambivalent, and avoidant in the romantic sense were consistent with recollections of 

childhood parental relationships and the theorised that infant and romantic attachment 

were formed from the same biological system. Rothbard and Shaver (1994) found 

similar consistencies between retrospective childhood relationships with parents and 

adult romantic patterns and concluded that attachment styles were stable across 

situations and time. They added in caution however, that 
J 

"Attachment styles are not fixed in stone, and seem not to be as 

stable as genetically based personality traits; nonetheless, they 

are consistent enough, and in some cases dysfunctional and 

troubling enough, to warrant both researchers' and clinicians' 

attention" (1994:p65). 

Not supporting the previous studies, Smallbone and Dadds (2000, 2001) found little 

evidence for the continuity between either paternal and maternal infant attachment 

and current adult romantic attachment in their two studies of male undergraduate 

students. According to Smallbone and Dadds (2001), the problem with this type of 
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investigation is that retrospective reports are unreliable because they are more likely 

to represent the current impression of how things were as a child as opposed to an 

actual past events. Whilst current impressions of past attachment may theoretically 

have as much influence on behaviour as reality could, retrospective reports of 

childhood attachment do not represent solid evidence of continuity. 

Another complicating factor in the adult romantic attachment area is that longitudinal 

studies are scarce because the field is in its infancy, having only been established in 

the last decade. Only one unpublished study has traced infant attachment style to 

adult romantic attachment and in that study a correlation of 0.17 between attachment 

measures was achieved (Steele, Waters, Crowell, & Treboux, 1998, cited in Fraley & 

Shaver, 2000). In terms of tracing attachment to early adolescence two studies offer 

insight. Elicker, Englund, and Sroufe (1992) and Grossman and Grossman (1991) 

both found that over a period from infancy to age 10 -11 attachment was stable, 

particularly in the peer relationship domain. Elicker, Englund, and Sroufe (1992) 

used a sample of high-risk children who were given attachment classifications at age 

12 - 18 months and found that the attachment style in infancy was related to 

interpersonal competency at age 10 -11. Specifically, they found that those who were 

classified as 'secures' were more self-assured, more competent, and developed more 

friendships. Those termed 'insecure' were more dependent on adults, made fewer 

friends, and spent more time alone. Additionally, within the insecure group, those 

who were 'avoidant-dismissive' were lowest on ratings of understanding and 

sensitivity towards their peers. Similarly, Grossman and Grossman (1991) found that, 

in their group of 10 -11 year olds, those who were classified as 'secure' as infants had 

friends who they found trustworthy and reliable whereas those who were 'insecure' 
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either stated they had no :friends or many :friends (and were unable to name them). 

The insecure group also reported that they felt like their peers exploited or ridiculed 

them. Although these two studies do not ascertain the nature of the link between 

childhood and adult romantic attachment they do offer a sense that childhood 

attachment has an effect on interpersonal competency at a later age. 

In tenns of the stability of romantic attachment in the adult years, very few studies 

exist. Klohnen and John (1998) used data from a study that traced a group of female 

graduate students over a 25-year period of adulthood. Using their responses to a 

broad range of adjectives describing themselves, Klohnen and John were able to 

obtain rating scores for each participant within each of Hazan and Shaver's three adult 

romantic attachment styles. Tracing the scores over three points in time, the authors 

found evidence that adult romantic attachment was relatively stable. Specifically, 

they found that over 25 years that Rank-Order correlations of attachment style scores 

had a grand mean correlation of 0.62 over three time intervals. In other words the 
' j 

order o.f which the three adult romantic attachments were rated remained reasonably 

stable. Within each style preoccupied ratings dropped by one half of a standard 
) 

deviation, secure ratings increased by the same amount and avoidant ratings remained 

constant. Kirkpatrick and Hazan (1994, cited in Feeney, 1999) and Baldwin and Fehr 

(1995, also cited in Feeney, 1999) found that approximately one-quarter of adults 

changed attachment styles over a four-year period. According to Feeney (1999), 

positive and negative events, such as break-ups and new relationships can have an 

effect on stability. 
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Further research has utilised a distinction between peer attachment and romantic 

attachment and compared both with family attachment in order to investigate the 

convergence and divergence of these current attachments domains. Bartholomew and 

Shaver (1998) found using separate family, peer, and romantic measures of 

attachment that these domains could be shown to have convergence with the two 

factor structure forwarded by Bartholomew and Horowitz and may therefore have 

their roots in childhood experience. They also found that the three attachment 

domains were significantly related to each other although the weakest correlation was 

between romantic and family attachment. These results suggest that family and 

romantic attachments are distinct and that peer-related attachment lies conceptually 

between the two. Bartholomew and Shaver (1998) concluded from the above 

research that domain-specific attachment might represent distinct entities even 

though, as convergent results suggest, they may have begun from a general child

based sense of attachment. Bartholomew and Shaver work supports Bowlby' s 

(1969,1973) earlier theories that talked about interpersonal events influencing Internal 

Working Models in specific areas throughout life. The divergence of attachment 

domains may therefore reflect a person's maturing cognitive ability to 

compartmentalise different domains within a person's life as different events shape 

interpersonal experiences. 

To provide a conclusion about the nature of continuity from childhood to adult 

romantic attachment is difficult because there are no definitive longitudinal studies 

that trace attachment from childhood into adulthood. The evidence that is available 

suggests that retrospective accounts of childhood attachment provide intuitive links 

from the past to the present and that there is continuity from childhood attachment to 
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peer relationships. Studies that have traced adult romantic attachment within 

adulthood had found evidence of stability, which may be even greater than indicated 

if more precise measures were used. The results indicating convergence amongst 

domains with childhood attachment suggests a core attachment construct which is 

stable over time and across domains in the life of an individual. 

The Internal Working Model. 

Before reviewing the types versus dimensions debate, the concept of the Internal 

Working Model is linked to attachment styles. Bartholomew's (1990) conclusion that 

there may be two types of avoidant attachment styles led Bartholomew and Horowitz 

(1991) to revisit to original work of Bowlby (1973). Bowlby theorised that an 

Internal Working Model of the self and others in general could represent an 

individual's sense of the world. The Internal Working Model is a cognitive model of 

how a person judges themselves and others, primarily through their experience with a 

significant person in their lives. 

Bartholomew and Horowitz realised that their four attachment styles could be 

characterised by Bowlby's concept of self and others in a 2 x 2 framework if these 

concepts were split into either positive or negative. Thus, Bartholomew and Horowitz 

reasoned that their four attachment styles were consistent with the logic ofBowlby's 

previous work. Bartholomew and Horowitz's theory allows for a categorical mapping 

of attachment style to four combinations of self (positive or negative) and others 

(positive or negative) inherent in an internal working model. Theoretically, positive 

or negative views of the self and positive or negative views of others can create a 
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plausible typology of four different attachment styles. According to Bartholomew 

and Horowitz (1991), who used a range of personal and social measures in their 

research, securely attached people have positive views of themselves and a positive 

view of others and are comfortable with intimacy and autonomy. Anxious/ambivalent 
;-~ . 

people, also sometimes termed preoccupied, hav~ a negative view ofthemselve~ (i.e:J ·. 
/c', ',\ \,'- ____ /, 

low self-esteem) but a positive views of others (i.e. \ugh sociability) and thus have a 
\ ) 

high desire for intimacy from others. Avoidant-fearful people have negative views of 

both themselves and others and although they desire closeness, they are 

predominantly fearful of rejection. In the last style, A voidant-dismissive, the person 

is positive about themselves, probably as a defence mechanism against felt insecurity, 

but negative toward others and thus they reject intimacy and remain emotionally 

distant in interpersonal situations. Additionally, and as a precursor to future studies, 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) reported that the 'self construct is associated with 

the level of anxiety and dependency experienced in a relationship and that the 'other' 

construct is associated with seeking or avoiding closeness. 

From the logic of Bartholomew and Horowitz's theory attachment styles can be 

represented in two-dimensional space as per Table 1. This structuring of attachment 

theory into two-dimensional space held two important implications for attachment 

theory. Firstly, it served as a theoretical basis for four attachment styles as opposed to 

three. Secondly, having represented styles along dimensions, (i.e. the self and others 

moving from positive to negative) attachment theory lent itself to the possibility that 

there could be degrees along dimensions that could better represent an individual in 

terms of attachment than would be the case if discrete styles were used. 
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Table 1: A two-dimensional representation of The Internal Working 

Model and Attachment Style as per Bartholomew and Horowitz's 1991 theory. 

Secure Preoccupied 

Positive self7 positive other Negative self7 positive other 

A voidant-dismissive Avoidant-fearful 

Positive self7 negative other Negative self7 negative other 

Even though an Internal Working Model appears to represent conscious beliefs about 

the world the Avoidant-Dismissive and Preoccupied styles can be understood in more 

latent and psychoanalytic terms. Dismissive individuals are thought to feel negatively 

about themselves but choose to adopt a detached stance from others in order to protect 

their :fragile positive self :from harm (Klohnen & John, 1998). Preoccupied people are 

thought to have a negative view of themselves but they tend to idealise others instead 

of acknowledging their limits. An Avoidant-fearful style could be best explained as a 

mixed strategy that borrows characteristics from both the Avoidant-dismissive and 

Preoccupied styles. In this sense, it is conceivable that insecure individuals tend to 

attribute their feelings of insecurity to either others (dismissive), themselves 

(preoccupied) or both, in the case of a fearful style. 

Types or Dimensions ? 

I 
Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) argue that Ainswortli~_Blehar, Waters, and Wall .5 

( 1978) tripartite model can be adequately represented in two-dimensional space but 

Ainsworth and colleagues retained their qualitative typology of attachment for three 

reported reasons. Firstly, they thought their classification system illustrated the 
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pattern of scores they felt they observed. Secondly, they thought the dimensions they 

used might not be the only dimensions of attachment and to quantify these dimensions 

would stall the advancement of attachment theory. Lastly, they felt the typologies 

that they advanced reflected the presumed developmental origins of the attachment 

process. 

Regardless of the thoughts of Ainsworth Blehar, Waters, and Wall at the time, a 

debate between types or dimensions is essentially a qualitative versus quantitative 

debate within the attachment literature that is embedded in the different purposes of 

the two adult domains of attachment. According to Fraley and Waller (1998) research 

in the parent-infant domain has concentrated on investigating adding further 

typologies rather than testing the validity of existing typologies. For instance Main 

and Soloman (1986) codified a somewhat ra.re attachment style, that they termed 

disorganised or disoriented, which reflected a lack of any clear strategy adopted by a 

child r~ther th<;lfi behaviour associated with a distinct attachment style. 

Typologies are thought, at least by academics in the peer/romantic domain, to better 

suit the parent-infant domain because they tend to have a qualitative psychodynamic 

orientation and be interested in specific clinical problems involving either mother or 
/>--\ 

/ )f / 
child (Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). One of the reasons that Ainsworth typological 

\ / 
_.,,..✓ 

approach was thought to be inappropriate in the romantic tradition was because 

researchers in the peer/romantic domain typically used large sample sizes, and utilised 

psychometrics that were easy to administer to normative samples (Bartholomew & 

Shaver, 1998). Consequently, researchers in this domain were more statistically 

driven and slowly adopted continuous measures that afforded more sensitive 
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measurement in order to explain differences in large normative samples and account 

for measurement error. Nevertheless, until recently most researchers in the 

peer/romantic domain retained typologies and only used continuous measures to 

validate typologies and assign clients to attachment 'styles' by using cut-off 

procedures (Fraley & Waller, 1998). 

Meehl (1995, cited in Fraley & Waller, 1998, p.82) once stated that" ... many 

psychologists conceive of categories as arbitrary matters of convenience and not 

reflections, to borrow from Plato, of nature's true joints.". To support this statement 

there are a range of statistical reasons for a dimensional approach to attachment. 

According to Rothbard and Shaver (1994), attachment is better thought of as a 

construct represented by continuous measures because most if not all naturally 

occurring measures have unimodal distributions and dividing attachment into discrete 

styles would create a large potential for error, especially when using mid-points as a 

cut-off mark. Using categorical measures as opposed to continuous measures also 

reduces the power of findings and may hide the extent of the sensitivity of the 

relationship between variables by using only a dichotomy (Fraley & Waller, 1998). 

Another problem with a categorical model is that by using attachment_style, scores 

can exist within a category that are quantitatively quite different. For example, a 

person in the fearful category could be just over a mid-point on an anxiety measure 

and very high on an avoidance measure but still be classed as having the same 

attachment style as someone who is just over the mid-point on avoidance and very 

high on anxiety measures. In practical terms Fraley and Waller (1998) also argued 

that attachment may be caused by multiple determinants ( e.g., temperament, 

sensitivity, trustworthiness, and experiences), that could all be quantifiable, so why 



- 22 -

shouldn't attachment be quantifiable as well? Additionally, Fraley and Waller 

argued that history has shown researchers cannot always place all their participants 

into the available types whereas a dimensional approach is all-inclusive. Therefore, 

there are some strong arguments for a dimensional approach to attachment that have 

been promoted by the adult romantic attachment domain and a desire for statistical 

accuracy. 

Just prior to Bartholomew and Horowitz's Internal Working Model was successfully 

linked to attachment types, some authors began using Likert scale items to measure 

attachment and found that by using continuous measures further analysis could be 

afforded. By using factor analysis, Collins and Read (1990) found that attachment 

could be represented by three continuous factors, that they termed 'close', 'depend', 

and 'anxiety about abandonment. Similarly, Simpson (1990) unearthed a continuous 

two-factor solution, they later named as~curity versus Avoidancgr~d 'Anxiety 

about abandonment'. Later Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) reported that all 

attachment scales they had reviewed mapped onto the two Internal Working Model 

factors of 'self and 'other'. 

Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) subsequently reviewed adult romantic attachments 

measures and concluded, with reference to anxiety and avoidance as their dimensions 

that " .. these two dimensions underlie virtually all self-report adult romantic 

attachment measures and appear crucial for capturing important individual differences 

in adult romantic attachment." (1998:p.67). Of note, the authors added that their 

dimensions were analogous to Ainsworth's original infant types. Brennan, Clark, and 

Shaver's findings appear to give compelling evidence towards the structure of 
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attachment and the view that they are not dissimilar to infant attachment styles adds 

validity to these dimensions by suggesting the different domains of attachments may 

have basic commonalities. 

Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) and Fraley and Shaver (2000) found that these 

attachments dimensions related to attachment styles in a predictable fashion. Secure 

individuals were low on attachment anxiety and low on attachment avoidance. 

Additionally, a Preoccupied style equated to high attachment anxiety and low 

attachment avoidance, an Avoidant-Dismissive style represented a low attachment 

anxiety and high attachment avoidance combination, and those who were Avoidant

Fearful were high on both attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Previously 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) found a similar pattern using their 'self and 

'other' concepts. A Secure style equated to a positive self and positive other 

combination, Preoccupied related to negative self and positive other, Avoidant

Dismissive to positive self and negative other and A voidant-Fearful had both negative 

self and negative other. Therefore attachment anxiety should be related to 'self 

cognitions and attachment avoidance should be related to 'other' cognitions. So as 

attachment anxiety goes from low to high, 'self should go from positive to negative 

and as attachment avoidance goes from low to high, 'other' should go from positive to 

negative. 

In a summary, there seems to be enough statistically-based support to suggest that 

attachment types are somewhat redundant in adult romantic attachment. To ignore 

the greater sensitivity that continuous measures afford and opt for creating attachment 

types would compromise any results for the sake of simplicity. Recent advances in 
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the romantic attachment field have mdicated that dimensional constructs are valid and 

therefore offer researchers more appropriate ways of measuring attachment. 

Testing the types versus dimensions debate 

Throughout the short history of adult romantic attachment research a wide range of 

mdicators of interpersonal functioning have been found to co-occur within certam 

attachment types, and not for others, suggesting that attachment is a latent variable 

that may be taxonic (i.e., based on types) (Fraley & Waller, 1998). According to 

(Meehl, 1995, cited m Fraley & Waller, 1998), however, a latent variable can be 

qualitative or quantitative regardless of the nature of the distribution of associated 

variables. Meehl and Yonce (1994) also stated that when types are not valid it 

reduces power, scale reliability, and causes spurious overestimation or 

underestimation of findings but when types are valid it they can provide probabilities, 

base rates, and specificity and sensitivity rates associated with group membership. 

Consequently, Meehl developed what he refers to as taxometric techniques based on 

coherent cut kinetics. These techniques uncover latent distributions that can be 

considered to be based on taxonomies (i.e. types) or not. These tests don't test the 
) --

variable m question directly but they test the distribution of other variables associated 

with it along its own continuum. The term coherent cut kinetics refers to the fact that 

the tests are basically consistency tests that produce a given pattern of scores along 

the tested variable. Meehl (1995, cited m Fraley and Waller, 1998) argued that his 

taxonomic techniques used to uncover latent sources are "structure uncovering" as 

opposed to the "structure imposing" techniques that were characteristic of procedures 
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such as Factor Analysis and Cluster Analysis. Briefly stated, Meehl's techniques are 

seen as methods that help to ascertain the underlying nature of a variable, by way of 

its contribution to changes in associated variables, with regard to whether types exist 

or not. 

Meehl and Yonce ( 1994, 1996) primarily used techniques called Mean Above Minus 

Below A Cut (MAMBAC: Meehl & Yonce, 1994) and Maximum Covariance-HitMax 

(MAXCOV: Meehl & Yonce, 1996) that essentially test a variable in latent terms for 

the presence of categories by utilising evenly placed cut-off points or segments along 

the latent variable. Essentially MAMBAC and MAXCOV are consistency tests that 

plot the difference in the means and the covariances of other related variables at these 

points. If in either test the scores increase towards the middle of the plotted points this 

indicates that distinct categories, or in terms of attachment 'styles', may exist. 
} 

The rationale for MAMBAC and MAXCOV builds on Meehl's (1973, cited in Meehl 

& Yonce, 1996) General Covariance Mixture Theorem that proves that although two 

variables can be shown to be correlated overall, a latent variable can be divided into 

taxon members and non-taxon members and within these two groups the correlations 

between manifest variable( s) and a latent variable will be minimalised. The theory 

therefore assumes that there is little correlation between manifest and latent variables 

within a taxon. 

Studies have investigated the effectiveness of MAMBAC and MAXCOV under 

various conditions. Haslam and Cleland (1996) found that even under conditions of 

high skewness these procedures were unlikely to yield spurious taxonic inferences. 
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Cleland, Rothschild, and Haslam (2000) found that sample sizes as low as 100 could 

be used even though they weren't as accurate as larger samples. Meehl and Yonce 

(1994) found that even under conditions of high correlations between all variables 

trends were still detectable. The effect of high correlations (over 0.50) merely results 

in flattened curves compared with low correlations. 

According to Haslam and Kim (2002), who reviewed the literature on Meehl's 

taxometric methods, no issue is more fundamental to research than the exact nature of 

the distribution of any given personality trait or form of psychopathology. Meehl' s 

taxometric techniques have been used to study DSM IV disorders such as Personality 

Disorders, Mood, Anxiety, Eating Disorders, Substance use, and Dissociation as well 

as a range of personality factors including self-monitoring, Type A personality, 

impulsivity, infant reactivity, hypnotic susceptibility, and attachment. In general, 

:findings so far have indicated that the majority of psychopathological variables 

related to DSM-IV disorders tend to be based on an underlying typology whereas the 

majority of personality variables are considered continuous (for a more detailed 

account see Haslam & Kim, 2002). 

With regards to attachment, Fraley and Waller (1998) found that attachment could be 

considered as a dimensional construct. They found, using a large sample (n=639) 

from Griffin and Bartholomew's (1994) data, that no evidence of taxonomies existed 

and that a continuous pattern reflected the underlying nature of the attachment 

variables. 
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Recent advances in adult romantic attachment 

Following the acceptance of attachment dimensions, Lopez and Brennan (2000) 

theorised that attachment can now be considered in dynamic terms. The authors 

believe that focussing on the underlying dimensions of attachment anxiety and 

attachment avoidance, rather than analysing attachment styles, allows researchers to 

think more dynamically about the attachment process. Briefly, Lopez and Brennan 

believe that a dynamic conceptualisation of attachment process involves degrees of 

cognitive, emotional, and behavioural components. Firstly, cognitions of perceived 

threat to a relationship activate the core attachment system and this leads to the 

experience of anxiety. The emotional reaction to such anxiety requires a behavioural 

strategy that will attempt to manage such emotions. According to Fraley and Shaver 

(2000), if turning to a care-giver or partner is viewed in cognitive terms as a viable 

option then this occurs and this appraisal is thought to involve an Internal Working 

Model of relationships established in infancy. Lopez and Brennan (2000) refer to this 

option of turning to someone in times of need as a primary strategy. The other option 

is one of two secondary strategies, which relate directly to attachment dimensions. 

Either the attachment system is hyper-activated the person becomes over-emotional or 

alternatively, if a person inhibits emotional expression ( or attachment-related 

behaviours like turning to someone for support) the system is deactivated. In 

dimensional terms an uninhibited attachment anxiety system is thought to equate to 

hyper-activation whereas an avoidant strategy results in deactivation. Thus, in terms 

of the development of attachment theory, these researchers are synthesising 

knowledge of cognitive, emotional, and behavioural elements into a conceptualisation 
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of attachment and its dimensions that gives the attachment a unified and dynamic 

orientation. 

Attachments, intimacy, and sexual offending 

Attachment and intimacy deficits are thought to be distal factors that can lead to 

sexual offending. This section briefly discusses three theories of sexual offending 

before a more explicit theory that links types of sexual offending to certain attachment 

styles and associated intimacy deficits is provided. 

Theories of sexual off ending 

A failure to attain intimacy is thought to be an important distal factor in the sexual 

offending process and indicators of this (e.g. intimacy deficits, empathy deficits, etc) 

have been significantly linked to attachment. There are, however, many other 

dimensions to sexual offending including use of disinhibitors, cognitive distortions, 

deviant arousal, and emotional regulation factors. The most influential theories of 

sexual offending appear to be Finkelhor's (1984) Precondition Model, Hall & 

Hirschman's (1992) Quadripartite Model, and Marshall and Barbaree's Integrated 

Theory (1990). Briefly, Finkelhor's Precondition Theory emphasises how the 

development of current vulnerabilities via arousal, emotional regulation, and ways of 

overcoming internal inhibition can combine with external disinhibition to manifest 

sexually abusive behaviour. Similarly, Hall and Hirschman emphasise the 'here and 

now' by looking at motivational precursors such as arousal, affective control, and 

cognitive justifications as state dispositions. Hall and Hirschman, however, also 
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utilise personality as a trait-based factor which also importantly helps the theory to 

identify various typologies of sexual offending. Marshall and Barbaree's Integrated 

Theory, whilst not identifying particular typologies, offers a general theory of 

possible causal mechanisms involved in the development of a particular person who is 

vulnerable to becoming a sexual offender. The mechanisms that Marshall and 

Barbaree advance are; attachment style, the related internal working model, self

regulation deficits, and maladaptive beliefs. All these mechanisms create a given 

vulnerability that can interact with transient situational factors such as stress, drug 

use, and/or sexual stimuli to contribute to a sexual offence. Marshall and Barbaree 

(1990) suggest that intimacy deficits are the key as a distal factor and disinhibition is 

a key mechanism in the proximal sense. 

The foundation for Marshall and Barbaree's Integrated Theory was provided by an 

earlier theoretical article by Marshall (1989) whose theory of sexual offending was 

based on a conceptualisation of intimacy that was consistent with Sternberg's and 

Erikson's theories mentioned previously. In a similar vein to Erikson's conceptual 

stage of intimacy versus isolation, Marshall believed that intimacy lay on a continuum 

with deep intimacy at one end and emotional loneliness at the other. The failure to 

attain intimacy was begun by a process of misunderstanding intimacy and led to 

emotional loneliness, which was exacerbated through a process of reinforcement. 

According to Marshall (1989) a common belief among some males, particularly those 

who have sexually offended, was that intimacy is achieved by sexual contact. Sexual 

contact, however, is related to passion, in Sternberg's theory, not intimacy, and thus 
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sexual activity does not guarantee intimacy. Drawing on his clinical experience of 

rapists, child molesters, and exhibitionists, Marshall stated, 

"It is my strong conviction that sexual offenders seek 

(perhaps along with many other men) intimacy almost 

exclusively through sexual interactions. These men equate 

physical intimacy with overall intimacy and it is no 

wonder they fail to achieve a sense of satisfaction in their 

relationships. This pursuit of, but failure to attain, 

intimacy through sex, no doubt causes them to persist in 

their fruitless attempts since sexual release, however it 

fails to achieve other goals, does produce pleasure and 

may offer the continual promise of achieving the vaguely 

understood goal of intimacy." (Marshall, 1989, p.498). 

Therefore, misguided attempts to obtain intimacy solely through sexual interaction are 

nevertheless reinforced by sexual gratification that results in the maintenance of the 

behaviour without any movement of the individual's repertoire towards a more 

effective pursuit of what Marshall believes is the actual goal. Marshall adds that a 

lack of intimacy makes relationships unsatisfying, which is likely to cause the 

unskilled male considerable frustration and emotional loneliness. This frustration 

may turn into sexual offending in the form ofrape, sexual assault, exhibitionism, or 

child molestation that essentially represents a continuation of the search for intimacy 

through inappropriate sources. From this perspective it is clear that Marshall believed 

that a failure to achieve intimacy resulted in a cycle of increasing feelings of 
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loneliness and frustration, and that sexual offenders attempt to alleviate these states by 

still pursuing intimacy through sexual gratification. 

A number of previous studies have supported Marshall's theory. Marshall and 

Barbaree (1989, cited in Marshall, 1989) reported that males who had sexually 

offended lack self-confidence and empathy skills and probably had experienced a lack 

of intimacy in their lives. Perlman and Fehr (1987) found that loneliness was very 

distressing to individuals, suggesting the possibility that loneliness could lead to 

frustration, and earlier Check, Perlman, and Malamuth (1985, cited in Marshall, 1989) 

found that self-reported loneliness was predictive of antisocial attitudes and antisocial 

behaviours toward women, sex, and aggression, consistent with Marshall's view. 

Marshall (1989) also reported that a number ofresea.rchers have found that males in 

particular have difficulty forming secure attachments. According to Marshall (1989), 

a secure attachment can provide the foundation for an adult to develop and maintain 

intimacy with another person. One of the reasons for this may be because they have 

learnt from past experiences that their needs will be adequately met and thus they 

remain confident in romantic relationships. 

Research has also supported the notion that insecure attachments amongst sexual 

offenders form a dysfunctional basis that is linked to interpersonal difficulties such as 

a fear of intimacy, emotional loneliness, and indicators of aggressive attitudes towards 

women (Hudson & Ward, 1997), empathy deficits (Bumby, 2000), and poor coping 

skills (Marshall, Serran, & Cortoni, 2000), all of which are thought to be factors that 

prevent the attainment of intimacy. From findings, such as these, it has become an 
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established belief in the sex offender field that those who have sexually offended have 

a lack of competence in interpersonal relationships and have experienced a failure to 

attain intimacy. 

A theory of offence typology 

Ward, Hudson, Marshall & Siegert (1995) essentially agreed with the theories 

Marshall (1989) and Marshall and B_arbaree (1990) advanced, but noted that these 

theories had not fully utilised attachment theory, in which they saw the potential to 

explain different types of sexual offending. Specifically, they speculated that 

different interpersonal strategies, characteristic of different attachment styles and 

associated Internal Working Models, may lead to different types of offending in terms 

of victim selection and behaviour towards a victim. The following three paragraphs 

summarise the basic tenants of Ward, Hudson, Marshall and Siegert's theory on the 

type of offending and victim selection, which is based on attachment theory and the 

internal working model. 

People who have an anxious/ambivalent attachment style are pre-occupied with 

emotional relationships. These people lack self-confidence and see themselves as 

unworthy. They constantly seek approval from others in accordance with their 

negative self, positive other perspective. As with other insecurely attached males they . 

attempt to meet their need sexually (Marshall, 1989). These people are unlikely to 

maintain intimate and thus satisfying relationships with adults so they become 

emotionally dependant on the admiring child. They relate to children who may 

admire them and whom they can control easily because it makes themselves feel 
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secure. These people may transform an emotional relationship with a child into a 

sexual relationship by grooming them over time to become emotionally dependent on 

them. The offender is likely to focus on the mutual enjoyment of the offence or even 

just the victim's perceived enjoyment and construe the relationship as a loving one. 

A voidant/fearful people desire emotional closeness but they are so fearful of rejection 

that they avoid any enduring process of establishing emotional intimacy. These 

people perceive others as rejecting and overly critical and they perceive themselves as 

unworthy and unlovable (thus negative self/negative other). Consequently, these 

people have poor intimacy and social skills that would prevent them from establishing 

a relationship even if they wanted to. They therefore use sex as an indirect means of 

contacting others, according to Shaver & Hazan (1988). Avoidant/fearful men seek 

impersonal sex in an attempt to meet their need for intimacy. They are self-focussed 

by being only concerned with their own feelings and as such they lack empathy 

towards their victim. Any aggression is instrumental to the offence rather than being 

expressive. Whether these people are exhibitionists, voyeuristic, rapists or child 

molesters their sexual behaviour is fleeting, non-emotional, and focuses on self

gratification. 

Avoidant-dismissive individuals have a positive (albeit defensively) view of 

themselves and a negative view of others. They are motivated to maintain their 

autonomy and independence and thus they display little emotion and do not seek 

intimacy. The main difference between avoidant-fearful and avoidant-dismissive is 

that dismissive people use hostility as a device to distance themselves from others, so 

as not to get involved emotionally to any degree. These people have very low levels 
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of empathy because they see others as inferior. Avoidant/dismissive sex offenders 

can be exhibitionists, voyeurs, or offend against adults ( or less likely against children) 

and in any instance they are very likely to use aggression. They tend to blame their 

preferred gender for their failure to attain intimacy so they direct their hostility 

towards only one gender. They may find their aggression becomes satisfying so they 

may become more sadistic. In fact, it was suggested by Ward Hudson, Marshall & 

Siegert (1995, p.15) that ''the expression of non-instrumental aggression may be as 

primary as, or more so than, is the achievement of sexual goals". 

From this basis Ward Hudson, Marshall & Siegert (1995) proposed that it was most 

likely that intra-familial child molesters were more likely to have an 

anxious/ambivalent (preoccupied) attachment style, extra-familial child molesters an 

avoidant/fearful style, and rapists an avoidant/dismissive style. Thus, attachment 

style was thought to be a contributory factor towards offence typology in the sense of 

selection and behaviour displayed towards a victim. 

One could argue, however, that behaviour towards a victim is more definitive than 

offence type. In this model the authors concede that different offences could exist 

within each process linked to attachment styles. For example, they suggest that a 

range of sexual offences could relate to the Avoidant/Fearful and 

Avoidant/Dismissive attachment styles. It could be argued however, that a 

Preoccupied person could distort any emotional relationship (adult or child) into a 

sexual one. Therefore, the offence process, as it relates to attachment style, may have 

merit but the relationship between attachment styles and specific offence types is 

debatable. 
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Empirical evidence linking attachment style, intimacy deficits, 

offender types. 

Empirical research suggested that any differential link between offence typology and 

either intimacy deficits or attachment style was weak. The next three paragraphs 

outline three key studies in this area. 

Firstly, Ward, Hudson, & Marshall (1996) investigated the adult romantic attachment 

styles of incarcerated child molesters, rapists, violent offenders, and non-violent 

offenders and found that the majority of adult sex offenders in their study were 

insecurely attached. The authors found that amongst their sample approximately 80% 

were insecurely attached as opposed to normative data that showed rates of 35 -45% 

(Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990; Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & 

Horowitz, 1991). Ward and colleagues (1996) also found that, in terms of attachment 

styles, child-molesters were more preoccupied or avoidant-fearful than rapists and 

both rapists and violent offenders were more avoidant-dismissive, whereas non

violent offenders were the most securely attached. Therefore, there was limited 

evidence that attachment style could be related to offence type but there was no clear 

distinction of this relationship given that child-molesters spanned two attachment 

styles and rapists were indistinguishable from other violent offenders. 

Allowing for the expected inability to discriminate between rapists and violent 

offenders, given the emphasis of aggression, this study was reasonably congruent with 

Ward, Hudson, Marshall, and Siegert's theory. This study may have been more 

congruent if child-molesters were divided into intra-familial and extra-familial 



- 36 -

offenders. The findings supported the notion that insecure attachment styles, as 

general risk factors, were not exclusive to sex offenders and were high amongst all 

offenders. 

The authors used the Relationship Questionnaire (Griffin & Bartholomew 1994), to 

provide prototypical attachment choices amongst types of offenders, and the 

Relationship Scales Questionnaire (Griffin & Bartholomew 1994) to measure the 

offenders' ratings of all four attachment styles. The authors reported there were 

discrepancies between prototypical choices of attachment styles and subsequent 

ratings of them, which seems unfortunate. This practice seems to be a way of using 

both attachment style and a restricted form of continuous measures without 

committing totally to either method. 

Relating offence typology to intimacy, Bumby & Hansen, (1997) investigated the 

frequency and intensity of intimate contacts, fears of intimacy, and loneliness 

amongst incarcerated adult intra-familial child molesters, incarcerated rapists, non

sexually offending inmates, and a control group. Child molesters and rapists reported 

less frequent and less intense intimate contacts than the other two groups but there 

was no significant difference between them. Child molesters reported greater fear of 

intimacy than all the other groups. Both child molesters and rapists reported similar 

levels of overall loneliness and emotional loneliness, which were higher than the other 

two groups. Thus, apart from being more afraid of intimacy, Bumby and Hansen 

found it was difficult to differentiate between child molesters and rapists. Even 

though this research did not use attachment styles, it provided further evidence that 

offence type was hard to differentiate, in terms of intimacy-based constructs. 
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Lastly, Smallbone and Dadds (1998) hypothesised that intra-familial child molesters 

would be anxiously attached and that stranger rapists would have an avoidant

dismissive attachment style but they were unable to find any differences in terms of 

attachment style between the two types of sex offenders. The authors found that adult 

attachment was significantly different between a combined group of sex offenders 

( who were less secure) and non-offenders, but there were no significant differences 

between the attachment style of sex offenders and other non-sexual offenders (i.e. 

property offenders). 

The findings of Ward, Hudson, & Marshall (1996) were not totally congruent with 

their 1995 theory and Bumby and Hansen's (1997) finding that child molesters had a 

higher fear of intimacy than rapists was contradictory. Both the findings of 

Smallbone and Dadds (1998) in particular, and Ward, Hudson, & Marshall (1996) 

suggest that an insecure adult attachment style is a general risk factor for offending, 

and all three studies suggest that attachment style is unable to differentiate 

satisfactorily among different types of sex offenders. 

Hudson and Ward (1997) pursued the clinical implications of different attachment 

styles in males who had sexually offended. The authors speculated that attachment 

styles might be characterised by certain indicators of interpersonal functioning that 

are theoretically linked to a failure to attain intimacy. The indicators of interpersonal 

functioning that were used in this research were emotional loneliness, fear of 

intimacy, acceptance ofrape myths, and hostility towards women. These 

interpersonal difficulties can be related to a failure to attain intimacy in the following 



- 38 -

ways: Emotional loneliness is thought to represent a heightened desire for more 

intimacy that has occurred because of a perceived discrepancy between desired and 

achieved levels of intimacy (Shaver & Brennan, 1991 ). Thus emotional loneliness is 

a result of a lack of intimacy in a person's life. Fear of intimacy, is a measure of an 

individual's anxiety towards an intimate relationship that results in the failure to 

achieve intimacy through avoidance of it (Descutner & Thelen, 1991). The 

acceptance ofrape myths relates to sex-role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs, 

and acceptance of interpersonal violence (Burt, 1980). Hostility towards women also 

measures sex-role stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs and the acceptance of 

aggression against women and additionally sexually conservative attitudes (Check, 

1985). Acceptance ofrape myths and hostility towards women are highly correlated 

to each other (Marshall & Hambly, 1996) and represent negative and impersonal 

attitudes that can be significant barriers towards intimacy. 

The authors found that these indicators of interpersonal functioning could be 

differentially characterised by categorising sexual offenders in terms of attachment 

style. Hudson and Ward (1997) found that ratings of hostility towards women were 

highest for avoidant-fearful offenders, acceptance of rape myths were highest in the 

avoidant-dismissive group, emotional loneliness was highest amongst both the fearful 

and preoccupied groups. Lastly, fear of intimacy was highest amongst the avoidant

fearful and avoidant-dismissive groups. The evidence that linked interpersonal 

difficulties to attachment style was predominantly congruent with predictions in this 

study. Despite this, some interpersonal difficulties were indistinguishable across two 

attachment styles, thus indicating that further investigation was required. It was also 
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unclear why two similar constructs such as hostility towards women and rape myth 

acceptance could be differentiated by attachment style. 

Consistent with the summary of previous research, Hudson and Ward (1997) also 

found no significant differences between offender types (i.e., sexual, non-sexual, 

violent, and non-violent) on measures ofloneliness, fear of intimacy, hostility towards 

women, and rape myth acceptance, suggesting that low levels of interpersonal 

functioning and thus a lack of intimacy is common amongst a wide range of 

offenders. 

In any case, offence typology can be a questionable variable because it only 

represents what a person was convicted of, not the full range of sexual behaviour they 

may have committed over time. Offence typology also does not capture in any 

explicit sense what contributed to their offending. Therefore the unreliability of 

offence typology as a measure means that_Q!her-var~ables, such as attachment and 

intimacy deficits, should be more reliablr linked. faother reason that attachment and 

offence typology may not be significantlyllnked is be because attachment is 

considered a distal factor and victim selection and behaviour towards a victim 

depends on proximal factors that are particular to the offender and the situation at a 

given time. 

In terms of understanding the motivations of an offender, regardless of their offence 

typology, attachment style provides useful and accessible clinical information 

(Hudson & Ward, 2000). In support of this belief, the above studies have shown that 

attachment style has been shown to have a stronger link to interpersonal difficulties 
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than typology has. Some doubt, however, remains as to exact nature of the link 

between attachment and these interpersonal difficulty variables. 

Childhood attachment and coercive sexual behaviour 

A feature ofrecent work by Smallbone and Dadds (1998, 2000, 2001) was that the 

authors used measures of current adult romantic attachment and retrospective 

measures of infant attachment for both maternal and paternal experiences. 

Smallbone and Dadds (1998) found, when testing offence typology, that intra-familial 

child molesters had a combination of anxious and avoidant relationships with their 

mother and that stranger rapists had problematic relationships with their fathers; 

describing them as unsympathetic, uncaring, abusive, and violent. 

In their 2000 study Smallbone and Dadds measured the relationship between the 

dependent variables of antisociality, aggression, and coercive sexual behaviour 

against self-reported measures of secure, anxious, and avoidant attachment within 

childhood maternal attachment and childhood paternal attachment. The construct of 

coercive sexual behaviour was assessed using the Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss & 

Oros, 1982) and lists a number of sexual experiences ranging from misunderstanding 

the level of intimacy in a female partner to rape. Smallbone and Dadds found that 

insecure (anxious plus avoidant) childhood attachment predicted antisociality, 

aggression, and coercive sexual behaviour as well as predicting coercive sexual 

behaviour independently. Of particular interest, paternal avoidant attachment 
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accounted for a significant amount of variance in coercive sexual behaviour after 

antisociality and aggression were controlled for. 

In a partial replication of their 2000 study, Smallbone and Dadds (2001) again found 

that insecure childhood attachment could predict coercive sexual behaviour after 

controlling for antisociality and aggression. This time, however they found that 

maternal avoidant attachment predicted coercive sexual behaviour as opposed to 

paternal attachment in their previous study. 

Results over the three studies proved inconclusive with regard to a connection 

between different forms of childhood attachment and coercive sexual behaviour thus 

not supporting the applicability of the author's measures ofretrospective maternal and 

paternal attachment to the area of sexual offending. The previous evidence that 

continuity between childhood and adult romantic attachment was unclear also 

supports the notion that further research is required before this construct can be 

reliably applied to this area. 

Adult attachment and coercive sexual behaviour 

In the two later studies by Smallbone and Dadds (2000, 2001 ), the authors utilised 

male undergraduate students in order to control for the effects of incarceration and 

treatment experienced by imprisoned sex offenders. The authors stated that although 

base rates for behaviour equivalent to a sexual offence were low they were still able to 

establish significant relationships amongst variables. Both studies were equivalent 
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except that the latter used an attachment measure based on dimensions and the former 

used attachment styles. 

In terms of adult romantic attachment, the 2000 study measured the relationship 

between the dependent variables of antisociality, aggression, and coercive sexual 

Behaviour against self-reported measures of three adult attachment styles. The 

authors found that adult secure attachment was negatively correlated to all dependent 

variables and adult avoidant attachment was correlated to Aggression and 

Antisociality but not Coercive Sexual Behaviour and no measures of adult anxious 

attachment were related to any of the dependent variables. Thus, there was no 

definitive link between insecure attachment styles and coercive sexual behaviour. 

For their 2001 study, Smallbone & Dadds undertook a different approach to 

measuring adult attachment and utilised the Experiences in Close Relationships 

Inventory (ECRI: Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The ECRI provides two 

continuous measures of attachment, namely l}ttachment avoidance and attachment 
'---'J 

anxiety, that are thought to account for attachment styles in two-dimensional space 

(Fraley & Shaver, 2000). In this case, a secure style equates to low scores on both 

dimensions and an avoidant-fearful style is high on both dimensions. An avoidant

dismissive style is high on avoidance and low on anxiety whereas preoccupied is low 

avoidance/ high anxiety. 

<'I 
/,) I /, . 

The :findings of Smallbone & Dadds somewhat contrasted their earlier research, albeit 
A 

with different forms of measurement. This time Attachment-Anxiety scores were 

positively correlated to Aggression and Antisociality but not Coercive Sexual 
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Behaviour. In contrast, Attachment-Avoidance was correlated to Coercive Sexual 

Behaviour but not Aggression and Antisociality. 

The finding that Attachment-Avoidance could be linked to coercive sexual behaviour 

was consistent with the findings that an avoidant attachment style was linked to being 

a rapist (Ward, Hudson, & Marshall, 1996) and an acceptance ofrape myths (Hudson 

& Ward, 1997). The non-relationship between Attachment-Anxiety and Coercive 

Sexual Behaviour also appears to be consistent with;/previous theoretical 

speculations because this dimension related to a Preoccupied attachment style, which 

is not thought to support rape myths. 

The main difference between the two studies was that, in the first study, attachment 

style was unable to detect any relationship to coercive sexual behaviour, even though 

they should have considered using a measure with four styles. In the second, using 

the ECRI, a significant relationship between one dimension, attachment avoidance, 

and the same dependent variable was detected, suggesting that the ECRI was more 

sensitive prediction instrument than the / style based measure. 

Summary 

Attachment has been described as a basis of interpersonal behaviour that is thought to 

be particularly influenced by infant experiences with a primary care-giver. Bowlby's 

attachment theory was a theory that drew on a number of theoretical standpoints and a 

such represents a unified theory of personality development. 
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The attainment of intimacy has been shown to be a key construct in relationships and 

has been shown to be dependent on attachment style. Intimacy is also considered to 

be a component of a loving or romantic relationship that is distinct from passion. 

The nature of continuity from childhood attachment to adult romantic attachment is 

unclear at present but studies suggest the two are linked. Further studies have 

provided an indication that adult romantic attachment may be reasonably stable over 

time. 

Although the two adult domains of attachment evolved from the same theory, it was 

clear, that with the different purpose of adult romantic attachment, that measurement 

issues needed to be clarified. The evidence of a fourth attachment category and the 

support of the Internal Working Model allowed for a mapping of adult romantic 

attachment into two-dimensional space. This conceptualisation of attachment led to 

those dimensions being represented by continuous constructs, commonly referred to 

as Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance. The dimensional basis of 

attachment has been validated by studies using factor analysis and taxometric 

techniques and by using attachment dimensions a dynamic understanding of the 

process of attachment may be made. 

With regards to males who have sexually offended, studies failed to find a link 

between either attachment style or intimacy deficits and offence types. Research did 

find evidence that attachment styles and interpersonal difficulties, that were thought to 

prevent intimacy or result from a lack of intimacy, were significantly related, although 

some measures were equivocal between styles. Studies in this area have tended to 
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find that insecure styles of attachment are a general risk factor for offending 

populations. 

Results from a series of studies that attempted to relate retrospective childhood 

attachment to coercive sexual behaviour were inconsistent and should not, as yet, be 

applied to the area of sexual offending. 

One study, using a two-dimensional construct of attachment, found, when compared 

directly to an equivalent study using attachment style, that the two-dimensional 

approach was able to uncover significant relationships where the style based approach 

failed to do so. 

Rationale 

There are two main issues arising from this introduction. Firstly, it appears that adult 

romantic attachment can be optimally measured as consisting of two continuous 

dimensions, and not four discrete styles as previously thought. Secondly, with a 

different form of measurement, these dimensions may clarify the relationship between 

adult romantic attachment and a range of variables used in the sex offender literature. 

With regard to the first issue, given that Fraley and Waller (1998) found using 

taxometric procedures'that attachment is composed of dimensions and not discrete 

styles, it would be appropriate to test attachment' ~easures for similar evidence. In 

order to be as accurate as possible these procedures would require a population that is 

thought to encompass a full range of attachment behaviours. Therefore, if a 
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comparison group of non-offenders were combined with a group of sexual offenders, 

a taxometric investigation would not be specific to one such population and thus have 

, a sense of~eneralisability to all adult males. 

With regard to the second issue, the fact that the ECRI was able to detect a significant 

relationship, that failed to reach statistical significance when categorical measures 

were used, implies that a two-dimensional approach to the measurement of adult 

romantic attachment is potentially a more sensitive measure in the field of sexual 

offending. 

Although attachment styles have been found to be predictive of interpersonal 

difficulties in the Hudson and Ward study, there was some imprecision in these 

:findings. Therefore, this study will test the ECRI against a range of indicators of 

interpersonal functioning in order to establish more accurate relationships. Variables 

thought to be associated with the Internal Working Model will also be included in 

order to gather more detailed information on the relationship of such variables to the 

dimensions of the ECRI. 

The predicted relationships between attachment dimensions and the variables to be 

used in the present study are illustrated below in Table 2. Consistent with the logic of 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), Brennan and colleagues (1998), and Fraley and 

Shaver (2000), the findings of Hudson and Ward (1997) can be mapped into the same 

two-dimensional space. Hudson and Ward (1997) found that acceptance of rape 

myths was highest in their Avoidant-Dismissive style so this measure should be 

related to high attachment avoidance and the concept of negative 'others'. Likewise, 
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fear of intimacy was highest in the Avoidant-Dismissive and Avoidant-Fearful styles, 

but not Preoccupied, suggesting that this is related more so to high attachment 

avoidance and negative 'others' as well. Emotional loneliness was highest in the 

Avoidant-Fearful and Preoccupied styles but not Avoidant-Dismissive so this should 

be related to high attachment anxiety and negative 'self. Finally, hostility towards 

women was highest in the Avoidant-Fearful style so this finding should be related to 

both high attachment anxiety and high attachment avoidance and be related to 

negative 'self and negative 'others'. 

Table 2: A two-dimensional framework of indicators of intimacy deficits, the 

Internal Working Model and continuous attachment dimensions. 

Secure: Preoccupied: 

Low anxiety High anxiety 

Low avoidance Low avoidance 

Positive self Negative self 

Positive other Positive other 

' Emotional loneliness 
. ' Dismissive: 

. 
Fearful: 

Low anxiety High anxiety 

High avoidance High avoidance 

Positive self Negative self 

Negative other Negative other 

Rape myth acceptance Hostility towards women 

Fear of intimacy 
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In summary, it can be seen from Table 2, as attachment anxiety increases from low to 

high (left to right) reported loneliness and hostility toward women should increase as 

the 'self cognition go from positive to negative. Additionally as attachment 

avoidance increases from low to high (top to bottom) Rape Myth Acceptance, Fear of 

Intimacy, and Hostility Towards Women should increase and 'other' cognitions go 

from positive to negative. Therefore, the attachment dimensions of anxiety and 

avoidance should be correlated with these variables in the expected directions 

consistent with the framework of this model. 

Hypothesis 

Firstly, a Discriminant analysis will be performed in order to compare the two groups, 

males who have sexually offended and a comparison group made up of male students. 

The variables that will be part of this analysis are the attachment dimensions, internal 

working model, and interpersonal functioning variables. The Discriminant Analysis 

will be done on an exploratory basis and results will be used to assist in the 

interpretation of the taxometric investigation. This analysis will be performed 

because it is envisaged that variables that are able to discriminate between the student 

group and males who have sexually offended, the Kia Marama group, may have an 

undue influence on the following taxometric analysis. 

In order to investigate whether attachment styles may exist along either Attachment 

Avoidance or Attachment Anxiety measures, MAMBAC and MAXCOV procedures 

will be undertaken. For these procedures, data from a group of males who have 

sexually offended and a comparison group of non-offenders will be combined in order 
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to capture a potentially fuller range of scores in attachment and associated variables. 

For both MAMBAC and MAXCOV trends, a convex or inver(ed U,,shaped crirre will 

indicate the presence of categories. The graphs will be visually'ihspected for such 

trends as no formal procedure for analysing this has been established (Meehl & 

Yonce, 1996). The evidence is _not exp~~ted to support the presence of categories and 

is thus expected to provide evidence that attachment can be measured as a 

dimensional construct. 

The next series of hypotheses that are made with reference to the theoretical model 

mapping attachment dimensions, the Internal Working Model, and interpersonal 

difficulty variables into two-dimensional space, as previously illustrated. 

In this instance, the hypotheses in question will be tested separately for sexual 

offenders and a comparison group. 

For each group the following correlations will be tested. 

It is hypothesised that; 

1. Fear oflntimacy will be significantly more positively correlated--to

Attachment Avoidance than to Attachment Anxiety. 

2. Hostility Towards Women will be positively correlated to both 

Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance and the two 

correlations will not be significantly different. 
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3. Acceptance of Rape will be significantly more positively 

correlated to Attachment Avoidance than to Attachment 

Anxiety 

4. Loneliness will be significantly more positively correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety than to Attachment Avoidance. 

5. Other cognitions will be significantly more negatively correlated 

to Attachment Avoidance than to Attachment Anxiety. 

6. Self cognitions will be significantly more negatively correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety than to Attachment Avoidance. 
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METHOD 

Participants 

Recruitment was made from residents of Kia Marama, a prison-based treatment unit 

for males who have sexually offended against children, and male Canterbury 

University students. 

Kia Marama is a 60-bed residential treatment unit housed within Rolleston prison, 

near Christchurch. It has been open since 1990 and caters for adult males who have 

either been imprisoned for sexual offences against children under 16 or have admitted 

to such offences whilst serving a sentence for another crime. Involvement with Kia 

Marama is voluntary and the treatment phase of the program lasts approximately one 

year and is supported by a therapeutic community. Ideally clients are moved in from 

other prison units and treated at a time that coincides with expected release dates. 

Some clients at Kia Marama are awaiting allocation to a treatment group, the majority 

are in treatment, and some have graduated from the treatment phase and are awaiting 

release. Regardless of treatment status, once at Kia Marama, all clients remain part of 

the therapeutic community until release. 

Out of a total of 51 clients who were offered the opportunity to take part in the 

research, ten clients either refused or had incomplete data, including some clients who 

filled out the required questionnaires but did not give consent. A total of 40 residents 

participated in this research representing a compliance rate of 78%. In terms of 

treatment stages, 42.5% (n=l 7) had completed treatment and were awaiting release, 
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45% (n=l8) were at various stages of completion, and 12.5% (n=5) had just begun 

treatment in the past two weeks. 

The 40 participants from Kia Marama had a mean age of 44.3 (s.d.=13.31) and ages 

ranged from 18 to 72. Of this group, 80.0% (n=32) indicated they were New 

Zealanders of European decent. A total of 12.5% (n=5) indicated they were either 

Maori or part Maori, 2.4% (n=l) indicated they were Tongan, and 5.0% (n=2) failed 

to respond to this question. A total of 85% indicated that they were heterosexual. Of 

the remaining 15% all participants indicated that they had engaged in heterosexual 

activity in the past and were subsequently included in this research. 

A total of 60 students participated in this research and it is estimated that less than 10 

of those approached refused to participate representing a compliance rate of at least 

85%. The student participants had a mean age of 24.0 (s.d.=6.52) and ages ranged 

from 18 to 45. 91.7% (n=55) of this group indicated they were New Zealanders of 

European descent, 1.7% (n=l) indicated they were Samoan, 1.7% (n=l) indicated 

they were American, and 5.0% (n=3) indicated they were Asian. All of the 

respondents indicated that they considered themselves as heterosexual. 

Apparatus 

The following psychometrics were used to test the hypotheses in this research. The 

first psychometric provided measurement of the attachment dimensions of Avoidance 

and Anxiety. The second and third psychometrics related to the Internal Working 

Model. The fourth to the seventh psychometrics concern Interpersonal functioning. 
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1. The Experiences In Close Relationships Inventory (ECRI: 

Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). 

2. The Social Self-Esteem Inventory (SSEI: Lawson, Marshall, & 

McGrath, 1979) 

3. The Sociability Scale (Cheek & Buss, 1981) 

4. The Revised UCLALoneliness Scale (UCLS: Russell, Peplau, 

& Cutrona, 1980). 

5. The Fear oflntimacy Scale (FIS: Descutner & Thelen, 1991). 

6. The Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMAS: Burt, 1980). 

7. Hostility Towards Women scale (HTW: Check, 1985). 

A detailed review of each of these psychometrics is provided in the following pages. 

Attachment Dimensions 

Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory 

The attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance were measured by the 

Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory (ECRI: Brennan, et a~ 1998). The 

ECRI is a multi-item instrument that provides quantitative measurement of 

Attachment Avoidance and Attachment Anxiety, the two factors thought to underlie 

romantic the adult attachment process (Brennan et al) 1998; Fraley & Shaver, 2000). 

It is a 36 item self-report measure that alternates- consecutive items between these two 
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constructs and each construct consists of 18 items. For Attachment Avoidance there 

are 9 reversed items and for Attachment Anxiety there is one reversed item. 

Internal consistency alphas are given as .94 for attachment avoidance and .91 for 

attachment anxiety (Brennan et al. 1998). No test-retest information on the ECRI is 

available. 

Brennan and colleagues (1998) independently constructed a number of measures in 

order to ascertain the construct validity of their two attachment sub-scales. 

Attachment avoidance was correlated to avoidance of intimacy (.89) and discomfort 

with closeness (.86) and attachment anxiety was correlated to fear of rejection (.88), 

jealousy and fear of abandonment (.82), and preoccupation with closeness (.88). 

Fraley, Waller, and Brennan (2000) reviewed the ECRI and other attachment 

measures from an item response perspective and found that only the ECRI represented 

continuous measures with desirable precision. It was therefore considered that that the 

ECRI had reliability and validity and would provide an accurate measure of 

attachment. 

Internal Working Model 

Social Self Esteem Inventory. 

How positive a participant felt about themselves, termed 'self cognitions', was 

measured by the Social Self-Esteem Inventory (SSEI: Lawson, Marshall, & McGrath, 

1979). This instrument is a measure of self-esteem that is specific to the social 
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domain. High scores on this scale represent positive feelings towards oneself whereas 

lows scores indicate negativity. 

The SSEI is a 30-item scale designed to assess performance and self-confidence in 

social situations, using a 6-point scale. The scale has 15 reversed items. Lawson, 

Marshall, & McGrath (1979) report an item-total correlation of .60 and test-retest 

reliability of .88 over a four week period. The authors also report that a single factor 

accounted for 39.7% of the total variance in sores with this instrument. The SSEI is 

considered to be a stable measure that should be closely associated with interpersonal 

functioning. 

Sociability Scale. 

How participants feel about other people, termed 'other cognitions', will be assessed 

by the Sociability Scale (SOC-S: Cheek & Buss, 1981). High scores represent a 

positive attitude to others whereas low scores indicate a negative attitude. The SOC-S 

is a 5-item measure assessing the degree to which people like to socialise wiJ,n-otners. 

Five or seven point Likert scales can be used and no items are reversed. 

Cheek and Buss originally constructed a sociability scale that was independent of 

shyness (Leary, 1991). The authors defined sociability as the desire to be around 

other people as opposed to shyness, a consequent reaction after finding oneself in a 

social situation. Shy people are typically fearful of interacting with strangers but 

reasonably comfortable with familiar people, on the other hand people low on 
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sociability are not visibly fearful of social situations yet they prefer being alone (Buss, 

1991). 

Research on the psychometric properties of the Sociability Scale appears to be 

somewhat limited. The research that exists concentrates on proving if sociability 

exists as a single factor amongst other temperamental factors as advanced by Buss 

and Plomin (1984). Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) report that the Sociability 

Scale has a Cronbach's alpha of .74 and Braithwaite, Duncan-Jones, Bosly-Craft, and 

Goodchild (1984), using an Australian adult sample, report an alpha reliability 

coefficient of .69 that the authors regarded as high for a scale using only five items. 

It was considered that the Sociability scale was an acceptable measure of 'other 

cognitions' even though it was not an extensive instrument. 

Interpersonal functioning 

University of California Loneliness Scale - revised 

Participants' perception of their loneliness was assessed by the University of 

California Loneliness Scale -Revised (UCLS: Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980). The 

UCLS is a widely used trait-based conceptualisation of the discrepancy between 

desired and achieved levels of interpersonal contact (Shaver & Brennan, 1991). 

Loneliness is often referred to as emotional loneliness rather than social loneliness 

and the UCLS has concurrent validity with the reporting of emotions theoretically 

linked to loneliness (Russell et al, 1980). 
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In terms of emotional loneliness, the self-reporting of this, rather than actual 

emotional loneliness per se, is thought to be reported. This measure is still valid 

because the internal working model incorporates how a person sees themselves and 

others and as such measures their perspective rather than actuality. For example, 

anxious/ambivalent people are thought to over-report loneliness because it is an issue 

for them whereas avoidant-dismissive individuals under-report loneliness because it 

apparently does not concern them or they are reluctant to admit they are lonely 

because they see it as their choice. 

The UCLS consists of20 items (10 reversed) and uses a 4-point scale. The UCLS has 

a Cronbach's alpha of .94 (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980) and test-retest reliability 

over a 7 month period of .62 (Shaver & Brennan, 1991). According to Shaver and 

Brennan (1991), the UCLS had convergent and discriminant validity with depression 

and anxiety as well as reported and observed social variables (i.e. number of times a 

respondent reports eating alone etc). 

It was therefore considered that the UCLS was a robust psychometric that was reliable 

and valid. 

Fear of Intimacy Scale 

Participants' fear of intimacy will be assessed by the Fear oflntimacy Scale (FIS: 

Descutner & Thelen, 1991). The FIS is designed to measure an individual's anxiety 

regarding intimate relationships. 
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The FIS lists 35 statements (15 reversed) and responses are reported with a 5-point 

Likert scale. Descutner and Thelen (1991) report a test-retest reliability of .89 and an 

item-total coefficient of .56. The FIS correlates well with loneliness measures (.48 

with the UCLS) and is negatively correlated to self-disclosure (-.55) and social 

intimacy (-.60) even after controlling for socially desirable responding (Descutner & 

Thelen, 1991). 

The FIS was also considered to be a robust instrument with adequate reliability and 

validity. 

Rape Myth Acceptance Scale 

Participants' acceptance of rape myths will be measured by the Rape Myth 

Acceptance Scale (RMAS: Burt, 1980). This is a measure of the acceptance of false 

beliefs about the justification of coercive sexual behaviour under various 

circumstances and towards various groups in society. The measure relates to sex-role 

stereotyping, adversarial sexual beliefs, and acceptance of interpersonal violence 

(Burt, 1980). Six of the nineteen questions measure rape myths that also involve age, 

race, gender, and family biases. The other 13 items measure cognitive distortions 

about rape in general. 

The RMAS has 19 items, with 7 reversed, and responses are reported with a 7-point 

scale. Burt (1980) reported an alpha coefficient of .88. Schewe and O'Donohue 

(1998) reported alpha coefficients of .84 and .82 and test-retest reliabilities of .79 and 
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.88 and report that the RMAS has convergent validity with acceptance of 

interpersonal violence, adversarial beliefs, and attraction to sexual aggression. 

Marshall and Hambly (1996) also reported an alpha coefficient of0.92. 

The RMAS was therefore considered to be a very reliable and valid measure. 

Hostility Towards Women 

Participant's hostility will be assessed by the Hostility Towards Women scale (HTW: 

Check, 1984). The HTW is a similar measure to the RMAS in that it measures sex

role stereotyping and adversarial sexual beliefs. It also measures acceptance of 

aggression against women and sexually conservative attitudes. 

The scale has 30 items to which the participant is asked to respond by indicating 

either 'true' or 'false'. On 15 of the items a 'true' response indicates hostility towards 

women and on the other 15 items a 'false' response indicates likewise. The total 

number of items where a respondent has indicated hostility towards women is 

obtained and scores can range between O and 3 0. 

Check reported a KR20 internal reliability of over .80 and a test-retest reliability after 

one-week of .83. Marshall and Hambly (1996) report an internal reliability alpha of 

.91 for the HTW and convergent validity with the UCLS (.53) and RMAS (.82) and a 

negative correlation with a marital intimacy questionnaire (-. 79). Check (1984) found 

the HTW is predictive of self-reported rape attitudes and behaviours and was 

predictive of aggressive motivations and behaviours in a laboratory setting. However 
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the laboratory behavioural measures were found to be predictive of aggression 

towards both men and women (Check, 1984). The author also stated that the HTW 

was more highly correlated to self-report and behavioural measures than the 

Spielberger Trait Anger Scale, a general measure of hostility. Therefore, the HTW 

was considered a very reliable and valid measurement. 

Procedure 

The data collection procedure for each group was different and is presented 

separately. 

Kia Marama participants. 

Potential participants were visited on site at Kia Marama and were approached as a 

group during scheduled therapy sessions, by prior arrangement. A total of five 

therapy groups were visited between September and November 2002. The graduates 

group, who had finished the treatment program and were awaiting release, consisted 

of20 clients and all other groups were in treatment and had between 7 and 8 

members. 

On all occasions, the researcher was introduced to the group by their primary therapist 

and Kia Marama's commitment to supporting research was explained. The 

participants had the purpose of the study, consent (see Appendix A), and 

confidentiality explained to them by the researcher, as well as being-given., 

information sheet (see Appendix B) and having the opportunity tcfasks qqestions 
' ,./ 



- 61 -

about the research. All groups asked questions and time was spent, ranging from 5 -

10 minutes, responding. The fact that consent included giving access to data already 

held on file at Kia Marama was reiterated to the clients as well as being on the 

information sheet. 

Once questions were answered, the questionnaires were passed around the room. 

Clients who did not wish to participate either, passed their questionnaires on, held 

onto them, or filled them out without signing their consent. Those who did not 

participate remained in the therapy room. Clients were advised that they could 

withdraw at any time and that their responses were strictly confidential. They were 

also advised that no identifying information would be held on computer and data 

would not be analysed on an individual basis. 

The research requirements involved reading the information sheet and signing consent 

to the effect that the information was understood. Before the questionnaires proper 

were answered the participants' age, nationality, and sexual orientation was requested 

on a 'Participant Information' sheet (see Appendix C). Participants were allocated a 

'Participant Number', prior to commencement, which featured on the Participant 

Information sheet and questionnaires. No names were placed on any form other than 

the Consent Form. 

In three of the five groups the participants had each of the 41 necessary items (on the 

ECRI and Sociability Scale) read out to them as some members of the groups had 

reading difficulties. Times to complete the process including consent and participant 
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information took between 35 and 45 minutes. Participants were thanked for their time 

and their contribution to ongoing research 

For clients who completed their questionnaires but failed to sign consent, no further 

action was taken and their responses were not used in this research. There were three 

cases of incomplete records, which were subsequently eliminated. In all of these 

cases over 30% of responses were missing. All of the other participants completed 

100% of the items. 

Pre-existing data was accessed in December 2002 and transferred from the Dept of 

Corrections computers to the personal e-mail address of the researcher. This data 
I 

consists of scores on the HTW, RMAS, FIS, UCLS, and SSEI scales and had the 

participant number from this research added. In all cases the pre-existing data were 

obtained by Kia Marama staff prior to commencement of treatment. 

Canterbury University students. 

Canterbury University students were predominantly recruited from Psychology 

classes and the remainder were approached personally from within the Psychology 

buildings. The Consent Form (Appendix A) and Participant Information (Appendix 

C) used were identical to the Kia Marama group. The Information Sheet given to 

students differed from the Kia Marama group (see Appendix D). All questionnaires 

were filled out at the time of the initial approach. Most participants filled out the 

questionnaires as they completed lab assignments so they entered the research 

separately and completion was staggered. All participants had the procedure 
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explained to them individually and completed the task in classrooms. Participants 

were supervised by the re~earcher at all times and were afforded the opportunity to 

ask questions. Research took place at various times through the working day. 

The total time to complete the seven questionnaires and consent and information 

varied from 25 to 50 minutes. All participants were thanked for their time and effort. 
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RESULTS 

Analysis 

Each item from each questionnaire was transferred to an Excel file to enable a score 

for each psychometric to be calculated. Using this program the items were screened 

for errors and sum scores were provided by formulas in accordance with the scoring 

instructions of each psychometric. The only exception to this process was that sum 

scores that were already provided by Kia Marama for pre-existing data and these were 

transferred to Excel directly. 

Demographic data 

This study used a student population as a comparison group and it was expected that 

this group would be younger than the prison-based population of male sexual 

offenders based at Kia Marama. A one-way ANOV A was performed with age as a 

dependent variable and group membership (Kia Marama versus Students) as an 

independent variable. The result, F(l,99) = 106.22,p< .01 confirms that the residents 

_, . - 0 
of Kia Marama (mean}4i3~ s.d){3"~j)were significantly older than students (mean 

2~J) s.d.(6°52)/' This age difference was not thought to be problematic because 

research has shown that the majority of adult sex offenders begin offending as 

adolescents (Aljazireh, 1993; Zolondek et al. 2001; Groth, Longo, & McFadin, 

1982). Additionally, studies of attachment continuity and stability_re~ewed in this 

project have indicated that adult romantic attachment waslthouglino be stable over 
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time. Therefore, the age of the participants was not considered to be a confounding 

factor in this study. 

A chi-square test for goodness of fit was undertaken to broadly test differences in 

ethnicity between the groups. Participants in each group were classified as either of 

European or Non-European. The result x2 (1,101) = 2.89, n.s. (p=.09) suggests that 

there were no significant difference between the two groups, however, students had 

marginally more Europeans (91 %) than the Kia Marama group who had 80%. 

Descriptive statistics 

Standard descriptive statistical information for all the variables used in this analysis is 

presented in Appendix E. The variables that were used were Fear of intimacy (FIS), 

Hostility Towards Women (HTW), Rape myth Acceptance (RMAS), Emotional 

Loneliness (UCLS), Sociability (SOC-S), and Social Self-Esteem (SSEI). FIS, HTW, 

RMAS, and UCLS were collectively termed as Interpersonal Functioning variables 

and SOC-S and SSEI were referred to as Internal Working Model variables. 

Prior to analysis, the data were screened for outliers and normality. Outliers were 

tested by group using a criteria of three standard deviations (SD's) above or below the 

mean. For students over all eight scales only 3 outliers were detected. On the FIS 

scale one score was 3.05 SD's above the mean. On the RMAS two scores were above 

the mean at 3.07 SD's and 3.16 SD's. Given that there were eight scales and 60 

participants in this group the detection of three outliers was not seen as problematic; 

therefore no scores were eliminated on the basis of exceeding the outlier range. For 
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the KM group only one outlier was recorded. On the SSEI one score was 3.44 SD's 

above the mean. Given that only one outlier was detected, no data were excluded on 

the basis of exceeding the outlier range. 

Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998) report that skewness and kurtosis z-scores 

that exceed 1.96 (at the p< .05 level) are considered to violate the assumption of 

normality. Only one distribution, combined or grouped, violated normality which was 

kurtosis for Kia Marama participants on the SSEI (z= +2.76), and consequently no 

data was transformed for this analysis. Additionally all distributions, group or 

combined were unimodal. 

Discriminant Analysis 

Prior to combining our groups for the taxometric analysis that followed, it was 

decided to perform a Discriminant analysis between the two groups in this study. 

This procedure was deemed necessary because the taxometric investigation that 

followed may detect group differences rather than the presence of attachment styles. 

Discriminant Analysis is a regression-based procedure performed to provide a model 

of how well we can detect group differences on the basis of predictor variables. In 

this model, group membership (Student versus KM) was the criterion variable and our 

attachment, internal working model, and interpersonal functioning variables were the 

predictors. 
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Cooks D is a statistic that ascertains whether any score had too much influence over 

the Discriminant Analysis. A Cooks D score that is over 1.00 is typically eliminated 

on this basis. The scores in this analysis ranged from 0.00 to 0.12 therefore no data 

were eliminated. 

Table 3: Regression Summary for Group membership {Student versus KM) 
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R= .506 R2= .256 Adjusted R2= .191, F(B,91)=3.92 p<.01 Std.Error of estimate: .443 

Table 3 shows the initial regression summary with only SSEI as a significant 

predictor (p=.01), however RMAS (p=.07) and Attachment Anxiety (p=.07) were 

marginally significant. The model using all eight variables had an R2 of .256 and was 

significant, F(8,91) = 3.92, p < .001. 

Both Forward and Backward elimination procedures resulted in the equivalent result 

that only one variable remained able to discriminate between Students and KM. 

Using Backward elimination, SSEI was the only predictor of group membership that 

remained. The R2 value dropped from .256 to .184 by eliminating seven other non

significant variables. The model had a Wilks-Lamda of0.816 and Goodness of fit, 

i(l,100) = 19.835,p < .001, was significant.. 
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Using this model SSEI was able to correctly predict group membership in 75% of 

cases. As per Table 6, the model was able to successfully predict group membership 

for Students 42 out of 60 times and predict KM 33 out of 40 times. Overall, this 

represents a 75% hit rate (75 out of 100) of true positives and true negatives. 

Table 4: Classification Results of the Prediction Model using SSEI. 

Original count 

Student 60 

KM 40 

Predicted group 

Student KM 

42 (true positive) 

70% 

7 ( false positive) 

17.5% 

18 ( false negative) 

30% 

33 (true negative) 

83.5% 

This Discriminant analysis showed that only Social Self-esteem significantly 

discriminated between the two groups, with the Kia Marama group having lower 

scores on this variable than students. This means that differences between the two 

groups can be accounted for by Social self-esteem scores and that no other variable 

can significantly add to the prediction of group membership. 

Taxometric analysis 

From the proceeding analysis the only discriminating factor between the two groups 

was Social Self-esteem. Therefore, in terms of taxometric analysis, which looks at the 

types versus dimensions debate, Social Self-esteem may have an excessive influence 
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on our results when we use combined data. This was because instead of detecting the 

presence of distinct attachment styles the procedure may detect group membership 

(Kia Marama or student) based on this variable. Therefore, results that suggest 

categories or styles that involve SSEI will have to be treated with caution. All other 

predictor variables from the Discriminant analysis were considered to be similar for 

both groups, so the detection, or non-detection, of attachment styles was not 

considered to be factor when using these variables. 

Taxometric analysis requires a minimum of 100 scores to be considered valid 

(Cleland, Rothschild, & Haslam, 2000), therefore, the analysis combined the student 
,.__ 

and Kia Marama groups. The :finding that only one variable (SSEI) was able to 

discriminate the groups appears to have validated combining these two groups for the 

purpose of taxometric analysis. , 

Taxometric analysis was designed by Paul Meehl to provide evidence that measures 

could be considered as belonging to categories or dimensions. Taxometric analysis 

was used in this instance to provide evidence as to whether the attachment variables, 

Attachment avoidance and Attachment Anxiety, could be considered to be 

dimensional or otherwise composed of styles. 

In order to test whether our attachment meas~ds coU:ld be considered to be 
. / ' . "U . 

d. . f hm d d/ J "· . d' . hrn ' 1 ' llllens1ons o attac ent an not a pro' uct categories m 1catmg attac ent sty es , ' !I . ( 
f .·· 

the procedures termed Mean Above m:ean Below A Cut-off (MAMBAC) and 

Maximum Covariance (MAXCOV) were undertaken. These procedures are described 
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separately, in detail, shortly. Firstly for both procedures the following is noted. For 

both MAMBAC and MAXCOV, trends that indicated a convex or inverted U shaped 

curve were evidence that a category, or 'style' may exist for an attachment variable. 

For the purpose of this analysis Soc-S and SSEI scores were reversed so these plots 

remained consistent with the notion of a convex curve representing categories. This 

was necessary because low scores on Soc-S and low scores on SSEI indicate 

interpersonal difficulties. In the case of all the interpersonal functioning variables, 

high scores indicate interpersonal difficulty. If the SOC-S and SSEI were not reversed 

concave, not convex, scores may have indicated the presence of categories and this 

was thought to be too confusing. Therefore the SOC-S and SSEI scores were 

reversed in order to remain consistent with other plots. 

The first technique is termed Mean Above Mean Below A Cut-Off (MAMBAC). In 

the MAMBAC procedure all variables were placed in ascending order based on the 

participants' Attachment Avoidance scores or Attachment Anxiety scores. The 

Interpersonal Functioning and Internal Working Model variables will be termed the 

tested variable for the purpose of this exercise. The mean differences between the 

tested variables used in this study will then be calculated separately at cut-off points 

along the distribution of the attachment variable in question. In this analysis there 

were six MAMBAC graphs for each attachment variable. 
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In the case ofMAMBAC, cut-off points along the attachment variable dictate the 

number of scores to be allocated to two groups on the tested variable, those with a 

mean above the cut-off and those with a mean below. The differences between the 

two means in terms of the tested variable are graphed as the cut-off scores move along 

the attachment variable. If mean difference scores are maximised near the middle of 

the distribution of the attachment variable this is an indicator of the presence of 

categories because points near the middle of the attachment variable are least likely to 

be contaminated with members of another group. 

Meehl and Yonce (1996) recommend that cut-off points along an input variable 

maintain groups of at least 15 on any side and they also stated that the 50/50 point is 

potentially the most theoretically interesting point, although not necessarily the point 

which scores have to peak at. Therefore the five points along the attachment variables 

that were used represent 20/80, 35/65, 50/50, 65/35, and 80/20 splits. The six graphs 

for each attachment variable were presented in Figure 1 and Figure 2 and are based on 

the trend of mean difference scores along these points. 
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For the first part of his analysis MAMBAC trends will be assessed for each 

attachment dimension. Figure I showed the MAMBAC graphs for Attachment 

Avoidance using the variables FIS, HTW, RMAS, UCLS, SOC-S, and SSEI. Trends 

that show a consistent increase in scores from left to right towards an approximate 

mid-point and then a consistent decrease in scores past the mid-point (i.e., a convex 

curve) suggest discrete categories, or in this case the presence of attachment styles. 
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Figure 1: MAMBAC trends using Attachment Avoidance. 
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Figure I showed that FIS and HTW were essentially level apart from one point. 

RMAS appeared to be level as well but was jagged in appearance. UCLS almost 

resembled a concave curve ( opposite to convex) apart from the last point. SOC-S and 

SSEI had downward trends from left to right. No trend resembled a convex curve, 

therefore there were no indications of categories in this graph. 



- 73 -

Figure 2 showed the MAMBAC trends for Attachment Anxiety again using 

FIS, HTW, RMAS, UCLS, SOC-S, and SSEI. 
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SOC-S Attachment Anxiety 
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Figure 2: MAMBAC curves using Attachment Anxiety. 

In Figure 2 the following occurred: FIS had a downward trend. HTW appeared level. 

RMAS and SOC-S (noting the smaller scale) were both quite flat but both could be 

considered to resemble a convex curve. UCLS and SSEI trends resembled a concave 

curve. Therefore, there is limited evidence involving RMAS and SOC-S that 

categories could exist along this attachment dimension. 
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In the MAXCOV procedure the attachment variable was divided into numerical 

segments. For the purpose of this analysis five segments of20 participants each 

based on the ascending order of attachment variables were used. Using pair-wise 

combinations between the other six variables, 15 combinations of plotted trends in 

covariance will be graphed for each attachment variable. 

Within each segment the covariance between two manifest variables is measured. If 

the covariance between these two variables is maximised in the middle of the 

distribution of the latent variable it is again evidence oftaxonicity because extremes 

at either end are likely to show minimal covariance in these segments if a taxon exists. 

In contrast to MAMBAC, and because it uses segments, the middle segment of 

MAXCOV is likely to have higher contamination of group members than the 

extremes because this is where overlap in scores is most likely to occur. The area of 

highest contamination should also generate the highest covariance between manifest 

variables if categories exist. Therefore, the same trend as the MAMBAC procedure 

was expected to indicated the presence of categories. This trend for MAXCOV was a 

smaller covariance score on the left, a consistent rise to a maximum somewhere near 

the middle, and a decline to a smaller covariance on the right. 
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Figure 3 displays 15 MAXCOV graphs using Attachment Avoidance as a test 

variable. 
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Figure 3: MAXCOV curves for Attachment Avoidance. 
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In Figure 3 no MAXCOV trend closely resembled a convex curve. The trend of 

(I.)HTW-SSEI, however, was considered to be close apart from the first point, which 

was too high. No other graph had a definite peak in the middle apart from (K.) 

RMAS-SOC. This trend had increasing negative covariance along the first three 

points then a sharp rise and similar decline. Only the graph RMAS-SOC was 

considered to provide evidence of categories along the attachment avoidance measure. 
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Figure 4 displays MAXCOV plots using Attachment Anxiety. 
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Figure 4: MAXCOV curves for Attachment Anxiety. 
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In Figure 4 there were no MAXCOV trends that strongly indicated the presence of 

categories. Some of the trends had definite peaks in the middle but increased again to 

the right, thus representing limited evidence. The two trends that most like a convex 

curve were trend A (FIS-HTW), apart from an increase at the fifth point, and trend J 

(RMAS-UCLS), apart from a large negative covariance at the third point. Likewise, 

trend G (HTW-UCLS) and trend D (FIS-SOC) were close apart from the latter points. 
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From these graphs no trends involving SSEI indicated categories, so it appears that 

SSEI did not have an undue influence over the results. This was probably because the 

MAMBAC and MAXCOV techniques ordered the test variables according to 

attachment scores thus nullifying the effect of discrimination between groups on 

SSEI. 

This study used a sample size that was the minimum requirement for such an analysis 

so the precision in these findings were lacking. Nevertheless, no MAMBAC graphs 

for the Attachment Avoidance measure (Figure 1) indicated the presence of 

categories. Only two MAMBAC curves, involving RMAS and SOC-S along 

Attachment Anxiety (Figure 2) indicated the presence of categories. Additionally 

only one MAXCOV graph, involving the same variables RMAS-SOC-S, was 

considered to provide some evidence of categories but this time this was detected 

using Attachment Avoidance (Figure 3). No MAXCOV graphs along Attachment 

Anxiety (Figure 4) indicated the presence of categories. 

MAMBAC and MAXCOV are used in conjunction with each other to indicate the 

presence of categories. There were no patterns involving any of the variables used in 

this study that were common between both techniques. Therefore, overall results of 

the taxometric analysis show no systematic evidence in favour of categories and these 

data are consistent with the view that attachment is a quantitative continua and can be 

considered to be dimensional. This finding supported the null hypothesis that 

attachment styles would not be detected. 
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Correlations and hypothesis tests 

Having found indications that the attachment measures used in this study may be 

dimensional rather than categorical (i.e., styles), the next step was to test these 

dimensions against other variables. The next series of tests were done in support of 

the rationale that using attachment dimensions may clarify the relationship between 

adult romantic attachment and a range of variables that have been used in the sex 

offender literature. 

In order to test the series of hypotheses concerning the relationship of Interpersonal 

Functioning and Internal Working Model variables to the attachment dimensions, a 

series of one-tailed t-tests were completed. This procedure was designed to test the 

relationship between two non-independent correlations, as devised by Williams 

(1935, cited in Howell, 2002) and endorsed by (Howell, 2002). In each case, the non

independent correlations that were tested were the correlation between attachment 

avoidance and a given variable ahd the correlation between attachment anxiety and 

the same variable. 

Separate t-tests were undertaken for each group in order to investigate more exact 

relationships within each group. The Kia Marama group had a smaller sample size 

than the student group ( 40 versus 60) so it was decided to introduce a softer criterion 

for significance and thus alpha was increased to 0.10 for this group. 
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Correlation matrices of all the variables used in this research are included in 

Appendix F and divided into Student and KM groups. These matrices displayed 

Pearson's r correlations amongst all the variables used. However, in order to 

correctly detect the significance of difference between correlations, r scores need to 

converted to z-scores using Fisher's transformation (Cohen, 1988, p.110). The reason 

for this was that detecting the difference between two correlations is not a function of 

the raw difference in these r-scores because correlation scores are not distributed in a 

linear fashion (Cohen, 1988). Therefore the power to detect differences in 

correlations is lower amongst r scores that are lower themselves. For example, this 

means that a difference in r scores of 0 .10 and 0 .20 is not equivalent to the same 

numerical difference in r scores of 0. 80 and 0. 90. The latter is more difficult to 

achieve and thus the difference has more power. In order to keep the power of 

findings constant, therefore, the following calculations were based on the conversion 

of r-scores to Fisher's z-scores. 

Table 5 summarises the findings for the Ki3/g.;;group. For each variable, the 

I -b ) 7 
Auachme~t Dimension that was hypothete~h:;efstronger correlation to it was 

md1cated m the second column. Z-score correlations for each dunens1on are then 

provided, followed by the difference in scores expressed as Avoidance scores minus 

Anxiety scores. The next four columns summarise the test results and indicate 

whether the respective hypothesis for each variable was supported. 
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Table 5: T-tests results for non-independent z's between attachment dimensions 

for the Kia Marama group 

Kia 
Marama 

FIS 
HTW 

RMAS 
UCLS 
-Soc-S 
-SSEI-

z-scores 
Predicted Correlation t Observed 
to be Difference value p to be Supported 
closest to Avoid Arne closest to 

Avoid 0.63* 0.40* +0.23 1.94 .03 Avoid 
Both 0.39* 0.51 * -0.12 0.92 n.s Anxiety 
Avoid 0.14 0.35* -0.21 1.48 .07 Anxiety 

Anxiety 0.41 * 0.60* -0.19 1.56 .06 Anxiety 
Avoid -0.23 -0.12 -0.11 0.76 n.s Avoid 

Anxiety 0.04 -0.15 -0.11 0.73 n.s Anxiety 
Nb: - denotes the correlations were expected to be in a negative direction. 
Nb: * indicates significance at the p <.10 level for observed correlations. 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 

Results in Table 5 for the KM group show that three of four hypotheses concerning 

the Interpersonal Difficulty variables were supported and the other was significant but 

in the wrong direction. FIS was significantly correlated to both attachment 

dimensions, Avoidance z(39)=0.63, p<.10, Anxiety z(39)=0.40, p<.10, but the 

difference (ZdifF 0.23) was large enough to be significant, t(37)=1.94, p < 0.10. Thus 

the hypothesis that FIS would be more significantly correlated to Attachment 

Avoidance than Attachment Anxiety was supported. Likewise, HTW was correlated 

to both dimensions, Avoidance z(39)=0.39,p<.10, Anxiety z(39)=0.51, p<.10 but in 
~ 

this instance the difference (zdifF 0.12) was not large enough to be significant. This 

finding did support the hypothesis that HTW would not be more significantly 

correlated to either dimension (but as this amounts to accepting the null hypothesis it 
L-:i;(Jt 

represents limited proof). UCLS was also significantly correlated tq both dimensions 

Avoidance z(39)=0.41, p<.10, Anxiety z(39)=0.60, p<.10. The difference (ZdifF 0.19) 

was significant at p < 0.10 thus providing support that UCLS would be more 

significantly correlated to Attachment Anxiety than Attachment Avoidance. 
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RMAS was the only variable to be correlated more to a different dimension than 

predicted. In this case, RMAS was more significantly correlated to Attachment 

Anxiety z(39)=0.35, p<. l 0, and not Attachment Avoidance z(39)=0. l 4, n.s, and the 

difference was significant (zait0.21), t(37)=1.48,p< 0.10. Thus, the hypothesis that 

RMAS would be more significantly correlated to Attachment Avoidance than 

Attachment Anxiety was not supported. 

The two Internal Working Model variables, SOC-S and SSEI both failed to be 

significantly related to either attachment dimension and no magnitudes of the 

difference between attachment dimensions were significant either. Therefore, the 

hypotheseffe4pat sociability and social self esteem would be significantly more 
{-~·· 

correlatt~~; "Jvoidance and Anxiety respectively were both unsupported. 

Table 6 summarises the findings for the student group. For this group the sample size 

was greater than the Kia Marama group so the alpha level was set at 0.05. In the same 

format as Table 5, the Attachment Dimension that was hypothesised to be more 

significantly linked to each variable was indicated in the second column. Z-score 

correlations are then provided, followed by the difference in scores expressed as 

Avoidance scores minus Anxiety scores. The next four columns summarise the test 

results and indicate whether the respective hypothesis for each variable was 

supported. 
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Table 6. T-tests results for non-independent z's between attachment dimensions 

for students. 

Stud. z-scores 
Predicted Correlation t 
to be Avoid Anx Difference value p Closest Supported 

FIS 
HTW 

RMAS 
UCLS 
-Soc-S 
-SSEI 

closest to to 
Avoid 0.99* 0.33* 0.66 14.33 .01 Avoid 
Both 0.40* 0.52* 0.12 0.94 n.s Anxiety 
Avoid 0.18 0.24 0.06 0.41 n.s Anxiety 

Anxiety 0.04 0.40* 0.36 2.50 .01 Anxiety 
Avoid 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.12 n.s Avoid 

Anxiety -0.15 -0.34* 0.19 1.30 n.s Anxiety 
Nb: - denotes the correlations were expected to be in a negative direction. 
Nb: * indicate significance at the p < .05 level. 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 

Results shown in Table 6 for students show that three of the four hypotheses 

concerning the Interpersonal Difficulty variables were supported. FIS was 

significantly correlated to both dimensions, Avoidance - z(59) = 0.99,p<.05; Anxiety 

z(59) = 0.33,p<.05, however, the z score difference (zdifF 0.66) was large enough to 

be significant, t(57)=14.33,p< 0.05). This finding supported the hypothesis that FIS 

would be more significantly correlated to Attachment Avoidance than Attachment 

Anxiety. 

For UCLS the z-score correlation to Attachment Anxiety was significant, z(59) = 

0.40,p< .01, and the difference (zdift= 0.36) was significant, t(57)= 2.50,p< 0.01. 

This finding supported the hypothesis that UCLS would be more significantly 

correlated to Attachment Anxiety than Attachment Avoidance. 

HTW was significantly correlated to both attachment dimensions, Avoidance - z(59) 

= 0.40,p<.05; Anxiety z(59) = 0.52,p<.05, as predicted, and the difference (zdifF 
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0.12) was not significant. Thus the null hypothesis that HTW would not be more 

significantly correlated to either attachment dimension was supported. 

Again, RMAS was the only variable to be correlated more to a different dimension 

than predicted. RMAS was not significantly correlated to either dimension and the 

difference between the correlations was not significant. 

Only one of the two Internal Working Model variables was significantly correlated to 

an attachment dimension. In this case SSEI was significantly correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety, z(59) = -0.34,p< .05, but the difference between this correlation 

and the correlation between SSEI and Attachment Avoidance was not significant. 

Therefore, the hypothesis that social self-esteem would be more significantly 

negatively correlated to Attachment Anxiety was not supported. 

Soc-S failed to be significantly correlated to any attachment dimension and the 

difference was not significant, therefore, the hypothesis that sociability would be 

more significantly negatively correlated to Attachment Avoidance was not supported 

either. 

Across the two groups our results consistently supported the hypotheses concerning 

FIS, UCLS, and HTW. For both groups, FIS was significantly linked to Attachment 

Avoidance, UCLS was significantly linked to Attachment Anxiety, and HTW was 

significantly, but not differentially, linked to both dimensions. The prediction that 

RMAS would be more significantly correlated to Attachment Avoidance failed to be 
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supported by either group. Additionally, the hypotheses concerning each of the 

Internal Working Model variables failed to be supported by either group. 

The data from each group was pooled to further test the relationship between 

Attachment dimensions. The correlation matrix for pooled data is also included in 

Appendix F. This was done because the two groups were consistent in their findings 

regarding these variables and the stated hypotheses ( albeit using a reduced alpha for 

the smaller group). Using a sample size of 100 and an alpha of0.05 the following 

significant results occurred. FIS was significantly more correlated to Attachment 

Avoidance, t(97) = 6.55,p< .01 and UCLS was significantly more correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety t(97) = 2. 5 8, p < . 01. Additionally HTW was significantly 

correlated to both dimensions but the difference was not significant t(97) = 1. 20, n. s. 

All other differences between correlations involving the attachment dimensions were 

non-significant. The correlation between RMAS and Attachment Anxiety reached 

significance in the pooled data, z(99) = 0.30,p< .05 which confirmed this unexpected 

relationship. Regarding the internal working model variables, SSEI was significantly 

correlated to Attachment Anxiety, z(99) = -0.26,p< .05. 

The results from the pooled data further supported the hypothesis that FIS would be 

significantly more correlated to Attachment Avoidance than to Attachment Anxiety. 

Similarly, the hypothesis that UCLS would be significantly more correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety than to Attachment Avoidance was supported. The relationship 

between HTW and the attachment dimensions confirmed this variable was 

significantly related to both dimensions and could not be differentiated. The 

hypothesis that RMAS would be significantly correlated to Attachment Avoidance 
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was not supported and the results from the pooled data confirmed that RMAS was 

significantly correlated in an unexpected direction to Attachment Anxiety. The 

pooled data also supported the findings from group data that the internal working 

model variables were not significantly more correlated to any attachment dimension. 
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Discussion 

This study used two groups of adult males to investigate three issues related to 

attachment and sexual offending. Firstly, differences between males who have 

sexually offended and a comparison group of students were explored. The second 

issue was whether the construct of adult romantic attachment was best conceptualised 

as based on dimensions or distinct styles. Thirdly, the relationship between 

dimensions of attachment and indicators of interpersonal difficulty and the internal 

working model were investigated using hypotheses generated from previous research 

that had examined attachment style. This section will discuss these issues broadly as 

well as then discussing the relationship each variable had to the attachment 
(), . e-11,1 

dimensions and then summarise the key findings. Then th~ limitations of this 

research and implications for future research will be discussed followed by 

concluding comments. 

Differences Between Kia Marama and the Student Groups 

Despite the fact that no specific hypotheses were postulated for group differences, the 

results of the exploratory discriminant analysis performed in the study did reveal 

differences between these populations. The results suggested that social self-esteem 

was able to predict group membership between students and males who have sexually 

offended (i.e. the Kia Marama group). This finding means that students and the Kia 

Marama group were not dissimilar in terms of interpersonal functioning, sociability, 

and attachment dimensions. Further research is, however, necessary before any 

definitive statement about this discrimination can be made. This is because it is 
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possible that the between-group difference in Social self-esteem may be an effect of 

imprisonment itself, or perhaps the age difference between the two groups, as opposed 

to an inherent deficit that leads to offending. 

Previous research indicated that an insecure attachment was a risk factor amongst 

offender populations in general (Ward, Hudson, & Marshall, 1996, Smallbone & 

Dadds, 1998). These findings, however, were established only using measures of 

attachment style. That is, the researchers did not control for the influence of other 

variables, such as self-esteem, thus weakening the strength of these findings. This 

study contradicted the research discussed above and suggested that males who have 

sexually offended cannot be adequately discriminated from a normative population 

using dimensions of attachment. What this finding suggested was that an even wider 

range of people may have attachment difficulties than just offender populations. 

Styles versus Dimensions 

The second issue investigated using two forms of taxometric analysis, Mean Above 

Mean Below a Cut-Off (MAMBAC) and Maximum Covariance (MAXCOV), which 

were designed to test whether attachment could be considered as being composed of I 

distinct styles or dimensions. The results from this study indicated that attachment 

measures can be considered to be dimensional. In other words, along attachment 

measures (i.e., Attachment Anxiety, and Attachment Avoidance) the patterns of mean 

differences and covariances of associated variables were not able to detect the 

presence of distinct categories that would suggest attachment styles. Overall, the 

analysis revealed no evidence that the attachment measures of anxiety and avoidance 

fall into distinct categories or styles. 
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The results of the taxometric analysis ofthis study supported the finding of Fraley and 

Waller (1998), who found using taxometric analysis that attachment was best 

represented in dimensional terms. This also indirectly supported previous findings by 

Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) and Fraley and Shaver (2000) that suggested 

attachment styles could be appropriately represented in dimensional terms. This 

finding, therefore, provided the foundation for further research in this project because 

the suggestion that attachment can be measured more appropriately immediately 

challenges the accuracy of previous research based on attachment styles. 

Attachment Dimensions 

The hypotheses concerning the attachment dimensions were addressed by asking 

whether there was a significant difference in the non-independent correlations 

between attachment dimensions and the other variables measured in this study. It was 

also asked whether the correlations to respective attachment dimensions were 

significant regardless of the difference in correlations between dimensions. 

By using a softer criterion for the Kia Marama group, the two groups were shown to 

be equivalent in their findings regarding surport for hypotheses. Consequently, the 

data was pooled to strengthen these findings. The pooled data indicated that fear of 

intimacy was significantly more correlated·fo)Attachment Avoidance than ifp) 

Attachment Anxiety, emotional loneliness was significantly more correlated (to) 

Attachment Anxiety than{ci,) Attachment avoidance, and hostility towards women was 

significantly related to both dimensions but not differentially. These three findings 

supported their respective hypotheses and were congruent with previous research by 
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Hudson and Ward (1997). The relationship between the acceptance of rape myths and 

attachment dimensions, from pooled data contradicted the same previous research, 

where acceptance of rape myths were linked to Attachment Anxiety rather than 

Attachment Avoidance. 

The pooled data suggested that social self-esteem was significantly linked to 
7 

attachment anxiety and sociability was not linked to any attachment dimension. 

Additionally, neither social self-esteem nor sociability were differentially more 

correlated to any one attachment dimension. The failure of these internal working 

model variables to be linked clearly to either attachment dimension contradicted 

previous findings by Bartholomew and Shaver (1998). These authors found that a 

core attachment construct existed and that domains of adult attachment were 

moderately correlated to each other. The results of this study suggested that the 

attachment measures were unable to detect the internal working model constructs that 

were essentially part of a social, and not an intimate, domain. 

The findings for each group, related to each variable tested against the attachment 

dimensions, will now be discussed. 

Fear of Intimacy 

The construct of fear of intimacy was significantly correlated to both attachment 

dimensions, however, in both groups the correlation to Attachment Avoidance was 

larger and the difference was significant. These findings supported the hypothesis 

that fear of intimacy would be more strongly correlated to Attachment Avoidance 
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than to Attachment Anxiety. Likewise, the findings are also consist-ent with research 

by Hudson and Ward (1997), who found that fear of intimacy was associated with 

both Avoidant-Dismissive and Avoidant-Fearful attachment styles)b:cause findings 

from Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) and Fraley and Shaver (2000) sugge~t~d that 

both these styles were related to high Attachment Avoidance scores. (J'hey <J,lso, 

__/ 

however, suggest that the scores can be discriminated from each other in terms of 

Attachment anxiety, where Avoidant-Dismissive equals low anxiety and Avoidant

fearful equals high anxiety. Therefore, the placing of fear of intimacy into either 

Avoidant-Dismissive or Avoidant-Fearful by Hudson and Ward (1997) suggested that 

this construct would definitely be related to high Attachment Avoidance scores and 

perhaps to a lesser extent Attachment Anxiety scores. The results of this study were 

consistent with this logic and suggest that fear of intimacy is indeed strongly linked to 

high Attachment Avoidance and, less strongly, to Attachment Anxiety. 

The relationship between fear of intimacy and both attachment dimensions may make 

sense given the defensive nature of self-reporting, which is thought to be 

characteristic of people with insecure attachment (Klohnen & John, 1998). The 

construct of fear of intimacy was originally thought to represent a person's anxiety 
( 

regarding intimate relationships (Descutner & Thelen, 1991), howeyer)Hudson and 

Ward (1997) found stronger links to both Avoidant styles rather than the 

Anxious/ Ambivalent style. The results from the current study indicate that both 

dimensions are involved. This may be due to these individuals actually feeling 

negatively about themselves, thus feeling anxious emotionally, but choosing to avoid 

others in order to protect their sense of self. The suggestion from this study is that 

people with high fear of intimacy may be more likely to acknowledge their avoidant 
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behaviour rather than their emotional reaction of anxiety because they are being 

defensive. Therefore, from the result of this study it seems that fear of intimacy is 

related to both dimensions but may be more likely to be reported by people high in 

attachment anxiety. 

Hostility towards women 

The construct of hostility towards women was significantly correlated to both 

attachment dimensions and this occurred in both groups. The correlation of hostility 

towards women was slightly higher to Attachment Anxiety than to Attachment 

Avoidance although the difference was not significant in either group. Therefore, 

these findings found that hostility towards women would not be differentially linked 

to either dimension. This further supported Hudson and Ward's (1997) evidence that 

hostility towards women was linked to an Avoidant-Fearful style. This attachment 

style is thought to relate equally to high scores on both Attachment Avoidance and 

Attachment Anxiety (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998, Fraley & Shaver, 2000) and 

the results of this study were consistent with this logic. 

From the results of the current study, it seemed that people who are highly avoidant 

and highly anxious, in terms of attachment, are likely to have hostile attitudes. 

Therefore, it is likely that high scores on both attachment dimensions, which are 

representative of greater attachment insecurity, could mean that a person is more 

prone to aggressive and antisocial beliefs. 
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These beliefs were conceptualised in the introduction to be an impediment to intimate 

relationships, however, exactly why hostility towards women would result from a 

combination of high attachment avoidance and high attachment anxiety is somewhat 

unclear. Presumably, a combination of high scores that represented the worst of both 

dimensions could lead to even greater intimacy deficits than if only one dimension 

was high. Extending this further, using Marshall's (1989) theory of sexual offending, 

the greater the intimacy deficits the more likely that frustration will occur. It 

appeared from the results of this study that hostility toward women may be the result 

of greater attachment difficulties and therefore possibly a product of frustration. 

Future research needs to clarify the relationship between hostility toward women and 

attachment difficulties, perhaps in a manner that could link frustration, or similar 

emotions, to this process. 

Acceptance of rape myths 

Contrary to the hypothesis that acceptance of rape myths would be correlated to 

Attachment Avoidance, the results of this study correlated acceptance of rape myths 

to Attachment Anxiety. This correlation was significant in the sex offender group, 

using a reduced alpha, and was also significant in the pooled data. In the student 

group acceptance of Rape Myths was not significantly correlated to either dimension. 

Additionally, the difference between correlations of this construct and the attachment 

dimensions were not significant in either group or using pooled data. Thus, the 

hypothesis that acceptance of rape myths would be more positively correlated to 

Attachment Avoidance was not supported. The current results suggested that high 

levels of acceptance of rape myths were correlated to high levels of Attachment 



- 93 -

Anxiety. This finding fails to support Hudson and Ward (1997) who found that 

acceptance of rape myths were linked to an Avoidant Dismissive style, which 

Brennan and colleagues (1998) defined as being low in Attachment Anxiety. 

Therefore, the evidence of a relationship between acceptance of rape myths and its 

relationship to attachment dimensions is questioned. 

As mentioned previously, the Kia Marama group recorded a significant relationship 

between acceptance of rape myths and Attachment Anxiety so it is possible that 

characteristics of this group may have influenced the outcome. Therefore, age or 

social self-esteem may have been influential factors although it is uncertain what the 

relationship between these variables and acceptance of rape myths would be. 

Previous research by Marshall and Hambly (1996) found that acceptance of rape 

myths and hostility towards women were highly correlated. The results of the present 

research concerning rape myth acceptance and hostility towards women were 

consistent with this. In the current study, the correlations between these variables 

were significant but moderate for both the Kia Marama and student groups. Of note, 

however, hostility towards women was consistently more highly correlated to both 

attachments dimensions than acceptance of rape myths were. Whilst this difference 

was not tested for significance, it is possible that acceptance of rape myths were 

under-reported given that a similar construct such as hostility towards women 

consistently recorded higher correlations to the attachment dimensions. 

What was also possible was that this study used a better attachment measure than 

previous studies. The taxometric analysis from the current study showed that 
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attachment styles were not evident and previous research was based on attachment 

styles. This study may, therefore, have provided an appropriate challenge to the 

previously understood relationship between acceptance of rape mJ\1h .~nd attachment 

avoidance. 

Emotional loneliness 

The construct of emotional loneliness was significantly correlated to Attachment 

Anxiety and this correlation was significantly larger than the correlation to 

Attachment Avoidance for both groups. In the Kia Marama group, emotional 

loneliness was significantly correlated to Attachment Avoidance (using an alpha of 

0.10) but in the student group there was no such significant relationship. In the pooled 

data emotional loneliness was significantly correlated to Attachment Anxiety and this 

correlation was significantly more than the correlation to Attachment Avoidance. 

These findings supported the hypothesis that emotional loneliness would be more 

strongly correlated to Attachment Anxiety than Attachment Avoidance. 

These findings were also consistent with research by Hudson and Ward (1997) who 

found that high emotional loneliness was associated with both Preoccupied and 

Avoidant-Fearful attachment styles. According to the findings of Brennan, and 

Colleagues (1998) and Fraley and Shaver (2000), both these styles were related to 

high Attachment Anxiety scores. They can, however, be discriminated from each 

other in terms of Attachment Avoidance, where Preoccupied equals low avoidance 

and Avoidant-fearful equals high avoidance. The inclusion of emotional loneliness 

into either Avoidant-Dismissive or Avoidant-Fearful attachment styles by Hudson and 
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Ward (1997) suggested this construct would definitely be related to high Attachment 

Anxiety scores and perhaps to a lesser extent Attachment Avoidance scores. The 

results of this research were consistent with the above logic amongst the Kia Marama 

group. This suggested that emotional loneliness was strongly linked to high 

Attachment Anxiety and, to a lesser extent, Attachment Avoidance. In the student 

group, however, the fact that there was no significant correlation between emotional 

loneliness and Attachment Avoidance indicated that only Attachment Anxiety was 

linked to emotional loneliness for this group. 

Overall, the results of this study supported the theory that emotional loneliness is 

related to Attachment Anxiety not Attachment Avoidance. It is, however, cautionary 

to reiterate that this finding may indicate the willingness to report emotional 

loneliness as opposed to being emotionally lonely per se. Thus even though people 

high on Attachment Avoidance may be lonely they may be less likely to report it than 

those high on Attachment Anxiety. 

Sociability and social self-esteem 

Amongst the Kia Marama group, the measures thought to represent the Internal 

Working Model (i.e., sociability and social self-esteem) failed to be significantly 

correlated to either of the attachment dimensions. Furthermore, there were no 

significant differences between these correlations and attachment dimensions that 

would have suggested a stronger link to any one dimension. Therefore, the 

hypotheses that sociability and social self-esteem would be significantly correlated to 

attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety respectively were not supported. 
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For students, a pattern similar to the Kia Marama group emerged concerning the 

Internal Working Model variables. Sociability showed no evidence of any significant 

relationship with any attachment dimension and no significant differences were found 

between the dimensions. Social self-esteem was significantly correlated to 

Attachment Anxiety but the difference between correlations involving both 

attachment dimensions was not significant. 

The inclusion of the variables associated with the Internal Working model was based 

on the finding by Bartholomew and Horowitz ( 1991) that the constructs of sociability 

and self-esteem were linked to attachment style. It appeared, however, from the 

results of this study that sociability and social self-esteem were uncorrelated to 

variables associated with attachment dimensions or interpersonal functioning. 

Presumably, sociability and social self-esteem have validity in the social domain, 

however, the results of this study suggested they had no validity in regards to intimate 

relationships. Therefore, it appears that attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance 

can be linked to interpersonal functioning, which were thought to be linked to 

intimacy, and these attachment dimensions can also discriminate intimacy from 

closely associated social constructs. The findiri~~,ihis study, however, does 
·,. 

contradict Bartholomew and Shaver's (1998) finding that all adult attachment 

domains are moderately correlated. 
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Summary of findings 

In summary, fear of intimacy and emotional loneliness were significantly linked to 

attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety respectively in a fashion that supported 

the hypotheses of this study. Hostility towards woman was linked to both attachments 

dimensions, also in a predicted fashion. Acceptance of rape myths, which is a similar 

construct to hostility towards women, was not strongly linked to either attachment 

dimensions, but was tentatively linked to Attachment Anxiety not Attachment 

avoidance. Thus if anything, the present results regarding acceptance of rape myths 

contradicted predictions. Finally, sociability and social self-esteem were not found to 

be linked to the attachment dimensions. 

Limitations and Their Implications for Future Research 

A number of factors were speculated to have had an influence on this study and may 

qualify the conclusions reached in the present study. 

Firstly, two factors slightly compromised the taxometric investigation. Firstly, the 

taxometric analysis was carried with a sample size that was considered to be at the 

lower limit for this type of investigation (Cleland, Rothschild, & Haslam, 2000). 

Thus, the graphs could only be made up of five plotted points for this research 

whereas fifteen data points are ideal given a larger sample sizes (Meehl & Yonce, 

1996). The small number of plotted points from this study meant that trends were 

vulnerable to any one point showing unusual variation. Secondly, the procedure itself 

is limited by a lack of a definitive test for what is considered to constitute a convex 
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curve, necessitating reliance on visual inspection. Nevertheless, based on the present 

study, it is quite clear that Figures 1 - 4 failed to provide evidence in support of 

attachment style. Further analysis is therefore recommended using larger sample 

sizes in order to increase the level of certainty in similar studies. 

The Kia Marama group may not have represented the total spectrum of males who 

have sexually offended for the following reasons. Whilst some may also have other 

sexual convictions, this group is made up of males who are in a prison-based 

treatment program only because they have sexually offended against children. Also 

these men voluntarily join the Kia Marama program, which suggested that they may 

have inherent differences to those men who have similarly offended against children 

but refuse treatment and perhaps those outside of prison who are receiving treatment 

in community settings. Therefore, it would be useful for research in the future to 

assess sex offenders in general throughout the prison system and in community based 

centres in order to provide generalisability to a wider range of clients. 

The Kia Marama group were also asked to fill out their responses to the various 

questionnaires in the same room as their therapist and other group members. This 

means that they may have been an element of pressure from the presence of the 

therapist as well as their peers, even though there was no opportunity for their 

responses to be seen by others. Future research could benefit from providing 

participants with a greater element of privacy. 

Furthermore, all the data variables used for the current study were collected utilising 

only self report measures. Thus, it is possible that participants (students and Kia 
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Marama group) may have experienced a certain level of self-reporting bias (i.e., 

where they report information inaccurately to appear in a more favourable way). As 

mentioned earlier, self-reporting bias can be useful for characterising attachment 

measures. Therefore, future research would benefit from keeping the self-report 

measure but the data collection process could be complimented by utilising file 

information (e.g., probation officer, therapist, and prison officer reports) for the Kia 

Marama group and clinical interviews for both sets of participants. 

Data for the Kia Marama group were collected at two different times; five of the 

seven questionnaires were completed prior to the sex offender participants entering 

treatment and the other two questionnaires were completed at various stages in the 

treatment process. Conversely, the student sample completed all the questionnaires at 

the same time. Therefore, it is unclear whether treatment had corrupted the data 

collected :from the Kia Marama group. Future research could replicate this study by 

using sex offenders who had not yet entered a treatment programme. 

Anger had been shown by previous research (e.g., Hudson & Ward, 1997) as not 

being linked to attachment as it was previously understood. Therefore, this study did 

not directly assess anger levels. In retrospect, however, an assessment of anger would 

have provided useful information in terms of a possible link between emotional 

regulation and the proposed attachment dimensions, as opposed to the attachment 

styles studied in previous research. Accordingly, future research could include an 

anger inventory such as the State Trait Anger Expression Inventory (ST AXI: 

Spielberger, 1999). 
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Implications 

Ward, Hudson and Marshall (1996) found 80% of offenders were insecurely attached 

as opposed to normative data that showed rates of between 35 and 45% (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1987, Simpson, 1990, Bartholomew, 1990, Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). 

Previous research by both Hudson and Ward ( 1997) and by Smallbone and Dadds 

(1998) confirmed that attachment insecurity appeared to be a general risk factor 

amongst offender groups. Both of these studies, however, did not include a non

offending control group. 

All the previous studies used attachment styles, therefore, the discrepancy between 

their findings and the findings of the present study suggested that a dimensional 

approach to measuring attachment may be more accurate, particularly given that this 

study also showed no evidence that attachment styles existed. The present study also 

directly compared a sex-offender group to controls on the same measures, which 

added validity to these findings. The results from the present study suggested that 

normal populations can experience equivalent levels of attachment avoidance and 

anxiety to an offender group, in that students and males who have sexually offended 

could not be discriminated from each other on attachment measures. Therefore, this 

study suggested that attachment-related difficulties may exist to a similar level for a 

wide range of groups and supported the belief that attachment difficulties are not be 
----, . 

specific to males who have sexually offended. 

The results of this study also showed that three of the interpersonal functioning 

constructs, namely emotional loneliness, fear of intimacy, and hostility towards 

women, were characterised equivalently by either attachment style or attachment 
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dimensions. These relationships were also consistent amongst both groups used in 

this research. The present study adds reliability to the previous findings regarding 

these interpersonal functioning variables by confirming these relationships using what 

has been demonstrated to be a more appropriate attachment measure. 

Regarding the fourth interpersonal functioning variable, the relationship between 

acceptance of rape myths and attachment dimensions were not consistent with 

previous theories that had used attachment style. This finding suggested that the 

acceptance of rape myths was not part of the cluster of variables that are involved in 

the pursuit of intimacy. Instead, acceptance of rape myths may be more highly 

influenced by other factors, such as aggression, as opposed to factors pertaining to 

intimacy. The current research also suggests that previous research based on 

attachment style made an inaccurate association between attachment and acceptance 

of rape myths. Therefore, further research is needed to clarify the relationship 

between acceptance of rape myths and attachment dimensions. 

The finding in this study that sociability and social self esteem were not related to 

attachment dimensions or interpersonal difficulty variables may have been because 

these social constructs were not specific enough to be linked to intimacy. What this 

alludes to is that a new instrument could be designed that may be able to tap into 

relevant cognitions related to intimacy. For example, it may be possible that males 

who have sexually offended regard themselves negatively, in terms of feeling 

unattractive or even unworthy of an intimate relationship. Such males could fail to 

achieve intimacy because they lack the confidence required to begin or sustain an 

intimate relationship. Additionally, if they had always had the same internal working 
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model of themselves towards intimacy they may never have given themselves the 

opportunity to develop interpersonal skills that might facilitate the attainment of 

intimacy. Therefore, future research would benefit from a psychometric instrument 

that was able to detect intimacy-relevant cognitions that would advance understanding 

in this area. 

Clinical Implications 

Attachment-related difficulties were not found to be a risk factor that was specific to 

sexual offenders by this study. Nevertheless, making links from adult romantic 

attachment measures to current interpersonal functioning provides psychologists with 

a basis to explore the developmental history of any client, particularly in the critical 

area of attaining intimacy in their lives. Research has suggested that a core construct 

of attachment remains from childhood and influences adult domains. Therefore, 

attachment theory can provide intuitive links to the past that can help clients 

understand their own behaviour. Some attachment theorists are also attempting to· 

develop a dynamic representation of the attachment system that synthesises cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioural functioning into a homeostatic process. This concept 

could also help people understand how the act and react in intimate relationships. 

For sexual offenders, gaining an understanding of how they behave in intimate 

situations should be beneficial, in the therapeutic sense, just as it should be for 

anybody seeking to change their behaviour in this domain. Even though this study 

did not yield greater clarity for the problem of sexual offending, the attainment of 

intimacy is still argued to be an essential part of life. Therefore, whilst it is 
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acknowledged that attachment is one distal factor and there are other important distal 

and proximal factors that contribute to sexual offending, seeking to improve 

knowledge of attachment and how it should be measured ( and in the future how it 

works dynamically) should help psychologists to improve the lives of these men. 

Conclusion 

Bowlby' s attachment theory is popular in the psychological literature because it 

provides a cognitive, behavioural, emotional, and even evolutionary basis to 

interpersonal behaviour. It is, therefore, seen as critical, particularly when working in 

clinical areas, that such a widely used concept is utilised appropriately and in 

accordance with its merit. 

There were two main purposes to this study. The first was to assess whether 

attachment is better represented as a dimensional construct as opposed to distinct 

styles. This was successfully accomplished and the results favoured the dimensional 

view, although the small sample size was a limiting factor. The second purpose was 

to test the findings of previous studies that used attachment style, against the 

attachment dimensions of avoidance and anxiety. The findings from this study 

suggested that fear of intimacy, emotional loneliness, and hostility towards women 

were related to attachment dimensions in a manner consistent with previous findings. 

The present study did question, however, the relationship between the acceptance of 

rape myths and attachment dimensions and the relationship between those dimensions 

and social cognitions about the self and others. 
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In an obvious sense, the purpose of this study was to challenge the use of the 

construct of attachment styles. _This was because the concept was thought to be too 

crude to accurately represe£zt a true state of adult romantic attachment and because 
\ --__ // 

researchers in the literature had questioned it. What this study also represented, 

however, was an example of trying to keep up with clinical research on attachment 

theory and, in particular, the way it is best measured. As in all areas of psychology, 

nothing stands still and conceptualisations of constructs change as knowledge 

increases. In fact, it appears that the increasing acceptance of the two- dimensional 

construct of adult romantic attachment is leading to further refinements of the r .--------- --- '. - -- ----
attachment processes .ito a more dynarmc concept (see Lopez & Brennan, 2000, and ------- - l _) 
Fraley & Shaver, 2000). 

More studies addressing the types versus dimensions debate are required in this area 

but it appeared from this study that the concept of attachment style was becoming 

redundant. This study showed that a dimensional construct of adult romantic 

attachment could be applied to a range of heterosexual males, including a group who 

have sexually offended. The :findings appeared to have enough precision to suggest 

that previous research was reasonably accurate but understanding of this area can be 

improved. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Department of Psychology Canterbury University 

1 lFeb 2002 

CONSENT FORM 

I have read and understood the Information Sheet describing this current project titled 
"A two-dimensional approach to adult attachment and its implications for 
heterosexual interaction in males". 

On the basis of the information provided I agree to participate as a subject in the 
project, and I consent to publication of the results of the project with the 
understanding that anonymity will be preserved. 

I understand also that I may at any time withdraw from the project, including 
withdrawal of any information I have provided. 

NAME (please print) 

Signature 

Date 

Please give this Consent Form to the investigator, who will then supply you with a Participant 
Information Form and th~ Questionnaires. 

Investigator enter participant Number here 
Participant Information Form and the questionnaires. 

and store separately from the 



University of Canterbury 

Department of Psychology 
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AppendixB 

Information Sheet 1 

You are invited to participate as a subject in a research project titled "A two
dimensional approach to adult attachment and its implications for heterosexual 
interaction in males. 

The aim of this project is to test whether a new questionnaire called the Experiences 
in Close Relationships Inventory (ECRI) has a relationship to various established 
measures that have been used to characterise attitudes and feelings of males towards 
close relationships, themselves and females. Previous similar research has been 
undertaken among forensic and college populations and the purpose of this research is 
to see whether results from our survey can indicate any significant relationships that 
would warrant further investigation, particularly in forensic settings. 

Your involvement in this project will involve completing two questionnaires using 
rating scales and this should take approximately 15 minutes. Also data from five 
other questionnaires that you have already filled when first arriving at Kia Marama 
are requested to be used. By giving consent you are giving permission for this study 
to use your answers to all seven questionnaires. 

It is possible that some of the questions in this project may cause distress to some 
individuals. If you feel you need to discuss issues that have arisen please feel free to 
raise these concerns with the staff members at Kia Marama. 

You have the right to withdraw from the project at any time, including withdrawal of 
any data or information provided. 

The results of this project may be published but any printed information will be anonymous. 
The identity of participants will not be made public without their consent. You may be assured 
of the complete confidentiality of data gathered in this investigation. The questionnaires will 
be stored under lock and key in the Psychology department and held at either Kia Marama or 
Canterbury University for a period of five years. All data that is entered into any computer 
system for the purpose of this research will be done so using allocated participant numbers. 
No names will be entered into a computer for this research. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts thesis by Michael 
Mulcahy under the supervision of Dr Anthony McLean at Canterbury University. Contact 
details for the above-named will be given to the staff at Kia Marama. 

The project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 
Committee. 
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AppendixC 

Participant Information 

Please respond to the following questions before commencing this research project. 

Participant Number ______ _ 

Age ____________ _ 

Ethnicity ___ _ 

Do you regard yourself as heterosexual YES / NO 

If not, have you ever engaged in heterosexual contact YES / NO 

Please be reminded that all information given in this project is held in the strictest 
possible confidentiality and all information published or held on computer is 
anonymous. 

For further information the author of this project (Mike Mulcahy) can be contacted by 
e-mail on rnjm127@canterbury.ac.nz or alternatively the supervisor Dr Anthony 
Mclean can be.contacted on extension 6996 or e-mailed on 
a.mclean@psyc.canterbury.ac.nz. 



University of Canterbury 
Department of Psychology 

I 
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AppendixD 

Information Sheet. 2 

You are invited to participate as a subject in a research project titled "A two
dimensional approach to adult attachment and its implications for heterosexual 
interaction in males. 

The aim of this project is to test whether a new questionnaire called the Experiences 
in Close Relationships Inventory (ECRI) has a relationship to various established 
measures that have been used to characterise attitudes and feelings of males towards 
close relationships, themselves and females. Previous similar research has been 
undertaken among forensic and college populations and the purpose of this research is 
to see whether results from our survey can indicate any significant relationships that 
would warrant further investigation, particularly in forensic settings. 

Your involvement in this project will involve completing seven questionnaires using 
various rating scales and this should take approximately 3 0 minutes. You have the 
right to withdraw from the project at any time, including withdrawal of any 
information provided. 

It is possible that some of the questions in this project may cause distress to some 
individuals. If you feel you need to discuss issues that have arisen, help is available 
from Student Health. Please do not hesitate to contact them on extension 6402 or 
3642-402 from an outside line. 

All data from this research is only investigated as group data. No data will be investigated on 
an individual basis. The results of this project may be published but any printed information 
will also be anonymous and group based. Under no circumstances will the identity of 
participants be made public. Therefore you may be assured of the complete confidentiality of 
data gathered in this investigation. 

Completed data will be placed into a locked drop-box. The questionnaires will be stored under 
lock and key in the Psychology department and eventually shredded at the end of the research. 
All data that is entered into any computer system for the purpose of this research will be done 
so using allocated participant numbers. No names will be entered into a computer. 

You will be reimbursed $5 for completing the seven questionnaires as you see fit. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts thesis by Michael James 
Mulcahy under the supervision of Dr Anthony McLean who can be contacted at [ ext 6996 or 
7984, e-mail a.mclean@psyc.canterbury.ac.nz). The project has been reviewed and approved 
by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics Committee. 
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Appendix E: Descriptive statistics for Interpersonal Difficulty variables, 
Internal Working Model variables, and Attachment Variables displayed as 
Combined data (n=l00), Student data (n=60), and KM data (n=40). 

Intimacy 
Deficits n Range Mean S.D. Median Kurtos 

lS 

FIS (35-175) 100 37-142 87.54 19.71 89.00 0.13 
Students 60 40-136 84.55 16.86 85.00 1.11 

KM 40 37-142 92.03 22.83 96.00 -0.30 
HTW (0-30) 100 1-25 9.56 5.50 9.00 0.04 

Students 60 1-24 8.90 5.31 8.00 -0.09 
KM 40 2-25 10.55 5.69 10.00 0.14 

RMAS(l9-133) 100 22-90 41.72 13.81 37.50 1.80 
Students 60 22-75 39.45 11.26 36.00 1.48 

KM 40 23-90 45.13 16.50 42.00 0.75 
UCLS(20-80) 100 20-72 39.38 10.25 38.00 0.17 

Students 60 20-72 36.88 10.44 34.00 1.41 
KM 40 23-62 43.13 8.83 43.50 -0.13 

Internal 
Working Model n Range Mean S.D. Median Kurtos 

lS 

Soci (5-30) 100 12-30 22.32 4.73 23.50 -0.73 
Students 60 13-30 23.23 4.20 24.00 -0.22 

KM 40 12-30 20.95 5.18 21.00 -1.17 
SSEI (30-180) 100 76-172 124.74 23.32 121.00 -0.73 

Students 60 76-172 132.87 23.92 135.00 -0.35 
KM 40 78-168 112.55 16.13 110.00 2.76 

Attachment 
Variables n Range Mean S.D. Median Kurtos 

lS 

Avoid (18-126) 100 21-97 52.51 16.70 52.00 -0.56 
Students 60 21-88 50.40 16.05 47.00 -0.44 

KM 40 21-97 55.68 17.35 53.50 -0.58 
Anxiety(18-126) 100 19-121 64.58 19.81 64.50 -0.07 

Students 60 19-102 63.92 18.80 63.00 -0.33 
KM 40 24-121 65.58 21.43 65.50 0.15 

Skew 

0.01 
0.14 
-0.35 
0.66 
0.61 
0.73 
1.34 
1.14 
1.14 
0.50 
1.01 
-0.03 

Skew 

-0.39 
-0.50 
-0.07 
0.12 
-0.54 
0.99 

Skew 

0.37 
0.48 
0.20 
0.00 
-0.17 
0.15 

Note: The combined data is listed on the first of every third line with the possible 
range in brackets after it. The following two rows give the equivalent information for 
each separate group, either students or Kia Marama participants. 
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Appendix F. Pearson's r Correlation Matrices for Kia Marama, Students, and 
Pooled data. 

Kia Intimacy Deficit Variables Internal Working Attachment 
Marama Model 

n=40 
FIS HTW RMAS UCLS Soci SSEI Avoid Anxiety 

FIS - 0.38* 0.20 0.46* -0.24 -0.02 0.56* 0.38* 
HTW - 0.59* 0.52* -0.14 -0.08 0.37* 0.47* 

RMAS - 0.46* 0.21 -0.09 0.14 0.34* 
UCLS - -0.17 -0.14 0.39* 0.54* 
Soci - 0,06 -0.23 -0.12 
SSEI - 0,04 -0.15 

Avoid - 0,51 * 

Anxiety -

Students Intimacy Deficit Variables Internal Working Attachment 
n=60 Model 

FIS HTW RMAS UCLS Soci SSEI Avoid Anxiety 
FIS 0,50* 0.20 0.21 0,02 -0,33 0.76 0.32 

HTW 0.51 * 0.09 0.09 -0.19 0.38 0.48 
RMAS -0.21 0.07 -0.01 0.18 0.24 
UCLS -0.21 -0.58 0,04 0.38 
Soci 0.56 0.06 0.04 
SSEI -0.15 -0.33 

Avoid 0.29 
Anxiety 

Pooled Intimacy Deficit Variables Internal Working Attachment 
Data Model 

n=IO0 
FIS HTW RMAS UCLS Soci SSEI Avoid Anxietv 

FIS - 0.45* 0.23* 0.33* 0.15* -0.26* 0.67* 0,35* 
HTW - 0.56* 0,27* -0.05 -0.20 0.39* 0.48* 

RMAS - 0.12 0.09 -0.12 0.19 0.29* 
UCLS - -0.25* -0.54* 0,19 0.42* 
Soci - 0.42* -0.11 -0.05 
SSEI - -0.14 -0.26* 

Avoid - 0.39* 

Anxiety -
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