
TEMPLATE DESIGN © 2008

www.PosterPresentations.com

Keep Away vs. Stay Away: Different Motives Explain 
Distancing in Attachment Avoidance & Ambivalence

Justin Vu & Caleb J. Siefert, Ph.D

The Present StudyAbstract

Participant Demographics

Study Measures

Results – Descriptive Statistics

Discussion

Limitations of Current Study & Future Directions

References

Procedures

Results – Attachment & Interpersonal Problems

Poster presented at the American Psychological Association Convention, Chicago, IL, 08/10/2019.   For more contact: Justin Vu (jlvu@umich.edu)

Adult attachment status is related to interpersonal functioning, as assessed by the interpersonal 
circumplex (Locke, 2008). Both attachment dimensions are linked to an inhibited, introverted style 
(Gallo, Smith, & Ruiz, 2003). Most attachment measures do not assess attachment ambivalence. A total 
of 507 undergraduate participants (52% women; Mean Age =19.92, SD = 4.58) completed self-report 
measures assessing attachment anxiety, avoidance, and ambivalence, and as well as the International 
Personality Item Pool - Interpersonal Circumplex Scale. Interpersonal warmth was inversely associated 
with attachment anxiety (r = -.16, p < .01) avoidance (r = -.38, p < .01) and ambivalence (r = -.31, p < 
.01). Different IPIP-IPC octant scales were associated with the various attachment dimensions, and 
accounted for 17% of the variance in attachment ambivalence (F [8, 506] = 12.91, p < .01). Consistent 
with Bartholomew’s distinction between dismissive- and fearful-avoidance, attachment avoidance was 
also linked to greater social inhibition, whereas attachment ambivalence was characterized arrogant 
and calculating stance. Findings join with prior studies in suggesting that attachment ambivalence is 
similar to attachment avoidance, but different in important ways. Results are discussed in light of prior 
research, limitations of the study are noted, and future directions are highlighted.

Introduction

Experiences in Close Relationships – Revised  (ECR-R; Fraley, 
Waller, & Brennan, 2000): Measures attachment anxiety (α = .95) 
and avoidance (α = .97) using statements rated on a Likert scale.

Inventory of Interpersonal Ambivalence-18 (IIA-18; Siefert, 2015): 
Produces a single scale tapping IA (α = .95)..

The International Personality Item Pool – interpersonal 
Circumplex (IPIP-IPC; Markey & Markey, 2009). This 32-item 
measure measures the eight octants of the IPC Two scales had low 
alpha (LM, α = ..24; JK, α = .43); all others had an alpha of > .70. 

Step R R 2 S.E.E F df Scale β t
1 0.29 0.08 0.96 5.59** 8,498 Introverted (FG) 0.18 2.82**

Submissive (HI) -0.04 0.68
Unassuming (JK) 0.06 1.15
Warm (LM) 0.02 0.24
Extroverted (NO) -0.25 3.87**
Dominant (PA) 0.24 3.42**
Arrogant-Calculating (BC) 0.06 1.08
Cold-hearted (DE) -0.01 0.21

Dependent: Attatchment Anxiety                                                  
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01

Step R R 2 S.E.E F df Scale β t
1 0.41 0.17 0.92 12.41** 8,498 Introverted (FG) 0.19 3.07**

Submissive (HI) -0.05 0.78
Unassuming (JK) 0.02 0.36
Warm (LM) -0.26 4.37**
Extroverted (NO) -0.05 0.88
Dominant (PA) 0.01 0.16
Arrogant-Calculating (BC) 0.07 1.43
Cold-hearted (DE) 0.03 0.68

Dependent: Attatchment Avoidance                                                  
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01

M SD Min Max Anx Avo Amb
Anxiety 3.50 1.22 1.00 6.78 -
Avoidance 2.99 1.14 1.00 6.22 0.32** -
Ambivalence 2.06 0.62 1.00 4.00 0.54** 0.55** -

Correlations

Consistent with prior work, ambivalence was correlated with both 
attachment dimensions, but not to a degree that would suggest it 
measures the same thing. 

Was ambivalence associated with a different pattern of 
interpersonal problems than attachment anxiety and avoidance?

Yes. All of the attachment dimensions were associated with being 
more aloof and introverted.  Beyond introverted, each dimension was 
predicted by unique features of the IPC.  Anxiety was linked to being 
more controlling, avoidance to a lack of interest in others (i.e., 
warmth), and IA was linked to tendencies to be calculating and 
vindictive were uniquely associated with ambivalence. 

Dependent: Attachment Anxiety

Dependent: Attachment Avoidance

Dependent: Attachment Ambivalence

Attachment Dimensions Overlap. All dimensions were inter-
correlated, and were linked to more interpersonal distancing. Our 
findings extend prior work in this area by including a measure 
specifically tapping attachment ambivalence. 

• This study relied entirely on self-report data. We are conducting a 
follow up study using narrative data to address this issue. 

• This study exclusively employed a cross-sectional, correlational 
design.  While common in psychological research, these designs 
cannot be used to infer causation.  Instead, the analyses served to 
assess our hypotheses. 

• We used a sample composed exclusively of college students. We 
are currently in the process of collecting data on a community 
sample to determine if results generalize. 

• Potential participants learned of, and could sign up for, this IRB-
approved study via an online SONA subject pool system.

• Participants completed the study online. 
• After reviewing an online consent form, participants completed a 

series of self-report measures (requiring a total of 20 minutes). 
• Participants were awarded course credit in exchange for their 

participation. 

Gender Identification

Participants were 507 college students (mean age of 19.92 [SD = 4.58]), 
who participated for course credit.  
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1) Are all three attachment dimensions associated with the Aloof-
Introverted style and inversely with the Gregarious-Extroversion 
style of the IPC?

2) Do they plot in the “Hostile-Submissive” Quadrant of the IPC?

3) Is each dimension uniquely predicted by an IPC vector or are 
they all predicted by the same IPC vectors? 

Attachment Dimensions are Similar and Unique Interpersonally. 
Our data suggests dimensions are unique in ways aligned with 
attachment prototypes (Bartholomew, 1990). 

Attachment anxiety involves fears of 
abandonment, which contributes to 
efforts to control romantic partners (e.g., 
“you CAN NOT leave me!”). To a lesser 
degree, in general social interactions, 
these individuals may go back and forth 
between distant/not confident to 
controlling and domineering. 

Attachment Avoidance involves preference 
for distant close relationships. Present 
findings also suggest that this preference 
may spill into their general interpersonal style 
as a function of less interest in others and 
relationships (contributing to greater comfort 
with social distance)

IA is Less Unclear. Those who are ambivalent 
avoid closeness die to fears of harm. Prior 
research (Siefert & Haggerty, in Prep) found IA 
to be most strongly linked to interpersonal 
problems across the IPC.  Here we found it 
linked to the most IPC scales. Most notable were 
associations with being more calculated, 
suggesting a general mistrust of others’ motives 
(contributing to keeping others at a distance).

Bartholomew, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007

Step R R 2 S.E.E F df Scale β t
1 0.41 0.17 0.57 12.91** 8,498 Introverted (FG) 0.26 4.18**

Submissive (HI) -0.06 0.95
Unassuming (JK) 0.12 2.48*
Warm (LM) -0.09 1.52
Extroverted (NO) -0.20 3.27**
Dominant (PA) 0.13 2.00*
Arrogant-Calculating (BC) 0.15 3.02**
Cold-hearted (DE) 0.03 0.69

Dependent: Attatchment Ambivalence                                                                      
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01

Insecurity & Social Distancing: All forms of 
insecure attachment are associated with being 

more interpersonally distant and socially 
inhibited. 

For example, Gallo and colleagues 
(2003) found both insecure attachment 
dimensions to plot in the “Hostile-
Submissive” quadrant of the 
Interpersonal Circumplex (IPC).  

Motives: While similar in being socially-
inhibited, attachment dimensions may 

differ in their motives for such behavior 
(Bartholomew, 1990). Dismissives may 

distance due to low interest in others, 
while preoccupieds may lack confidence 

to approach and engage with others. 

Interpersonal ambivalence (IA), the core 
component of fearful attachment, involves 
Wishes for connection paired with strong 
fears of harm (resulting in avoidance of 
closeness). 

The IIA-18: Siefert and Haggerty (In Prep) 
found that adding a measure of IA improves 
prediction of attachment-related outcomes. Is 
this dimension also linked to social inhibition? 

Results – Attachment & Interpersonal Problems
Did the attachment 
dimensions plot in the 
“Hostile-Submissive” 
Quadrant?

Yes. All three attachment 
dimensions plotted in the 
hostile-submissive quadrant. 
The image (right) compares 
our findings with those of Gallo 
and colleagues (2003).  


