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Laura K. Guerrero and Susanne M. Jones Two studies focused on attachment-style differences in people's social skills. Study 1 had a sample of 237 students who completed questionnaires assessing their own attachment styles and social skills (based on Riggio's six dimensions of social skill). Study 2, which focused on partner-reports, used data from 258 couples to determine whether people's perceptions of a partner's social skill would vary based on the partner's self-reported attachment style. The results revealed attachment-style differences in various social skills across self- and partner-reports; however, these differences were generally less robust for partner-reports. Differences in self-reported social skill were consistent with Bartholomew's two-factor conceptualization of attachment. Dismissive and fearful individuals rated themselves as relatively antisocial and unexpressive, in line with their negative models of others; preoccupied and fearful individuals rated themselves as overly sensitive, in line with their negative models of self. Preoccupied individuals were also perceived as the most socially sensitive by their partners, and across all the analyses, secures were ostensibly the most socially skilled. KEY CONCEPTS attachment, social skills, communication, emotion, expressiveness, sensitivity Laura Guerrero (Ph.D., University of Arizona, 1994) is a professor in the Hugh Downs School of Human Communication at Arizona State University. Susanne M. Jones (Ph.D., Arizona State University, 2000) is an assistant professor in the Communication Studies Department at the University of Minnesota. Portions of this paper were presented at the 1996 meeting of the Speech Communication Association, San Diego, CA, and the 1999 meeting of the National Communication Association, Chicago, IL. The authors thank Reneé Reiter for her help with data collection for the first study.



A



ttachment theory provides a useful framework for studying individual differences in social skills. According to the theory, people develop different attachment styles as a result of interactions with significant others, beginning with their interactions with a primary caregiver (Bowlby, 1969). Attachment styles are modes of social interaction that reflect how people view themselves and others (Bartholomew, 1990). Because they have high self-esteem and enjoy social interaction, individuals with secure attachment styles are likely to have ample opportunities to develop and
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hone their social skills. In contrast, individuals with insecure attachment styles should be less skilled than those with a secure style, either because they have low self-esteem and experience social anxiety, or because they find interpersonal relationships unrewarding and therefore do not spend much time engaged in social interaction. Indeed, Bartholomew (1993) noted that attachment styles reflect an individual's level of relational competence, with secure individuals reporting less interpersonal problems than insecure individuals. Similarly, Anders and Tucker (2000) determined that interpersonal communication competence mediates the relationship between attachment and satisfying social support, with anxious and avoidant individuals reporting less competence in terms of assertiveness, self-disclosure, and interpersonal sensitivity. The present set of studies complements and extends research on attachment and social skills by examining both self- and partner-reports for six different categories of social skills. A social skills framework may help tie together findings from past studies by showing how specific types of behavior work together to project images of (incompetent communication for people having different attachment styles. Investigating this issue from multiple perspectives is theoretically important; if attachment styles are indeed rooted in mental models that guide behavior, differences in attachment styles may be most evident in self-reports because individuals have access to their thoughts as well as their behaviors. Consistent with this reasoning, research concerning differences in social skills related to attachment style (such as expressiveness and decoding ability) has tended to rely primarily on self-report data. However, if the mental models that underlie attachment styles translate into observable behavior, differences should also be evident in partner-reports of behavior. If they are not, one could argue that attachment styles are merely cognitive representations people hold of themselves and others. The present studies also extend past research by utilizing Bartholomew's (1990) four-category conceptualization of attachment. Bartholomew's (1990, 1993) conceptualization of attachment style entails crossing two theoretically-derived dimensions: a mental model of self (based on whether a person has an internalized sense of self-worth) and a mental model of others (based on whether a person perceives involvement with others to be rewarding). When these dimensions are crossed, four unique attachment styles emerge: secure (positive models of both self and others), dismissive (positive model of self, negative model of others), fearful (negative models of both self and others), and preoccupied (negative model of self, positive model of others). Despite the theoretical elegance of Bartholomew's conceptualization, only a few studies (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Guerrero, 1996) have examined skillrelated behavior across all four of these attachment groups. Instead, the vast majority of researchers who have examined relations between attachment and skill-related behavior (e.g., Anders & Tucker, 2000; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992) have utilized Hazan and Shaver's (1987) three categories of secure, avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent, and/or the two attachment-style dimensions related to models of self (anxiety) and others (avoidance or discomfort with closeness). Studies comparing only three categories of attachment style may offer an incomplete picture, especially since some fearful individuals would likely be grouped with avoidants in Hazan and Shaver's system (due to their mutually negative models of others), while others would likely be grouped with anxious-ambivalents (due to their mutually negative models of self). Similarly, studies
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utilizing the two primary attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance may miss some of the complexities of the relations between attachment style and social skills since both fearful and preoccupied individuals are typically high in anxiety, and both fearful and dismissive individuals are typically high in avoidance. By testing for attachment-style differences across all four of Bartholomew's (1990) categories, we hoped to gain a clearer picture of how the intersection of models of self and others associates with differential social skills. To do this, we conducted two studies contrasting the four attachment styles on the six social skills in Riggio's (1986,1993) inventory. Study 1 involved using self-reports. In Study 2, we examine whether people's perceptions of their partners' social skills differ as a function of the partner's self-reported attachment style. ATTACHMENT STYLES Although attachment styles originate in childhood and are initially shaped by parent-child interaction, they evolve throughout one's lifetime as a result of experiences with significant others (Bowlby, 1969,1973,1980). Thus, adult attachment styles represent an accumulation of one's experiences interacting with significant others. Secure individuals are confident that others will like and accept them. They are also comfortable with closeness and experience relatively few interpersonal problems. Dismissive individuals are confident and self-sufficient, but to the point that they often shun interaction with others and see relationships as both unrewarding and unnecessary. These individuals usually place a premium on activities related to work or self-fulfillment rather than on close relationships with others. In contrast, fearful individuals would like to have close relationships with others, but they worry that they will be rejected or hurt. These individuals generally have low self-esteem and experience considerable social anxiety when interacting with others. Finally, preoccupied individuals have particularly pronounced needs for external validation; they want others to like them but often think that partners do not reciprocate their feelings sufficiently. Thus, these individuals worry a lot about the well-being of their relationships (Bartholomew, 1990, 1993; Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 1994; Guerrero, 1996). Although new experiences can contribute to alternations in one's attachment style, Bartholomew (1993) suggested that attachment styles are relatively stable because they are self-reinforcing. According to this view, people engage in behavior that leads others to confirm their mental models of self and others. For example, individuals with negative self-models (fearfuls and preoccupieds) likely see themselves as unable to communicate effectively with others, which, in turn, is likely to induce high levels of social anxiety (Maddux, Norton, & Leary, 1988). Individuals with negative models of others (fearfuls and dismissives) likely avoid social interaction and thereby miss opportunities to develop and practice social skills, as well as to reassess the value of social relationships. Some research suggests that even if people have the capacity to be communicatively competent, the perception that they are unskilled can arouse anxiety and lead to poor communication performance (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Poor communication can, in turn, elicit negative responses from others, including rejection (see Segrin, 1998), which is likely to reinforce negative models of self (as unworthy and unlovable) and others (as unresponsive and unaccepting). In contrast, individuals with positive models of themselves and others are likely to be confident, to interact readily with others, to receive positive feedback from others, and to develop their social skills further.
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SOCIAL SKILLS



Based on how models of self and others combine, it is likely that people with different attachment styles perceive themselves as possessing various levels and types of social skills. It is also likely that relational partners notice these differences, which may lead them to act in ways that reinforce attachment styles. Riggio (1986, 1993) developed one of the most comprehensive measures of social skill to date. His inventory focuses on the nonverbal and verbal manifestations of three general social skills related to expressivity, control, and sensitivity.
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Expressivity



Emotional expressivity is the ability to express emotion spontaneously and accurately, primarily through the use of nonverbal communication. Riggio (1986, 1993) defined social expressivity as skill in verbal speaking and engaging others in social interaction. Although researchers have not separated these two forms of expressivity in past work on attachment, the general pattern of results from past studies suggests that there are attachment-style differences in these skills. For example, Feeney (1995) found that securely attached people report being more likely to express negative emotion to their partners. Several other studies have shown that avoidance relates negatively to expressiveness, whereas security relates positively to expressiveness (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Guerrero, 1996; Le Poire, Shepard, & Duggan, 1999; Tucker & Anders, 1998). Data for anxious ambivalent or preoccupied attachment have been inconsistent. For example, Anders and Tucker (2000) identified a negative association between anxiety and self-disclosure using self-reported data. This finding was consistent with their earlier observation-based study (Tucker & Anders, 1998), in which preoccupation correlated negatively with nonverbal immediacy and overall expressiveness in conversations between romantic partners. Yet other studies suggest that people with anxious or preoccupied attachment styles engage in high levels of self-disclosure (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Guerrero, 1996; Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). By focusing on both emotional and social expressivity across the four categories of attachment style, we hoped to develop a clearer picture of the relationship between anxiety and skill in expression. Control



Emotional control is the nonverbal skill of regulating affect by appearing to be indifferent, by covering up a felt emotion with a different (perhaps more appropriate) emotion, or by de-intensifying emotion. Social control, in contrast, is the regulation of verbal performance, including the ability to manage impressions, assume different social roles, and take on leadership positions (Riggio, 1986,1993). Related to emotional control, research suggests that insecure individuals attempt to suppress negative emotions more than do secure individuals. For instance, Feeney (1995) discovered that anxious individuals tended to report inhibiting the expression of negative emotion. Similarly, Yankeelov, Barbee, and Cunningham (1995) found preoccupation, fearful avoidance, and dismissiveness to correlate positively with emotional suppression when people reported their behavior during the departure of their romantic partner. These studies, however, only suggest that insecure individuals attempt to inhibit the expression of negative affect (perhaps because they experience more negative emotions in their relationships). They do not tell us how skilled insecure individuals are at manag280
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ing their emotional displays (either positive or negative) on a daily basis. Indeed, research by Kobak and Hazan (1991) suggests that insecure individuals may have trouble managing emotion in constructive ways, especially during conflict situations (see also, Fuendeling, 1998). Similarly, Guerrero's (1996) research indicates that fearful avoidants may exhibit negative affect and anxiety despite their attempts to suppress displays of negative emotion. To our knowledge, no research has considered attachment-style differences in social control as conceptualized by Riggio (1986, 1993). However, research has shown assertiveness to correlate negatively with both anxiety and avoidance (Anders & Tucker, 2000), which could mean that insecure individuals are less likely to assume leadership roles where assertion is a key skill. Guerrero (1996) produced evidence showing that fearful avoidant individuals displayed less fluency and composure than people with other attachment styles. Although she measured fluency and composure in terms of nonverbal behavior, these findings nevertheless suggest that fearful avoidants have difficulty regulating their overall conversational performances (which would include both verbal and nonverbal communication). Sensitivity Emotional sensitivity refers to skill in recognizing and responding to the emotional states of others. Social sensitivity, on the other hand, is the ability to decode and interpret verbal messages regarding what others are thinking and feeling (Riggio, 1986, 1993). Social sensitivity also reflects the degree to which a person is motivated to avoid criticism from others. Too much of this "skill" may actually reflect a strong need for external validation (Guerrero & Reiter, 1998). Although past studies have not separated sensitivity into emotional versus social categories, research concerning social support and caregiving generally suggests that these two skills should differ as a function of attachment style. Secure individuals are more likely than anxious or avoidant individuals to offer effective and emotionally responsive social support when their partners are distressed (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Kunce & Shaver, 1994; Simpson et a l , 1992). Feeney and Collins (2001) extended this line of research by showing that support knowledge, prosocial orientation, interdependence, and trust mediated the association between secure attachment and caregiving. The ability to send person-centered messages may also mediate this association. Person-centered messages acknowledge, elaborate on, and validate the distressed person's feelings and concerns (Applegate, 1980; Burleson, 1982). Weger and Polcar (2002) found that individuals who were secure and comfortable with closeness tended to possess the ability to create person-centered messages. In contrast, individuals who were avoidant and either high or low in anxiety tended to have trouble constructing these messages. Like the ability to produce person-centered messages, emotional sensitivity is a critical skill that helps determine whether comforting is effective. Thus, emotional sensitivity is likely to vary based on attachment style. Research also suggests that secure individuals are particularly good at decoding messages. Tucker and Anders (1999) reported negative correlations between insecurity and the ability to understand a partner's feelings about the relationship. Similarly, Noller and Feeney (1994) determined that wives who reported being secure and comfortable with closeness tended to decode negative and neutral messages accurately. In contrast, husbands w h o felt anxiety about abandonment tended to decode positive, negative, and neutral messages inaccurately. Together, these studies suggest that inse-
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cure individuals may have certain skill deficits when it comes to decoding messages and responding to the needs of others effectively.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS



Because there is some inconsistency in past research, and because previous research has not compared Bartholomew's four attachment styles in terms of the six social skills specified by Riggio (1986), specific predictions for the four categories of attachment styles were somewhat unclear. The literature does, however, clearly suggest that secure individuals will generally be rated as the most socially skilled and that avoidant individuals will have skill deficits in expressing themselves. To test these predictions, while also allowing for other more complex patterns to emerge, we asked the following two research questions: RQ1:



RQ2:



Are there differences in attachment style that relate to how people perceive their own social skills, specifically in emotional expressivity, emotional control, emotional sensitivity, social expressivity, social control, and social sensitivity? Do people perceive their partners' social skills (emotional expressivity, emotional control, emotional sensitivity, social expressivity, social control, and social sensitivity) differently as a function of their partners' self-reported attachment styles? STUDY 1: SELF-REPORTS OF SOCIAL SKILLS METHOD



Respondents and Procedures



Undergraduate students (female n= 148; male n= 88) enrolled in introductory psychology courses at a large northwestern university completed questionnaires on their own time in exchange for extra credit. A research assistant collected the questionnaires during the next class meeting. The students were asked to: "report some of your general attitudes toward yourself and other people, as well as your attitudes toward communicating with others." The average age of participants was 19.5 years old (range= 17 to 44 years old). Most participants (92%) classified themselves as Euro-American. About half of these participants were currently in serious dating relationships. Instrumentation



Attachment dimensions. The respondents were asked to: "Think about the attitudes you hold about yourself and your relationships" and to "mark the extent to which you agree that each of the following descriptions characterizes you." They then completed a 32-item attachment dimension scale that was a revised version of Guerrero's (1996, 1998) measure. Data from two of the subscales from this measure—avoidance and anxiety (lack of confidence) —served to validate the operationalization of attachment-style categories used in this study. The avoidance measure (Cronbach's a = .82; e.g., "I feel uneasy getting close to others"), which is related to models of others, contains items similar to those in Feeney et al.'s (1994) discomfort with closeness measure and Brennan, Clark, and Shaver's (1998) avoidance measure. The anxiety measure (a = .84; e.g., "I worry that other people will reject me") relates to models of self and is similar to Feeney et al.'s (1994) measure of lack of confidence and Brennan et al.'s (1998) measure of 282
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anxiety. Social skills. Instructions for completing Riggio's (1986) Social Skill Inventory (SSI) read: "The next section of this questionnaire asks you to reflect upon your style of interacting with others. Again, no single style of interaction is 'best.' Please read the following questions carefully, while keeping in mind that some of the statements may describe you and others may not." To decrease fatigue and increase validity across self- and partner-reports, participants completed abbreviated versions (i.e., eight rather than 15 items) of each of Riggio's six subscales. The eight items chosen satisfied two criteria. First, we selected items that best seemed to represent the skills being tested. We deleted items that appeared to measure more than one skill (e.g., both emotional expressivity and social expressivity). Second, because we used similar items to measure social skills in Study 1 and Study 2, we chose statements that both individuals and romantic partners could use. Thus, we excluded items referencing purely internal states or personal history (e.g., "When growing up, my parents were always stressing the importance of good manners"). We used 7-point scales (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree) with the SSI. Emotional expressiveness (Cronbach's OF .77) was measured with items such as: "I am able to liven up a dull party" and "People tell me I am a very expressive person." Emotional control (Cronbach's OF .78) was comprised of such items as: "I am able to conceal my true feelings from just about anyone" and "I am very good at maintaining a calm exterior, even when I'm upset." Emotional sensitivity (a= .71) included such items as: "I always seem to know what people's true feelings are no matter how hard they try to conceal them" and "I am often told that I am a sensitive and understanding person." The eight items indexing social expressivity (a= .87), among others, included: "At parties I enjoy talking to a lot of different people" and "I love to socialize." Items pertaining to social control (cc= .74) included: "I am usually very good at leading group discussions" and "I find it very easy to play different 'roles' at different times." Finally, the measure of social sensitivity (oc= .85) included such items as: "I am generally concerned about the impression I am making on others" and "Sometimes I think that I take things that other people say to me too personally." Attachment-style categories. The respondents chose which of Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) four paragraph-length descriptions of attachment styles described them best. For example, the paragraph describing fearful avoidance read: "I am somewhat uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close relationships, but I find it difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them. I sometimes worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to become too close to others." This way of operationalizing attachment style resulted in the identification of 105 Secures (67 females, 38 males); 45 Dismissives (26 females, 19 males); 56 Fearful Avoidants (34 females, 22 males); and 30 Preoccupieds (19 females, 11 males). One respondent checked two descriptions and was therefore excluded from analysis. Validation of Attachment-Style Categories To validate the categorical measure of attachment, we checked for differences in anxiety and avoidance as a function of attachment style by means of ANOVA and Tukey B range tests. Consistent with attachment theory, fearful avoidants (M= 4.08, SD= 1.19) and preoccupieds (M= 4.33, SD= 1.25) reported more anxiety than secures (M= 3.10, SD= .97) and dismissives (M= 3.04, SD= .88), F(3,232)= 19.80, p < .001, 7f= .20. Fearful avoidants (M= 5.10, SD= .98) reported the most avoidance, followed by
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dismissives (M= 4.46, SD= 1.11) and preoccupieds (M= 4.19, SD= .96). Secures reported the least avoidance (M= 3.54, SD= .83), F (3,232)= 35.46, p < .001, fj= .31. RESULTS RQ1 addresses attachment-style differences in self-reports of social skills. ANOVA revealed significant differences for emotional expressivity, F(3,232)= 10.54, p < .001, 7?= .12; emotional control, F(3,232)= 8.34, p < .001, TJ= .10; social expressivity, F(3,232)= 6.09, p < .001, 7?= .07; social control, F(3,232)= 10.48, p < .001, r)= .12; and social sensitivity, F(3,231)= 10.96, p < .001, i)= .12. Only for emotional sensitivity was there no apparent effect of attachment style. Tukey B range tests (p < .05) revealed that: (a) secures and preoccupieds reported more skill in emotional and social expressiveness than dismissives and fearful avoidants; (b) preoccupieds reported less emotional control and more social sensitivity than the other three groups; (c) fearful avoidants reported the least skill in social control; and (d) fearful avoidants reported more social sensitivity than dismissives (see Table 1). TABLE 1 Means and Standard Deviations Associated with Attachment-Style Differences in Self-Reports of Social Skills Secures Social Expressivity Social Control Social Sensitivity Emotional Expressivity Emotional Control Emotional Sensitivity



4.98(1.07) 4.67 (.81)* 4.43 (1.035. 4.94 ( .91) 4.40 ( .85)" 4.79 (.81)"



Preoccupieds 4.86(1.12) 4.40 ( .99) " 5.41 ( .83)" 5.02 ( .83) 3.69(1.08). 4.93 ( .82)



Fearful Avoidants 4.29(1.01). 3.91 (.87). 4.73(1.21). 4.26(1-011 4.48(1.16) 4.62 ( .83) "



Dismissives 4.47(1.06). 4.50 ( .72) 4.04 (1.06) 4.29 ( .97). 4.82 ( .89) 4.57 ( .84)



Note. Within rows, means with different subscripts were significantly different at the .05 level or less. The absence of subscripts across a row indicates none of the means were significantly different. Standard deviations are in parentheses.



We also conducted a stepwise multiple discriminant function analysis with orthogonal rotation to determine how self-reports of various social skills might combine in linear composites to predict attachment style. Discriminant function analysis is an appropriate follow-up test in this case because social skills are interrelated, and the results were robust enough to suggest that linear composites of social skills may be good predictors of attachment styles. The predictor variables were the six social skills, and the grouping variables were the four attachment styles. Four of the six social skill measures entered the analysis—social sensitivity, emotional expressivity, social control, and emotional control—and two significant functions emerged. The overall relationship between the four social skills and the attachment styles was significant, i?(12)= 80.17, p < .001, Wilks' A = .71. When the first discriminant function was removed, a significant relationship remained, 7?(6)= 36.26, p < .001, Wilks' A = .85. Social sensitivity (ß= .67) primarily defined the first function. Social control (ß= .63), emotional expressiveness (ß= .45), and emotional control (ß= -.37) defined the second function. This second function, which we labeled sociability/expressiveness, represents a profile of someone who can easily assume leadership positions and play various social roles; is able to express emotion spontaneously and accurately; but sometimes has difficulty inhibiting emotional expressions. From the group centroids plotted in Figure 1, the following profiles emerged for 284
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each of the attachment styles. Dismissives scored relatively low on both social sensitivity (-.59) and sociability/expressiveness (-.27). Fearful avoidants scored relatively high on social sensitivity (.24) and quite low on sociability/expressiveness (-.61). Preoccupieds had high scores on both social sensitivity (.88) and sociability/expressiveness (.43). Finally, secures had relatively low scores on social sensitivity (-.12) and relatively high scores on sociability/expressiveness (32). The group centroids also indicated that the social sensitivity function maximally separated preoccupieds (who scored highest) and dismissives (who scored lowest). The sociability/expressiveness function separated the two attachment styles with positive models of others (i.e., preoccupieds and secures) from the two styles with negative models of others (i.e., dismissives and fearful avoidants). However, fearful avoidants appeared to view themselves as possessing the greatest deficit in approaching and communicating with others. The two functions permitted correct classification of 42.13% of the participants, representing a 17.13% increase over chance. Classification rates showed the most accuracy for the preoccupied category (63%). For dismissives and fearful avoidants, the correctness rates were 48.9% and 46.4%, respectively. Secures were the most difficult group to identify based on these functions, with only 30.8% of secures classified correctly. FIGURE 1 High Sociability/Expressiveness
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STUDY 2: PARTNER-REPORTS OF SOCIAL SKILLS METHOD
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Respondents and Procedures



Data were from a social-networking sample. Undergraduate students in a communication department at a large southwestern university administered pairs of questionnaires to a dating or married couple they knew. Two envelopes marked with a number (for matching purposes) accompanied each questionnaire. The students administered questionnaires in person to ensure that partners completed all questions independently. The respondents placed completed questionnaires into one of the envelopes and then sealed the envelope to keep answers anonymous. Approximately 15% of the questionnaires included a request for a telephone number so we could verify that the students had administered the questionnaire as instructed. In all cases, the student assistants appeared to carry out instructions correctly. The social-networking procedure resulted in an initial pool of 366 heterosexual couples. However, because partners need a sufficient relational history to make accurate assessments of one another's social skills, we deleted couples when one or both partners identified themselves as in "a casual relationship" and/or reported knowing one another for less than a year. A sample of 258 couples remained. Of these, 66 couples were married and the rest were in serious, exclusive relationships. Respondents ranged in age from 18 to 63 years old (M= 28 years). The majority (83% of respondents) identified themselves as Euro-American. Instrumentation



For the first section of the questionnaire (which contained items related to attachment and demographic variables), the respondents reported about their "own attitudes and feelings." For the second section (which contained items related to social skills), the respondents answered questions about their perceptions of their partner's behavior. Because data were collected from dyads, we have reported reliabilities separately for the female and male samples. Attachment style. The respondents were asked to: "Think about the attitudes you hold about yourself and your relationships" and to "mark the extent to which you agree that each of the following descriptions characterizes you." They rated themselves on the same attachment-style dimensions as described for Study 1: Avoidance (female a= .83; male cc= .82) and anxiety (female a= .83; male cc= .78). As was the case for Study 1, respondents also identified which of Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) four descriptions of attachment styles fit them best. For the female participants, this operationalization of attachment style resulted in the identification of 126 secures, 61 fearful avoidants, 40 dismissives, and 31 preoccupieds. Among male participants, there were 115 secures, 80 dismissives, 41 fearful avoidants, and 19 preoccupieds. Three of the male participants did not place a checkmark next to one of the attachment-styles and/ or identified equally with one or more style. We excluded them from the analyses. Social skills. To measure perceptions of the partner's social skills, we used the same abbreviated versions of the SSI subscales reported for Study 1. Appropriate modifications made it clear these were partner-reports. For example, items for emotional expressivity included "My partner is able to liven up a dull party" (female oc= .78; male ce= .76). Emotional control (female oc= .76; male cc= .72) included such items as: "My Guerrero and Jones
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partner is able to conceal his or her true feelings from me." We tapped emotional sensitivity (female oc= .75; male oc= .75) by means of such items as: "My partner seems to know my true feelings no matter how hard I try to conceal them." The measure of social expressivity (female a= .87; male a= .85) contained such items as "At parties my partner seems to enjoy talking to a lot of different people." Social control (female a= .87; male ot= .86) was indexed with such items as "My partner is good at leading group discussions." Finally, social sensitivity (female cc= .81; male oc= .82) included such items as "My partner seems concerned about making good impressions on others." Validation of Attachment Style Categories As a validity check for the categorical attachment style measures, we again conducted ANOVA and Tukey B range tests to determine whether anxiety and avoidance varied across the four attachment styles. As attachment theory predicts, preoccupied (M= 4.50, SD= 1.19) and fearful avoidant (M= 3.73, SD= .85) women rated themselves as more anxious than secure (M= 2.98, SD= .97) and dismissive (M= 3.25, SD= 1.00) women did, F(3,254)= 23.31, p < .001, rf= .22. A similar pattern emerged for the male participants: Preoccupied men (M= 3.47, SD= 1.13) rated themselves as more anxious than secure (M= 2.79, SD= .94) and dismissive (M= 2.95, SD= .87) men, F(3,252)= 3.66, p < .01, rf= .05. Fearful avoidant men (M= 3.21, SD= .95) fell in the middle and did not differ significantly from the other groups. In terms of avoidance, both women's and men's ratings conformed to theoretical predictions. Fearful avoidant women (M= 4.12, SD= .86) rated themselves as the most avoidant, followed by dismissive (M= 3.60, SD= 1.00) and preoccupied (M= 3.39, SD= .99) women. Secure women were the least avoidant (M= 2.92, SD= .86), F(3,254)= 25.59, p < .001, T{= .23. Fearful avoidant (M= 4.18, SD= .79) and dismissive (M= 3.95, SD= .93) men reported being more avoidant than secure (M= 3.00, SD= .85) and preoccupied (M= 3.28, SD= .95) men, F(3,252)= 28.42, p < .001, rf= .25. RESULTS Because this study contained dyadic data, we analyzed the female and male samples separately to avoid problems of non-independence. We used self-reports of attachment style in conjunction with partner-reports of social skills. In other words, the tests indicated whether Partner A's self-report of attachment affected Partner B's perceptions of Partner A's social skills. We also took into consideration that an individual's own attachment style could affect how he or she sees a romantic partner. For example, an avoidant individual may generally see people as less rewarding, and, thus, as less skilled. Consequently, we treated the partner's scores for the two primary attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance as covariates in our analyses. In short, when analyzing Partner A's perceptions of Partner B's social skills, we controlled for Partner A's scores on anxiety and avoidance. RQ2 addressed attachment-style differences in partner-perceptions of social skills. We conducted analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) with partner-perceptions of social skill as dependent variables, self-reports of attachment style as the independent variable, and the partner's scores for avoidance and anxiety as covariates. The first set of ANCOVAs concerned women's perceptions of their husbands and boyfriends' social skills; the second set concerned men's perceptions of their wives and girlfriends' social skills. Although we entered the covariates in all analyses, we discuss only the significant ones below.
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Women's Perceptions of Men's Social Skills



For all three categories of verbal skill, attachment-style differences emerged in women's ratings of their husbands and boyfriends. Specifically, women's ratings of their partners' social expressivity related to their own levels of anxiety, F(l, 249)= 4.84, p < .01, tf= .02, and their partner's attachment style F(3,249) = 6.23, p < .01, rf = .07. Anxious women tended to view their partners as less skilled in social expression (r= .17, p < .01); however the association was weak. Tukey B range tests showed that women saw dismissive partners as relatively unskilled in emotional expressivity, whereas secure partners were relatively skilled in social expressivity (see Table 2). For social sensitivity, only the partner's attachment style appeared to make a difference, F(3,249)= 8.31, p < .001, rf= .10, with range tests indicating dismissive men to be the least socially sensitive and preoccupied men to be the most socially sensitive. For social control, both the woman's level of anxiety, F(l,249)= 7.43, p < .01, rf= .03, and the man's attachment style, F(3,249)= 2.90, p < .05, rf= .03, made a difference. Anxiety associated negatively with assessments of social control (r= -.20, p < .01 ). Dismissive men were rated as the least skilled in social control. For nonverbal skills, two of the three statistical tests were significant. Women's perceptions of their partners' emotional expressivity related to their own anxiety levels, F(l,249) = 9.25, p < .01, if = .03, as well as their partners' attachment style, F(3,249)= 2.79, p < .05, Tf= .03. Anxious women tended to judge their partners as less skilled in emotional expression (r= -.21, p < .001 ). Partners perceived dismissive men as relatively unskilled in emotional expressivity, and secure men as relatively skilled (see Table 2). For emotional sensitivity, only males' attachment style had a significant effect, F(3,249)= 3.19, p < .05, rf= .04, with dismissive men rated as the least skilled in emotionally sensitivity. TABLE 2 Means and Standard Deviations Associated with Attachment-Style Differences in the Social Skills of Males (as Reported by their Female Partners) Secures Social Expressivity Social Control Social Sensitivity Emotional Expressivity Emotional Control Emotional Sensitivity



5.39(1.06) 4.92(1.07) 3.98(1.04)' 4.77(1.06) 4.59(1.04) 4.57 (1.10)



Preoccupieds 4.99(1.06). 4.80(1.07) 4.60 (1.10)" 4.58(1.23)' 4.61(1.09/ 4.57 ( .92)



Fearful Avoidants 5.03(1.42). 4.86 (1.14) 4.13(1.02)' 4.80(1.28) 4.32(1.30/ 4.48 ( .91)



Dismissives 4.60(1.06) 4.47 (1.12V' b 3.47(1.03) 4.31(1.13)' 4.66(1.09) 4.05 ( .87)



Note. Different subscripts across rows indicate that the means were significantly different from one another at the .05 level. The absence of subscripts across a row indicates none of the means were significantly different. Standard deviations are in parentheses.



Men's Perceptions of Women's Social Skills



The second set of ANCOVAs focused on men's perceptions of their wives' and girlfriends' social skills. Scores for three of the six social skills differed significantly as a function of attachment style: emotional control, F(3,252)= 5.17, p < .01, rf= .06; emotional sensitivity, F(3,252)= 5.29, p < .01, if= .06; and social sensitivity, F(3,252)= 3.55, p < .05, rf= .04. Preoccupied women reportedly possessed the least skill in emotional control (see Table 3). In addition, anxious men were more likely to perceive their girlfriends and wives as unable to control their emotional displays (r= -.17, p < .01). The results also showed that men perceived dismissive women as the least skilled in emo288
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tional sensitivity. Finally, preoccupied women were perceived as the most socially sensitive; secure and dismissive women were perceived as the least socially sensitive. TABLE 3 Means and Standard Deviations Associated with Attachment-Style Differences in the Social Skills of Females (as Reported by their Male Partners)
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Secures Social Expressivity Social Control Social Sensitivity Emotional Expressivity Emotional Control Emotional Sensitivity



4.98(1.02) 4.66 ( .96) 4.48 ( .91) 4.73 ( .94)" 4.07 ( .89) 4.69 ( .78)



Preoccupieds 4.82(1.15) 4.70(1-16) 5.10(1.19). 4.72(1.02) 3.36 ( .89). 4.63 ( .74)



Fearful Avoidants 4.93 4.63 4.73 4.71 3.97 4.36



( .96) ( .99) (.82). ( .87)" ( .91) ( .76)



Dismissives 4.84 ( .93) 4.56 ( .90) 4.50 ( .97) 4.70(1.04) 4.13 (.96) 4.19 (.80)



Note. Different subscripts across rows indicate that the means were significantly different from one another at the .05 level. The absence of subscripts across a row indicates none of the means were significantly different. Standard deviations are in parentheses.



DISCUSSION The goal of the present studies was to extend research and theory on the relations between attachment style and social skill. To do this, we examined six social skills from the perspectives of both oneself and one's partner. Overall, the results supported the view that perceptions of social skills differ as a function of attachment style. The self-report data were particularly consistent with predictions stemming from attachment theory. Indeed, the discriminant analysis reported above distinguished the four attachment styles in a manner consistent with Bartholomew's (1990) claim that the intersection of models of self and others defines the four styles. Specifically, dismissives had relatively low scores for both social sensitivity (presumably a reflection of their counterdependency) and sociability/expressiveness (presumably a reflection of their unwillingness to get too close to others). Fearful avoidants had relatively high scores on social sensitivity and relatively low scores on sociability/expressiveness, which reflects the seemingly contradictory tension of needing social approval yet being afraid to develop close relationships. Preoccupieds were distinguishable from the other groups by virtue of high scores for both social sensitivity and sociability/expressiveness, which likely reflects their need for external validation through social relationships with others. Finally, although secures showed the least distinctive profile, their collective scores placed them in the quadrant representing relatively high sociability/expressivity and low social sensitivity. This suggests that secures can approach relationships without being overly worried about what others think of them. The results for the partner-reported data were not as strong as those for the selfreport data. Nonetheless, the partner-reported data suggested that the mental representations people have of themselves and others may lead to noticeable differences in social behavior. These behavioral differences possibly contribute to the reinforcement effect that Bartholomew (1993) discussed. For example, if people with insecure attachment styles are less socially skilled than their secure counterparts, they may also experience rejection more often and have more problems in their relationships (Segrin, 1998), which could reinforce their negative models of self and/or others. The differences in the findings for the two studies may be partially attributable to relational and perceptual factors. Whereas about half of the respondents in Study 1 were currently in serious dating relationships, all of the respondents in Study 2 were
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in long-term romantic relationships. Thus, participants in the second study may have had some added security based on their relationship status. In terms of perceptions, people are obviously more aware of their true thoughts and feelings than their partners are. Therefore it may have been difficult for individuals to gauge some of their partners' social skills accurately, especially in terms of how much emotional control they exert. One should bear these relational and perceptual differences in mind as we discuss the findings for the four attachment styles below. ATTACHMENT STYLE PROFILES Downloaded by [University of Minnesota Libraries, Twin Cities] at 12:22 28 April 2016



Dismissives



For both self- and partner-reports, dismissives emerged as relatively low in social sensitivity. Because dismissives do not care very much about making good impressions on others, they are unlikely to be sensitive to the opinions and criticisms of others. Low levels of social sensitivity may also function as a protective mechanism for dismissives. As Bartholomew (1990) pointed out, dismissives sometimes shut themselves off from the opinions and feelings of others so they will not experience negative affect or encounter attitudes counter to their own. As we noted above, dismissives rated themselves as less socially and emotionally expressive than preoccupieds or secures rated themselves. Women also rated their dismissive husbands and boyfriends as relatively unskilled in both social and emotional expressivity. These findings are consistent with previous research showing that dismissives tend not to be very sociable, disclosive, or nonverbally expressive (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Guerrero, 1996; Le Poire et al, 1999; Tucker & Anders, 1998). Yet men did not perceive attachment-style differences in their partners' social or emotional expressivity, perhaps because women generally tend to be fairly expressive in their relationships regardless of attachment style, or because women are generally better at decoding messages and may be more sensitive to variability in social skills (Guerrero & Reiter, 1998; Hall, 1978; Noller, 1993). Fearfid Avoidants



Like dismissives, fearful avoidants appear to see themselves as relatively low in social and emotional expressivity. These findings support attachment theory, in that negative models of others should lead those with dismissive and fearful avoidant styles to be uncomfortable expressing themselves to others. Interestingly, however, the findings from partner-reported data were not so clear-cut. In fact, men did not perceive any differences in their partners' levels of expressiveness based on attachment style, and women rated their fearful avoidant partners as relatively high in emotional expressivity and moderately high in social expressivity. Perhaps fearful avoidants are able to display more skill in expressivity within the context of close romantic relationships, especially when those relationships provide them with security. Yet, because of their negative self-perceptions, they may still view themselves as unable to express themselves adequately. A post-hoc comparison of the means from Studies 1 and 2 suggests that this explanation is plausible. When fearful avoidants were isolated, the means for social expressivity were significantly higher for partner-reports (M= 4.97, SD= 1.15) than for self-reports (M= 4.29, SD= 1.01), t(157)= 3.91, p < .01, rf= .09. Similarly, for the fearful avoidant subgroups, partner-reports (M= 4.71, SD= .98) of skill in emotional expressivity were higher than self-reports (M= 4.26, SD= 1.01), t(157)= 2.97, p < .05, rf= .05. In contrast, the differences between self- and 290
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partner-reports were non-significant for the other three attachment groups. Of course, these are between-group comparisons. It would be even more informative to test whether this difference holds up within dyads.
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Preoccupieds



In line with attachment theory predictions, the self-report data suggested that preoccupied individuals may be socially and emotionally expressive, but sometimes experience trouble managing verbal or nonverbal communication (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This finding parallels work showing preoccupieds to be highly selfdisclosive but often indiscriminate and inappropriate about what they reveal to others (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). However, this finding received only partial replication in the partner-reported data. Specifically, in Study 2, partners rated preoccupied men as more socially and emotionally expressive than they did dismissive men, but no differences emerged for the expressiveness ratings of the women. Partners perceived preoccupied women as lowest in emotional control, but this finding did not hold for preoccupied men. These differences between men and women's reports may be partially rooted in sex differences, since women are generally viewed as more expressive and less emotionally controlled than men (e.g., Guerrero & Reiter, 1998). Preoccupieds were distinguishable from the other attachment-style categories by their relatively high scores for social sensitivity. Indeed, this was one of the most consistent findings across the two studies. In Study 1, the preoccupied participants perceived themselves to be the most socially sensitive of the four attachment style groups. Similarly, in Study 2, both men and women reported that their preoccupied partners possessed relatively high levels of social sensitivity. This skill may cut two ways. Individuals may appreciate it when their preoccupied partners try to make good impressions on others and are self-critical of their mistakes, but they may also be frustrated if their partners takes things that others say too personally. Secures The collective results for the two studies suggest that, as predicted, people see secures as possessing the best assortment of social skills. In Study 1, secures and preoccupieds reported higher skill in emotional and social expression. Unlike preoccupieds, however, secures did not appear to be particularly socially sensitive or to have as much difficulty inhibiting emotional expressions. As the discriminant function analysis showed, secures were comparatively low in social sensitivity and high in sociability/expressiveness. This combination presumably reflects secures 1 positive models of self and others. Although secures may care what others think of them to some extent, they apparently are also fairly self-sufficient and not overly concerned about the impressions they make. They also appear to be expressive and to enjoy social interaction. Moreover, because their communication style has been characterized as flexible (Bartholomew, 1993; Simpson & Rholes, 1994), it is not surprising that secures perceived themselves as able to assume leadership positions, manage impressions, and play different social roles. It is interesting that secures were the most difficult group to classify correctly on the basis of the discriminant function analysis. Indeed, the classification rate for secures was only 5% better than chance, whereas the classification rate for the other three groups improved as much as 38%. Secure individuals may have the most diversity in social skills, whereas dismissive, fearful avoidant, and preoccupied people may be
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defined by specific types of skills and skill deficits. A complementary explanation is that secures are the most behaviorally flexible, and therefore they do not perceive their social skills as fixed entities. Data from Study 2 suggest that this profile of relatively high social skill does not simply reside in the minds of secures, but is manifest in behavior. In Study 2, whenever there was a significant difference in partner-perceptions of social skills based on attachment style, secures were one of the groups to receive higher ratings. The only exception to this was for social sensitivity. Women reported that their secure boyfriends and husbands were moderately socially sensitive while men reported that their secure girlfriends and wives were relatively low in social sensitivity. These findings may indicate that secure men and women are not overly critical of themselves or of what others think of them. LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH



The two studies reported herein have a unique set of strengths and weakness. An important strength is that the findings permit comparisons from the vantage points of the self and the partner. Consistent findings suggest that attachment-style differences in perceptions of social skill translate into observable behaviors that can affect relationships. Inconsistent results suggest the possibility that certain skill deficits are more noticeable to oneself than one's partner, particularly in the context of close relationships. These inconsistencies also draw attention to directions for future research. Before discussing these directions, we touch on some of the limitations of the present studies. One of the criticisms of attachment theory research is that self-reports are particularly likely to suffer from common method variance and social desirability problems because participants view the secure style as "good" and the other styles as "bad." Study 1 could have suffered from these problems as well, which makes it difficult to determine whether the more theoretically consistent effects found in Study 1 (as compared to Study 2) were partially a function of the method or a result of perceptions of self and others being reflected more in one's thoughts about skills than in one's actual behavior. It is likely that a combination of these factors were at work, although we did make an effort to minimize social desirability bias by stressing that no single interaction style is best. Another limitation is that the data from both studies taps people's general perceptions of their own and partners' social skills. Although these studies give us a overall picture of social skills across various types of interaction, the data cannot reveal how perceptions of skills vary on the basis of the situation at hand. Indeed, differences in behavior related to attachment style are theorized to be most robust in anxiety-provoking situations (e.g., Simpson & Rholes, 1994; Simpson, Rholes, & Philips, 1996). Finally, although we collected dyadic data for Study 2 (which allowed the partner's attachment-style dimension scores to serve as covariates in the analyses), the respondents assessed only their partner's social skills and their own attachment style. Thus, comparisons could not be made between self- and partner-reports within Study 2. These limitations point to several directions for future research. First, the intriguing possibility that fearful avoidants may see themselves as less skilled in social and emotional expression than their partners see them should be explored with dyadic data. If this finding holds in a within-dyad design, it would suggest that fearful avoidants underestimate their level of social skill, presumably as a function of their 292
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negative models of self. A within-dyad design could also help determine if secures overestimate their skills in comparison to their partners' assessments. Second, it would be informative to compare the social skills of individuals with different attachment styles on the basis of whether or not they are in committed romantic relationships. Perhaps social skills improve for many people, regardless of attachment style, as a result of being in a close relationship in which one can practice and hone skills. Such improvement in social skill may be particularly likely for those with insecure attachment styles, who become more comfortable with communication within committed relationships. Third, given the inconsistent findings for social control, researchers should try to determine whether situational and relational factors mediate or moderate the relations between attachment and this particular social skill. In the future, researchers might also focus on how anxious attachment affects perceptions of a partner's social skills as well as other communicative behaviors. In Study 2, anxious women tended to perceive their boyfriends and husbands as low in social expressivity, emotional expressivity, and social control. Anxious men tended to see their girlfriends and wives as low in emotional control. According to attachment theory, anxious individuals may rate their partners as lower in these skills because they perceive others negatively (as should be the case for fearful avoidants) or because they wish their partners would be more expressive toward them (as should be the case for preoccupieds). Of course, there could also be a reciprocal effect, with anxious individuals eliciting anxiety and lack of social skill in their partners. Yet another plausible explanation is that people may become anxious as a result of their partner's social skill deficits. If the findings for anxiety and perceptions of partner social skill are replicated in future studies, it would be important to determine the causal direction of this association. CONCLUSION The most consistent findings across the two studies were that: (a) preoccupied individuals were perceived by themselves and their partners to be more socially sensitive than those with other attachment styles, and (b) secure individuals possessed moderate to high levels of social skill across all of the measures except social sensitivity. Generally, however, self-reports revealed more theoretically consistent findings than did partner-reports. This may be because people are more critical of their own social shortcomings than their partners are, or it may be that the security of a long-term romantic relationship helps people gain social confidence and skill. These possibilities, as well as other possible explanations for the differences between the self- and partnerreports, await exploration in future research. REFERENCES Anders, S. L., & Tucker, J. S. (2000). Adult attachment style, interpersonal communication competence, and social support. Personal Relationships, 7, 379-389. Applegate, J. L. (1980). Person-centered and position-centered teacher communication in a day care center. Studies in Symbolic Interactionism, 3, 59-96. Bartholomew, K. (1990). Avoidance of intimacy: An attachment perspective. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 7, 147-178.
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