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Correlates of the categories of adolescent attachment styles:
Perceived rearing, family function, early life events,
and personality
Nao Tanaka, PhD, Chieko Hasui, MA, Masayo Uji, MD, PhD, Hidetoshi Hiramura, MD,
Zi Chen, MD, Noriko Shikai, MA and Toshinori Kitamura, FRCPsych

Department of Clinical Behavioral Sciences (Psychological Medicine), Kumamoto University Graduate School of Medical
Sciences, Kumamoto, Japan

Aims: To identify the psychosocial correlates of
adolescents.

Methods: Unmarried university students (n = 4226)
aged 18–23 years were examined in a questionnaire
survey.

Results: Four clusters of people (indifferent, secure,
fearful, and preoccupied) identified by cluster analy-
sis were plotted in 2-D using discriminant function
analysis with the first function (father’s and mother’s
Care, Cooperativeness, and family Cohesion on the
positive end and Harm Avoidance and father’s and
mother’s Overprotection on the negative end) repre-
senting the Self-model and the second function

(Reward Dependence and experience of Peer Victim-
ization on the positive end and Self-directedness on
the negative end) representing the Other model.

Conclusions: These findings partially support Bartho-
lomew’s notion that adult attachment is based on the
good versus bad representations of the self and the
other and that it is influenced by psychosocial
environments experienced over the course of
development.
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ACCORDING TO ATTACHMENT theory as pro-
posed by Bowlby, mental representations of self

and other emerge from early relationships with car-
egivers – usually but not necessarily the mother – and
act as a guide for subsequent close or intimate
relationships.1–3 Empirical support for the classifica-
tions of child attachment styles was provided by
Ainsworth et al.4 Recently, researchers have applied
the concept of attachment to the relationship of ado
lescents and young adults.5–10 Studies using measures

of adult attachment have found similar attachment
styles in adult relationships.

Few studies have investigated how the adult
attachment styles are formed. Because the original
concept of attachment of infants emphasized the
importance of the mother–child relationship, such
studies on the correlates of adult attachment styles
also focused on parental rearing of the person as a
child as a main determinant of their later adult
attachment style.11 Thus many researchers reported
that secure adult attachment was associated with
warm parental attitudes towards the person as a
child.7,9,12–14

Candidates for determinants of adult attachment
are not limited to the parent–child relationship,
which may be suggested from a retrospective assess-
ment of caregivers’ attitudes to the child, but also to
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other intrafamilial and extrafamilial variables. Anex-
ample of an intrafamilial variable is family function.
An example of extrafamilial variables is early life
events. Family function has recently been studied for
its relationship to adult attachment.15–21 Life events
experienced as a child may affect the formation of
adult attachment. Matsuoka et al. reported that
women’s adult attachment was predicted by Top Star
experiences (e.g. being elected a class leader) and
fewer relocation experiences (e.g. moving and chang-
ing schools).22 Because attachment theory indicates
that attachment is a determinant of relating patterns
in adulthood, attachment style may also be associ-
ated with personality. For example, Diehl et al.
studied such associations and reported that people
with a secure attachment style scored higher on per-
sonality variables indicative of self-confidence, psy-
chological well-being, and functioning in the social
world.16

Of clinical as well as research importance is the
question of the categorization of adult attachment
styles. Bartholomew and Horowitz divided adult
attachment styles into four types (secure, preoccu-
pied, fearful, and dismissing) and two models (self
vs other) based on theoretical consideration and
empiric data.6 In those types the secure attachment
is characterized by good self model and good other
model; the preoccupied attachment by poor self
model and good other model; the fearful attach-
ment by poor self model and poor other model;
and the dismissing attachment by good self model
and poor other model. This resulted in the develop-
ment of their Relationship Questionnaire (RQ).
Matsuoka et al. performed a factor analysis of the
questionnaire using the same data set as the present
study and found that only one factor was
extracted.22 Matsuoka et al. support a bipolarity of
adult attachment styles: the attachment may be
secure or insecure.22 However, there still remains the
possibility that insecure attachment consists of dif-
ferent types, for two reasons. First, the RQ measures
adult attachment using only four items, each repre-
senting a different attachment style. The small
number of items may result in a single-factor
model. Second, insecure attachment styles may be
distinct but strongly correlated with each other;
thus, they are amalgamated as a single factor when
factor-analyzed with the secure attachment item.
Therefore, we performed a cluster analysis of the RQ
with the number of the clusters set at four, reflecting
the theory proposed by Bartholomew and Horow-

itz.6 The psychosocial determinants of adult attach-
ment were examined using the groupings of people
based on a cluster analysis. This may provide us
with a better understanding of the psychological
characteristics of attachment style. Furthermore, we
expected that if, as suggested by Bartholomew and
Horowitz,6 the four clusters were derived from the
combination of two models – Self and Other –, the
location of the four clusters could be mapped on a
2-D space. The scrutiny of the determinants of these
two dimensions should suggest how the concepts of
self and other are developed.

METHODS

Participants

We sent an invitation letter to the presidents of all
615 universities in Japan and solicited their coop-
eration in a survey of the sex and contraceptive
behaviors of Japanese adolescents. A positive
response was returned by 110 presidents (respon-
sible for 33 779 students). Due to the impracticality
of distributing the questionnaire to all university
students, each university was given discretion
as to how to distribute the questionnaires.
Nevertheless, the questionnaires were distributed
to students in a specified setting in order to avoid
selection bias to the greatest possible extent. Ques-
tionnaires were distributed to students in class-
rooms, students’ sections, at annual medical
check-ups or at campus festivals. Alternatively, ques-
tionnaires were handed to all the students visiting
the university’s health counseling center during a
given time period. Questionnaires were completed
anonymously and returned by stamp-added enve-
lope directly to us.

A total of 4226 students (12.5%) returned ques-
tionnaires including 1330 men (mean age,
20.5 � 2.0 years) and 2896 women (mean age,
20.2 � 1.7 years). In order to study the relationship
between adolescents’ and young adults’ attachment
styles and the quality of their early experiences,
we selected students who were unmarried and
younger than 24. This procedure resulted in a total
of 3912 students (1149 men and 2763 women).
Their mean ages were 20.1 � 1.40 years for male
students and 20.0 � 1.31 years for female students.
Of these, 3811 (1107 men and 2704 women) filled
in the RQ section that was then used for further
analysis.

66 N. Tanaka et al. Psychiatry and Clinical Neurosciences 2008; 62: 65–74

© 2008 The Authors
Journal compilation © 2008 Japanese Society of Psychiatry and Neurology



Measures

Relationship Questionnaire

The RQ (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991)6 was used
in order to measure four categories of adult attach-
ment: Secure, Fearful, Preoccupied, and Dismissing.
The last three categories were grouped as insecure
attachment styles. The RQ consists of four paragraphs
with a 7-point scale (from 1, ‘Does not apply to me at
all’ to 7, ‘Applies to me very much’) that describe each
attachment style. The participant was asked to rate
how each description would correspond to his/her
relationship with his/her partner. For those partici-
pants with no definite partner, the questionnaire
requested them to imagine a close opposite-sex
person. The psychometric properties have been
reported in married couples, romantic partners and
undergraduate students in Canada.23,24 After obtain-
ing permission from Dr Bartholomew, T.K. translated
the RQ into Japanese.

Parental Bonding Instrument

The Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI) is a self-
report measure of perceived parenting when the
participant was aged �15.25 It contains 12 Care and
13 Overprotection items with a 4-point scale, each
of which describes a parental attitude toward the
subject. Higher scores indicate higher Care or higher
Protection experiences. Good test–retest reliability
and split-half reliability for this instrument have been
reported.26 Validity was also reported. The Japanese
version of the PBI was retranslated back into English
to check that the translation was correspondent with
the meaning of the original instrument.27 In the
present study population the internal reliability of
the PBI subscales was good (Cronbach’s28 alpha
coefficients: maternal Care, 0.89; maternal Over-
protection, 0.86; paternal Care, 0.90; and paternal
Overprotection, 0.83).

Family Adaptability and Cohesion
Evaluation Scale

The Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation
Scale (FACES-III) consists of 20 items with a 5-point
scale and is designed to measure the circumplex
model of family functioning based on two dimen-
sions: Adaptability and Cohesion.29 Olson defined
Adaptability as the ability of a marital or family
system to change its power structure, role relation-

ships, and relationship rules in response to situ-
ational and developmental stress.30 He also defined
Cohesion as the emotional bonding that family
members have towards each other. The FACES-III
has been reported as reliable and valid.31 Since its
development the FACES-III has been used by many
clinicians and researchers.32 The Japanese version
of FACES-III is available.33 Hasui et al. reported the
factor structure of the Japanese version with a confir-
matory factor analysis and presented items for Adapt-
ability (three items) and Cohesion (nine items).34

Early life experiences

We used an ad hoc list of early life events. If the
participants reported having experienced any of the
events, further inquiries were made as to how many
times they experienced the event and their age at the
time the event occurred.

Because events are likely to be associated (e.g.
changing schools may follow relocation), a factor
analysis was conducted to elicit the factors of this list
of life events. An event was excluded from the factor
analysis if <10% of the participants reported having
experienced it at least once in their lifetime. The
analysis yielded five factors interpreted as Top Star
(e.g. ‘first prize in art, calligraphy, music etc.’, ‘first
prize in athletic games’, and ‘elected as a class
leader’), Relocation (e.g. ‘relocation’ and ‘changed
school’), Self-Disease (e.g. ‘hospitalization’), Family
Disease (e.g. ‘serious disease or injury of a family
member’ and ‘death of a relative’), Peer Victimization
(e.g. ‘was bullied’ and ‘was betrayed by a close
friend’). The subscale of event frequencies was calcu-
lated by adding the frequencies of events with factor
loadings of �0.4 for each factor divided by the
number of events included in the factor.

Temperament and Character Inventory

As a personality measure the Temperament and
Character Inventory (TCI) measures four tempera-
ment dimensions (Novelty Seeking, Harm Avoid-
ance, Reward Dependence, and Persistence) and
three character dimensions (Self-directedness, Coop-
erativeness, and Self-transcendence).35 The original
TCI was a true–false questionnaire of 240 items but
Kijima et al. reported better internal consistency
using a 4-point scale than a dichotomous scale.36

We used the 4-point scale in the present study. Each
item can range between 1 (strongly disagree) and 4
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(strongly agree). Because of the space constraints of a
single booklet, we reduced the number of items to
20. These are the items with the highest item-total
subscale score from the previous study.36 The Japa-
nese version of the TCI is available.36

Data analysis

First, in order to examine the characteristics of each
attachment style score, we correlated each of the four
RQ items with the independent variables: personal-
ity, family function, perceived rearing, and early life
events. Because the central purpose of this study was
to group people based on adult attachment profiles,
a cluster analysis was performed using the four RQ
items. These four RQ items were entered into the
QUICK CLUSTER program of SPSS (SPSS, Chicago,
IL, USA). The number of clusters was set at four
because Bartholomew noted that four types of attach-
ment styles could be identified based on theoretical
considerations.5 These four clusters were compared in
terms of variables in personality, family function,
perceived rearing, and early life events. Finally, we
conducted a discriminant functional analysis of the
four clusters with the number of the functions set at
two, reflecting the hypothesis of Bartholomew that
states that the four attachment styles were based
on two models: Self and Other.5 This was to exa-
mine whether the Bartholomew (1990) two-model
hypothesis had an empiric support and to search
psychosocial correlates of the Self and Other
representations.

SPSS 10.0 was used for statistical analysis. Because
of the large number of participants and multiple
comparisons we adopted P < 0.001 as the alpha level
in Pearson product-moment correlations.

RESULTS

Attachment ratings and variables of
perceived rearing, family function, early life
event, and personality

The results of each of the four questionnaire items
are listed in Table 1. To examine the relationships
between participants’ continuous ratings for each of
the four attachment styles and the personality, family
function, perceived rearing, and early life event vari-
ables, we calculated Pearson product-moment corre-
lations (Table 2). The scores of the Secure attachment
style were correlated with Novelty Seeking, low Harm

Avoidance, Reward Dependence, Persistence, Coop-
erativeness, Self-transcendence, family Cohesion,
father’s and mother’s Care, and father’s and mother’s
low Overprotection. The three insecure attachment
styles – Fearful, Preoccupied, and Dismissing – had
slightly different correlational patterns. Thus three of
them were correlated with Harm Avoidance, low
Cooperativeness, low family Cohesion, father’s and
mother’s low Care, and mother’s Overprotection.
The scores for Fearful and Preoccupied attachment
styles that would represent the poor Self image were
correlated with parental Overprotection, low Self-
directedness and past experiences of peer victimiza-
tion whereas the scores of Dismissing attachment
style were correlated with fewer Top Star experiences.
The scores for Fearful and Dismissing attachment
styles that represent poor Other image were corre-
lated with low Reward Dependence while those for
Preoccupied attachment style were correlated with
high Reward Dependence.

Cluster analysis based on the
attachment ratings

All the four attachment style scores were intercorre-
lated (Secure vs Fearful, r = -0.244; Secure vs Preoc-
cupied, r = -0.206; Secure vs Dismissing, r = -0.173;
Fearful vs Preoccupied, r = 0.301; Fearful vs Dismiss-
ing, r = 0.302; Preoccupied vs Dismissing, r = 0.114,
all Ps < 0.001). Because we were interested in pos-
sible groupings of individuals based on the patterns
of the attachment style scores, we performed a cluster
analysis of the participants using the four RQ items.
We assumed that the participants could be grouped
into four considering the theory of adult attachment.
As seen in Table 3, the four clusters forced to emerge
had substantially clear patterns of attachment style
scores. Thus, 925 individuals categorized in the first
cluster were scored low in all the four RQ items.
These individuals may have low interest in relating to

Table 1. Relationship Questionnaire items

Relationship
Questionnaire items Minimum Maximum Mean SD

Secure 1 7 3.7 1.7
Fearful 1 7 3.3 1.9
Preoccupied 1 7 3.5 1.8
Dismissing 1 7 2.2 1.6
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other people. The low score of the Secure attachment
style was not accompanied by high scores of any of
the three insecure attachment style scores. The para-
graph describing the Dismissing pattern includes ‘it is
very important to me to feel independent and self-
sufficient’. The individuals belonging to this cluster
may not maintain strong avoidance of others but
may still feel comfortable in being alone. We termed
this cluster ‘Indifferent’. The second cluster, consist-
ing of 863 individuals, was characterized by high
scores in the Secure attachment item and low scores
of all the three insecure items. These may be indi-
viduals characterized by secure attachment to signifi-
cant others. Thus, we termed this cluster ‘Secure’. The
third cluster that contained the largest number of
individuals was characterized by high scores on the

Fearful attachment style item. We thus called this
cluster ‘Fearful’. The final cluster, consisting of 874
individuals, was characterized by high scores on the
Preoccupied attachment item. Thus, we called this
cluster ‘Preoccupied’. We therefore obtained four
clusters of individuals based on the pattern of the RQ
item scores: Indifferent, Secure, Fearful, and Preoccu-
pied. These are the clusters of participants rather than
the groupings of RQ items.

Characteristics of groups of participants
based on cluster analysis

When all the four groups (clusters) of people based
on the cluster analyses were compared, the Secure
cluster (cluster 2) was characterized by low Harm

Table 2. Correlations between each of the four attachment styles and correlates

Variables Mean SD Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissing

Gender – – -0.04* 0.04* -0.05** -0.14***
Father’s Care 24.5 7.3 0.11*** -0.14*** -0.12*** -0.16***
Father’s Overprotection 11.2 6.4 -0.06*** 0.12*** 0.12*** 0.05**
Mother’s Care 29.1 6.0 0.112*** -0.14*** -0.12*** -0.15***
Mother’s overprotection 11.6 7.2 -0.06*** 0.14*** 0.16*** 0.07***
Cohesion 20.2 8.5 0.11*** -0.11*** -0.08*** -0.09***
Adaptability 4.7 2.8 0.05** -0.01 -0.04** -0.02
Top Star 0.76 0.89 0.06** -0.02 -0.02 -0.08***
Relocation 0.51 0.86 -0.03 0.05** 0.02 0.01
Self-Disease 0.21 0.47 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.03*
Family Disease 0.30 0.44 -0.03 0.05** 0.00 -0.05**
Peer Victimization 0.32 0.57 -0.03 0.09*** 0.10*** -0.01
Novelty Seeking 4.3 2.0 0.08*** -0.05** 0.00 0.00
Harm Avoidance 5.7 1.7 -0.17*** 0.15*** 0.19*** -0.06***
Reward Dependence 6.2 1.8 0.12*** -0.06*** 0.09*** -0.24***
Persistence 3.4 1.4 0.07*** -0.01 -0.02 -0.01
Self-directedness 3.4 2.1 -0.01 -0.12*** -0.20*** -0.03
Cooperativeness 5.6 1.5 0.09*** -0.13*** -0.12*** -0.17***
Self-transcendence 3.3 1.7 0.18*** -0.05** -0.04* -0.03

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001.

Table 3. Cluster analysis based on Relationship Questionnaire scores

RQ items

Cluster 1
(n = 925)
Indifferent

Cluster 2
(n = 863)
Secure

Cluster 3
(n = 1149)
Fearful

Cluster 4
(n = 874)
Preoccupied

Secure 2.9 � 1.0 5.9 � 0.8 2.9 � 1.4 3.4 � 1.5
Fearful 2.2 � 1.1 2.4 � 1.3 5.6 � 1.1 2.4 � 1.1
Preoccupied 1.9 � 0.7 2.3 � 1.1 4.3 � 1.6 5.2 � 1.1
Dismissing 1.9 � 1.3 1.7 � 1.2 3.3 � 1.8 1.8 � 1.2
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Avoidance, high Reward Dependence, high Coopera-
tiveness, high Self-transcendence, high family Cohe-
sion, father’s and mother’s high Care and low
Overprotection, and few experiences of Peer Victim-
ization (Table 4). The associations of the Indifferent
cluster with these variables were similar to those of
the Secure cluster. This cluster scored even higher in
Self-directedness and even lowers in mother’s Over-
protection and Peer Victimization. The remaining
two clusters, the Fearful cluster in particular, indi-
cated opposite associations with respect to these
variables.

Discrimination of attachment styles based on
cluster-analysis-derived groups

The final portion of analysis was a discriminant func-
tion analysis of the four clusters of students (Table 5).
From the analysis 368 students’ data were excluded
because of missing data for at least one variable. The
eigenvalues of the two functions were 0.11 and 0.03.
They together explained 90% of the variance. Of the
students, 38% of them were correctly classified by
this discriminant function analysis.

Table 4. Cluster characteristics based on Relationship Questionnaire scores

Variables

Cluster 1
(n = 925)
Indifferent

Cluster 2
(n = 863)
Secure

Cluster 3
(n = 1149)
Fearful

Cluster 4
(n = 874)
Preoccupied F

Post hoc comparison
(Scheffé’s)

Gender (% female) 22.6 27.7 27.5 22.2 chi2 = 1.7
Father’s Care 25.1 (7.1) 25.8 (6.7) 23.1 (7.6) 24.4 (7.3) 25.0*** 2,1 > 3 2,3 > 4
Father’s Overprotection 10.7 (6.3) 10.1 (5.9) 12.0 (6.6) 11.7 (6.4) 17.8*** 3,4 > 1,2
Mother’s Care 29.7 (5.5) 30.2 (5.3) 27.8 (6.6) 29.1 (5.9) 30.9*** 1 > 3 2 > 4 > 3
Mother’s Overprotection 10.5 (6.7) 10.7 (7.2) 12.7 (7.3) 12.1 (7.3) 21.8*** 3,4 > 2,1
Cohesion 20.6 (8.2) 21.4 (8.3) 19.0 (8.7) 20.2 (8.6) 14.7*** 1 > 3 2 > 3 > 4
Adaptability 4.7 (2.7) 5.0 (2.8) 4.7 (2.8) 4.5 (2.7) 3.9** 2 > 4
Top Star 0.74 (0.92) 0.85 (0.92) 0.70 (0.86) 0.77 (0.88) 4.3** 2 > 3
Relocation 0.51 (0.86) 0.45 (0.79) 0.56 (0.90) 0.49 (0.86) 2.9* 3 > 2
Self Disease 0.21 (0.48) 0.23 (0.52) 0.21 (0.47) 0.21 (0.41) 0.5 –
Family Disease 0.31 (0.44) 0.27 (0.41) 0.32 (0.46) 0.28 (0.42) 2.2 –
Peer Victimization 0.24 (0.46) 0.29 (0.54) 0.38 (0.64) 0.35 (0.60) 12.1*** 3,4 > 1 4 > 2
Novelty Seeking 4.2 (1.9) 4.5 (2.0) 4.2 (2.0) 4.4 (2.0) 3.9** 2 > 1,3
Harm Avoidance 5.5 (1.7) 5.2 (1.8) 5.9 (1.7) 5.9 (1.7) 37.0*** 3,4 > 1 > 2
Reward Dependence 6.0 (1.8) 6.5 (1.7) 5.9 (1.9) 6.5 (1.7) 29.9*** 2,4 > 1 2 > 3 4 > 3
Persistence 3.4 (1.3) 3.6 (1.4) 3.4 (1.4) 3.4 (1.4) 3.2* –
Self-directedness 3.9 (2.1) 3.5 (2.2) 3.2 (2.1) 3.2 (2.1) 25.7*** 1 > 2 > 3,4
Cooperativeness 5.8 (1.5) 5.9 (1.6) 5.3 (1.6) 5.6 (1.5) 31.4*** 1 > 3 2 > 4 > 3
Self-transcendence 3.3 (1.6) 3.7 (1.8) 3.2 (1.6) 3.3 (1.6) 21.0*** 2 > 1,4,3

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001; Numbers in parentheses are SD.

Table 5. Discriminating variables and canonical discriminant
functions (function structure matrix)

Variables Function 1 Function 2

Harm Avoidance -0.50 0.11
Cooperativeness 0.48 0.01
Mother’s Care 0.47 -0.02
Father’s Care 0.43 0.03
Mother’s Overprotection -0.37 0.27
Self-transcendence 0.34 0.29
Father’s Overprotection -0.33 0.10
Cohesion 0.33 0.09
Relocation -0.14 -0.11
Adaptability 0.10 0.02
Reward Dependence 0.26 0.70
Self-directedness 0.31 -0.62
Peer Victimization -0.26 0.31
Novelty Seeking 0.13 0.22
Top Star 0.14 0.16
Family Disease -0.13 -0.15
Gender 0.04 -0.11
Persistence 0.09 0.10
Self Disease 0.03 0.05
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The group centroids of the Indifferent cluster were
0.19 for the first function and -0.28 for the second
function; the group centroids of the Secure cluster
were 0.43 and 0.13 for the first and second functions,
respectively; the group centroids for the Fearful were
-0.43 and -0.02 for the first and second functions,
respectively; and the group centroids for the Preoccu-
pied cluster were -0.08 and 0.19 for the first and
second functions, respectively. Therefore the centroids
of the four clusters were scattered. The first function
separates participants with a positive self-model (i.e.
Secure and Indifferent) from participants with a nega-
tive self-model (i.e. Preoccupied and Fearful). In con-
trast, the second function separates participants with a
good other-model (i.e. Preoccupied and Secure clus-
ters) from participants with a negative other-model
(i.e. Fearful and Indifferent clusters).

The first function was a bipole and was represented
by Cooperativeness, father’s and mother’s Care, and
family Cohesion on the positive end and Harm
Avoidance and father’s and mother’s Overprotection
on the negative end. The second function was also a
bipole, represented by Reward Dependence and expe-
rience of Peer Victimization on the positive end, and
Self-directedness on the negative end.

DISCUSSION
Bivariate analyses have suggested that of the four
types of adult attachment styles the Secure Attach-
ment score was unique in its associations with the
psychosocial variables. In the personality domain,
those with the secure attachment style were affection-
ate (Reward Dependence) and relaxed and energetic
(low Harm Avoidance) but impulsive and outgoing
(Novelty Seeking). They continued what they started
(Persistence). They were less revengeful and more
altruistic (Cooperativeness) and felt strong ties with
spiritual powers (Self-Transcendence). In intrafamil-
ial domains, they came from a harmonious family
and caring parents who respected the children’s
autonomous decisions. People with either of the
three insecure attachment styles were similar to each
other in these variables in which all of the three
insecure attachment styles were placed in the oppo-
site direction towards the secure attachment style.
People with the Fearful and Preoccupied (having a
poor other model) groups were characterized by
wishful thinking such as a powerful position among
their peers (low Self-directedness) while they had
more experiences of being bullied at school. These

findings are consistent with attachment theory in that
the interactions with others in the family context
progressively create a guide to healthy attachment
with people in social situations. The internal working
model of a good attachment style is reflected in per-
sonality characteristics.

Our interest was whether the participants could be
divided into four clusters reflecting what could be
expected from the theory of Bartholomew and
Horowitz.6 Cluster analysis with the number of the
clusters set at four yielded clusters named Indifferent,
Secure, Fearful, and Preoccupied. The latter three
clusters showed expected profiles of the RQ scores.
The first cluster Indifferent scored low in all four of
the RQ items. The students belonging to this cluster
had little interest in interpersonal relationships. They
were not anxious in approaching others. Nor did they
avoid contacting others. Moreover, they showed little
interest in intimate relationships. Because the score
of the item representing the dismissing style was
lower than those of the other three items and because
there appeared no cluster scoring high in this item,
we considered this cluster to be a variant of the dis-
missing group in the present population of Japanese
university students.

As in the bivariate analyses, although with slight
differences, the participants belonging to the Secure
cluster were characterized by a more stable tempera-
ment, more mature character, more optimal parenting
received, and fewer past traumatic experiences. The
profiles of psychosocial correlates were similar
between the Fearful and Preoccupied clusters and
between the Secure and Indifferent clusters. In the
discriminant function analysis, Fearful was located
away from the other three clusters. The centroid of the
Indifferent cluster was located between the Secure
cluster and the two other insecure clusters.

We interpreted the two main functions of the dis-
criminant function analysis as representing the Self
and Other models. This is because the Secure and
Indifferent clusters scored high in the first function,
while the Fearful and Preoccupied clusters scored low
in the first function. In the second function, the Secure
and Preoccupied clusters scored high, while the
Fearful and Indifferent clusters scored low. These links
are compatible with the theory that the four adult
attachment styles are based on a combination of the
Self and Other models. One of the aims of the present
study was to search for psychosocial determinants of
these two models. How do people develop represen-
tation of self and other during the early years of life?
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The first function of the discriminant function
analysis was characterized by low Harm Avoidance,
Cooperativeness, parental Care and allowance of
children’s autonomy, and family Cohesion. Low
Harm Avoidance and high Cooperativeness may be
personality traits related to self-esteem, self-efficacy,
positive interpersonal relationship, and psychologi-
cal well-being. High Care and low Overprotection
are often regarded as determinants of many aspects
of better mental health and psychological
adjustment.37–39

Family Cohesion is also thought to be a robust
determinant of psychological adjustment. In con-
trast, the family Adaptability lost its significance in
predicting either of the functions. Why is family
cohesion more important than family adaptability in
the development of adult attachment? Rothbaum
et al. argued that extremely close ties between a
mother and child in a Japanese population are per-
ceived as adaptive, and are more common, and that
children experience fewer aversive effects from such
relationships than do children in the West.15 The cul-
tural influence should be taken into account in future
studies on this topic.

According to the object relation theory, the good
self as an internal object is a potent factor of main-
taining healthy relationships with others in the social
context. The representation of self may gradually
develop through a variety of experiences beginning in
the early stages of life and later interactions with the
family members.40,41 The present results may be,
although not conclusive, at least in line with this
theory.

The second function of the discriminant function
analysis was characterized by Reward Dependence
and low Self-directedness, and Peer Victimization. It
is contrary to expectation that better other model
is linked to low Self-directedness and more Peer
Victimization experiences because Self-directedness
reflects personality maturation in the ‘you and me’
relationship, and peer victimization42 was reported
as a determinant of later development of psy-
chopathology.43–46 Scrutiny of Table 4 suggests that
the Self-directedness score was the highest in the
Indifferent cluster. People in this cluster may be less
interested in relating to others and, as a defense,
engage in more wishful thinking. Therefore high
scores of Self-directedness in the present study may
be a defensive response of people who had poorer
models of others. As noted, we used a very short
version of the TCI. The aforementioned speculation

should be examined in future studies using the full
version of the TCI. Again, the association between
Peer Victimization and a better Other model may be
explained by the fact that the people in the Indif-
ferent cluster scored the lowest in this life event.
People in the Fearful and Preoccupied clusters
scored higher than those in the Secure cluster in
terms of Peer Victimization. Students who had little
interest in socialization may avoid peer contact
and thus be less likely to become a target of peer
victimization.

Limitations of the present study should also be
noted. Because the present study is a cross-sectional
one, caution should be exercised when making con-
clusions about causal relationships. While the study
suggested that parental styles influence the develop-
ment of adult attachment, parental style may be
determined by better children’s attachment with their
parents. For example, Belsky and Rovine noted that
mothers of infants with secure attachment described
them as easier to care for.47 Children’s attachment to
their peers may also be determined by the occurrence
of a variety of events that were not investigated in the
present study. Many factors may intervene between
parental style and early life events and adult attach-
ment. Future studies should focus on these issues
using a longitudinal design. Finally, the present study
was based on the assumption that attachment styles
were determined by psychosocial factors. However,
this does not exclude possible contributions of bio-
logical factors such as genetic transmission of adult
attachment styles. It has been noted that infants’
attachments were due largely or in part to endog-
enous temperamental variation.48 This may also be
the case for adults.

Taken together, the present study has demon-
strated that a variety of psychosocial variables are
potent determinants of adult attachment. They
include intrafamilial and extrafamilial variables: vari-
ables that date back to the early days of life and those
that are current. Therefore the present study suggests
that adult attachment is created over the course of
development and echoes Blatt in that the introjection
of outer world objects into the human psyche needs
an epigenetic course in order for the representation to
gain accuracy, articulation, and complexity.40
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