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Inattentive responding by research participants may decrease the reliability and 

validity of self-report measures. The current studies broaden the record of personality 

traits correlated with inattention by examining individual differences in attachment 

anxiety and avoidance among adults in romantic relationships. Based upon the 

characteristics typically exhibited by adults high on attachment avoidance, I expected an 

overlap between this personality trait and inattention, such that participants higher on 

attachment avoidance would exhibit higher levels of inattentive responding when 

answering self-report questions about their relationship. Two studies addressed this 

hypothesis using both self-report data from individuals and partner-report data from 

romantic couples to examine the association between a participant’s attachment 

avoidance and their level of inattentive responding while participating in research 

focusing on their romantic relationships. Self-reported attachment avoidance was 

associated with greater inattentive responding in both studies. However, partner-reported 
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attachment avoidance was not significantly associated with inattentive responding in 

Study 2.  
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Building a Profile of Inattentive Participants

 The subtle nature of individual personality traits and how they influence decision 

making in relationships is one of the many core areas of focus in social and personality 

psychology.  Self-report surveys are a boon for research within the field because they 

allow for much wider ranges of data, no longer limited to the proximity of the 

experimenter. However, even this method requires further research to understand its 

limits, as previous studies have shown inattention to be prevalent among subjects, with 

up to 9% of subjects being identified as highly inattentive when completing self-report 

measures (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014). The clear concern raised by this factor is that 

subjects who are highly inattentive while completing self-report measures may not 

accurately disclose their subjective perceptions or attitudes, and thus threaten the validity 

of a study. Participant inattention is therefore worth a great deal of consideration by 

researchers. In addition to measuring and addressing inattentive responding, recent 

research has explored personality characteristics that may help predict who is likely to 

engage in highly inattentive responding (e.g., Bowling, Huang, Bragg, Khazon, Liu, & 

Blackmore, 2016). The current studies sought to build on existing research by examining 

how the particular set of characteristics present in an individual high in attachment 

avoidance may predispose them to engage in highly inattentive responding in self-report 

survey research focusing on relationships. 

The form of “inattention” being reviewed in this paper follows the definition as 

laid out in previous papers in the field (Curran, 2016; Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, 
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& DeShon, 2012; Maniaci & Rogge, 2014; Meade & Craig, 2012). A concise definition 

of this type of inattention is when a research participant is measurably not participating in 

a study with sufficient effort or attention, such as by rushing through a survey without 

carefully reading instructions or questions and responding carelessly or inconsistently to 

self-report measures. Inattentive responding can be indicated in a variety of ways, such as 

with “directed questions” that ask participants to select a specific response (Meade & 

Craig, 2012), with scales that assess infrequent or inconsistent responses (Maniaci & 

Rogge, 2014), or by examining patterns of responding, such as answering questions 

impossibly fast or selecting the same response across multiple questions (Curran, 2016; 

Johnson, 2005). This type of inattention does not include socially desirable responding, 

intentional lying, or other confounds and threats to validity that affect research using self-

report methods. The primary distinguishing factor between these other forms of 

problematic responding (e.g., socially desirable responding; lying) and inattentive 

responding is the type of engagement demonstrated by participants. Socially desirable 

responding marks a type of disingenuous engagement that skews results in a specific 

direction, such as providing a more positive or desirable pattern of responses (Edwards, 

1957). Previous studies suggest that socially desirable responding is something that can 

damage the validity of self-report measures of attachment (Leak & Parsons, 2001). 

However, socially desirable responding is distinct from the type of inattentive responding 

examined in the current proposal, in that responding in a socially desirable manner 

requires high levels of attentiveness (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014). The proposed studies 

specifically focus on participants who are disengaging from the experiment and thus 

damaging the integrity of their responses by providing careless or inconsistent answers. 
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Essentially, the responses of these inattentive individuals include relatively more noise 

than typical responses. Although a large body of work has examined the causes and 

consequences of socially desirable responding (e.g., Paulhus, 2002; Paunonen & LaBel, 

2012), much less research has examined the causes and consequences of inattentive 

responding (Bowling, et al., 2016). 

Personality and Inattentive Responding 

 A previously common protocol was to expunge data containing inattention. More 

recent research has focused on the idea that inattention is a substantive variable that is 

worth studying, rather than just a source of noise. Previous research has shown that 

specific characteristics in subjects will lead them to be more prone to inattentive 

responding, such as specific demographic and personality traits (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014; 

Bowling et al., 2016; McKay, Garcia, Clapper, & Shultz, 2018). The associations 

established by this previous research opens the door to any number of personality traits as 

being tested in the context of inattentive responding, although the current studies focus on 

traits likely to predict inattentive responding in the context of close relationships research 

in particular. The patterns displayed within the fields of research examining adult close 

relationships point to attachment avoidance as a prime candidate. It is also worth 

discussing other personality traits that predict inattention before getting into how they are 

reflected in attachment avoidance. 

 Despite sometimes being referred to as “random” responding (Curran, 2016), 

inattention is not a random occurrence. Previous studies have demonstrated support for 

the hypothesis that certain personality traits can be validly linked to inattentive 

responding (Maniaci & Rogge 2014, Digman, 1990; Bowling et al., 2016; McKay et al., 
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2018).  Personality traits such as low agreeableness and conscientiousness are both highly 

indicative of the type of person who will damage the integrity of data with marked 

inattentiveness. For instance, Maniaci & Rogge (2014) found that individuals who scored 

low on personality measures of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to 

experience were more likely to engage in various forms of inattentive responding. 

McKay et al. (2018) found that participants scoring high on psychopathy and other 

“malevolent” traits were more likely to respond inattentively.  

 Notable among these attempts is a paper that took this concept of inattention as a 

substantive variable that may be predicted, in a very similar direction to the current 

studies (Bowling et al., 2016). The notable advancement presented within this paper is 

the predictive power of certain objective factors, such as college GPA and class absences, 

that are also correlated with rates of inattention on self-report measures. Bowling et al. 

(2016) not only included self-report measures, but also included peer reports of 

personality to cross reference the validity of self-report. Furthermore, certain personality 

traits, including agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and extraversion, 

were also found to predict inattention. This serves to establish a correlational link 

between inattention and behavioral indicators relevant to personality, but the profile of 

someone likely to be inattentive may not yet be complete. Bowling et al. (2016) expanded 

upon the idea of inattentive responding as a substantive variable that may be related to 

personality, but did not examine interpersonal traits more directly relevant to close 

relationships, such as attachment anxiety and avoidance.  

 The current research intends to extend this work in a novel direction. Adult 

attachment anxiety and avoidance are highly indicative of responses to certain challenges 
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and situations within a relationship (Kane et al., 2007).  For instance, Kane et al. (2007) 

found significant actor effects using dyadic data, such that people high in attachment 

anxiety and avoidance reported lower satisfaction with their relationship and with their 

partner’s caregiving.  They also found significant partner effects, such that women’s 

attachment anxiety and men’s attachment avoidance led to feelings of lessened support 

and satisfaction with their partners. Instead of focusing on relationship satisfaction, 

however, the current research intends to examine the avoidant attachment style due to 

characteristics that relate to disengagement. This disengagement may promote inattention 

in self report measures. Previous studies suggest behavioral tendencies of avoidant 

individuals tending toward disengagement when confronted with emotional topics 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013). This profile created expectations for individuals who 

display an avoidant attachment style, and we would expect the behavior displayed during 

surveys about relationships specifically to match that expectation. In fact, these 

individuals are more likely to show threat avoidance as their primary method of 

responding to challenges to the state of their relationship (Schottenbauer, 2006). This is 

exactly the type of personality trait we are seeking when attempting to identify factors 

related to inattentive responding, thus avoidant attachment seems an ideal avenue to 

pursue. Given the tendency of individuals high in attachment avoidance to disengage and 

avoid threat, high attachment avoidance may be associated with inattentive responding in 

research surveys with questions about emotionally intimate topics. The profile of 

personality traits associated with inattention has just begun to be developed, and 

additional research is required with additional variables to form a more complete profile 

of individuals who are likely to respond carelessly when completing self-report measures.  
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Avoidant Attachment and Self-Disclosure 

 The main focus of the current studies was seeking the connection between adult 

attachment style in relationships and how it predicts inattention as defined above. In 

particular, the current studies examine whether inattention is the result of personality 

traits which lend themselves to difficulty in communication and relationships (Carnelley, 

Pietromonaco, & Jaffe, 1996). Adult attachment styles have been broken down into four 

categories: Secure, Anxious, Dismissive-Avoidant, and Fearful-Avoidant (Cassidy & 

Shaver, 2002). More recent research in social-personality psychology typically measures 

adult attachment anxiety and avoidance as continuous dimensions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2003). Attachment theory has its roots in developmental psychology, and as such has 

been integrated into social and personality psychology as “an orientation to relationships 

thought to be determined by childhood relationships with parents and subsequent 

experiences with important attachment figures” (Brennan & Shaver, 1995, p. 267). This 

suggests that an individual’s attachment style as a child will inform the eventual adult 

attachment style they will obtain which will in turn promote the display of certain 

emotional traits. Previous studies have linked anxious attachment to proximity-seeking 

activities such as clinging, and found that both anxious and avoidant individuals trend 

towards ambivalence (Brennan & Shaver, 1995). “Such efforts might involve limiting 

dependence by becoming less willing to self-disclose, to seek support, or to put oneself in 

situations in which one’s outcomes are dependent on the partner’s actions” (Murray, 

Holmes, & Collins 2006, p. 647). The logical conclusion is that when confronted with a 

situation involving emotional disclosure, avoidant individuals will choose disengagement 

over conflict. People with avoidant attachment styles are much less likely to seek out 
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assistance during crisis in relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003).  These scenarios 

may represent extremes, but even a moderate form of relationship threat can promote 

reactions prevalent to each attachment style. 

 Previous studies have examined personality factors within dyadic data to predict 

partner satisfaction (Stoeber, 2012; Gattis et al, 2016). The current studies similarly adopt 

the approach of using dyadic data, but takes a new direction by introducing attachment 

anxiety and avoidance as predictors of inattentive responding.  Overall, the avoidant 

dimension is associated with characteristics that make it a candidate predictor of 

inattentive responding, more than secure or anxious attachment. 

The Current Studies 

 The current research examined attachment anxiety and avoidance as potential 

predictors of inattentive responding in two separate studies: one examining a sample of 

individuals and another examining a smaller sample of dyadic data from romantic 

partners. Study 1 examined self-reported attachment anxiety and avoidance as predictors 

of inattentive responding in a relatively large sample of individuals. A limitation of study 

1 is the inherently poorer reliability of data obtained from those extremely high in 

careless responding. Self-report methods are limited when examining predictors of 

inattentive responding (Bowling et al., 2016). 

A possible counter tactic to the cloudiness of the results of data with highly 

inattentive respondents is the inclusion of dyadic data by a potentially more attentive 

relationship partner, using both self-report and partner report. Study 2 addressed the 

limitations of Study 1 by including dyadic data and partner-report measures of attachment 

anxiety and avoidance.  Studies about partner report have found that individuals within a 
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relationship are able to accurately portray their partner despite internal idealization 

(Laurenceau, Barrett, & Rovine, 2005), and that romantic partners are able to accurately 

rate each other’s attachment anxiety and avoidance (Molero, Shaver, Fernández, Alonso-

Arbiol, & Recio, 2016). This opens the door to dyadic data as a viable path by which we 

may examine personality traits of inattentive respondents, despite inattentive subjects 

providing self-report data with potentially lower reliability. Partner reported attachment 

avoidance was examined in addition to each individual participant’s inattention and self-

reported attachment avoidance to verify and bolster the results from Study 1. 

Despite the colloquialism that “opposites attract,” studies of personality traits 

show that couples tend to score similarly on personality indexes (Gattis et al. 2004; 

Decuyper, De Bolle, & De Fruyt, 2012). This will at first seem like a limitation as 

individuals who were inattentive may have inattentive partners, which could cause both 

sets of responses to be unreliable. This is a misunderstanding about the nature of 

inattention checks, as the way by which I have measured inattention is not as a binary 

factor but rather more of a spectrum, measured continuously. I will go forward with the 

concept that inattention is continuous, and that someone with moderate levels of 

inattention may still provide some usable information. 

  These studies seek to examine predictors of inattention in a specific research 

setting to examine any possible effects of avoidant attachment on inattention in surveys 

pertaining to relationships. The primary hypothesis is that based on the findings of 

previous studies, I expect to find a significant association between attachment avoidance 

and inattention on self-report measures about relationships, using both an individual’s 



9 

own self-reported attachment avoidance and using partner-reported attachment 

avoidance. 
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Study 1 Method 

Participants and Procedures 

 A total of 198 eligible individuals in romantic relationships were recruited from 

multiple sources and completed an Internet-based survey (after removing duplicates and 

responses from ineligible participants). Eligible participants must have been at least 18 

years of age and in a romantic relationship. Individuals were recruited from an 

undergraduate participant pool with the incentive of credit toward their course 

requirement.  Participants were also recruited by advertising the study on social media 

sites and other websites that advertise Internet-based research studies. A majority of 

participants (155 or 78%) identified as female, while 42 (21%) identified as male and one 

participant identified as nonbinary in terms of gender. Participants ranged from 18 to 56 

years old, although most participants were relatively young, with a median age of 19 (M 

= 23.9, SD = 9.2). The majority of participants identified as white (60.1%), followed by 

African American (17.7%) and Asian (7.6%), with the remaining participants (14.6%) 

selecting other or multiple options. A majority of participants (83%) said they were in a 

committed or casual dating relationship, with another 15% either married or engaged, and 

2% selecting another option. Relationship length ranged from less than one month to over 

33 years (M = 3.3 years, SD = 5.2). 

 Participants followed a link to the study and completed an Internet-based survey. 

After completing the survey, participants were provided with a link to optionally invite



11 

 their partner to participate in the survey. However, the current study only examined data 

from individual participants. As an additional incentive, participants were given the 

option to view individualized feedback summarizing their responses to personality 

measures at the end of the survey. 

Previous studies have reported correlations between personality traits and 

measures of inattentive responding ranging between |r| = .20-.30 (Bowling et al., 2016; 

Maniaci & Rogge; 2014). A minimum sample size of 150 participants was identified a 

priori in order to provide adequate statistical power (.80) to detect a correlation near the 

lower end of this range (|r| = .23). Recruitment remained open until reaching the current 

sample size of 198 participants, which provides adequate power (.80) to detect a 

correlation slightly below the lower end of this range. 

Measures 

 In addition to answering basic demographic questions, participants completed 

self-report measures of their personality, attachment style, and multiple additional self-

report measures that are not relevant to the current analyses. The survey included over 

200 individual items and was expected to take approximately 20-30 minutes for a 

typically attentive participant to complete. In the current sample, the median time spent 

on the survey was 34 minutes, including time spent viewing personality feedback and 

taking breaks. The current study focused on the measures described below. 

 Attachment anxiety and avoidance: Attachment anxiety and avoidance were 

measured using the 12-item Experiences in Close Relationships short form (ECR-12; 

Lafontaine, Brassard, Lussier, Valois, & Shaver, 2016). This measure was adapted from 

the 36-item Experiences in Close Relationships scale using Item Response Theory 
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analyses. It includes six items measuring attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry about being 

abandoned”) and six items measuring attachment avoidance (e.g., “I don’t feel 

comfortable opening up to romantic partners”). Both attachment anxiety (α = .845) and 

attachment avoidance (α = .789) showed acceptable internal consistency in the current 

sample. 

 Personality traits. Participants completed the 60-item HEXACO personality 

inventory (Ashton & Lee, 2009), with items split into three separate pages at different 

points in the survey. The HEXACO measure assesses the following six dimensions of 

personality, each of which had acceptable internal consistency reliability in the current 

study: honesty-humility (α = .800), emotionality (α = .743), extraversion (α = .775), 

agreeableness (α = .747), conscientiousness (α = .753), and openness to experience (α 

= .783). 

Measures of inattentive responding. Inattentive responding was assessed using 

multiple measures developed in previous research (e.g., Huang et al., 2012; Maniaci & 

Rogge, 2014; Meade & Craig, 2012). These measures included directed questions and the 

6-item infrequency subscale of the Attentive Responding Scale (ARS-18; Maniaci & 

Rogge, 2014), the longstring index (measuring the tendency to select the same response 

option across multiple pages of the survey), and time spent answering survey questions. 

Directed Questions. Four directed questions asking participants to select specific 

response options (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014) were distributed on separate pages throughout 

the survey. Three of these items direct participants to select a specific response option 

(“Please choose ‘Agree Strongly’ as your response to this item”; “For this item, please 

select ‘Disagree’ as your response”; “For this item, please select ‘Not at all’ as your 
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response”), with any other response counted as inattentive. The fourth item asks 

participants to skip the question (“I read instructions carefully. To show that you are 

reading these instructions, please do not answer this question”), with any response 

counted as inattentive. The sum of inattentive responses (ranging from 0 to 4) was 

calculated. In the current sample, 65% of participants did not miss any directed questions 

(yielding a median score of 0), 19% missed just one, 5% missed two, 5% missed three, 

and 6% missed all four. 

Infrequency Subscale (ARS-18). The six items from the infrequency subscale of 

the brief version of the Attentive Responding Scale (ARS-18; Maniaci & Rogge, 2014) 

were distributed on different pages throughout the survey. These items tend to be 

extremely skewed, with some items that most participants endorse (e.g., “I don’t like 

getting speeding tickets”) and other items that very few participants endorse (“e.g., “My 

favorite subject is agronomy”). Items were rescored to range from 0 to 5, such that higher 

scores indicate more infrequent responses, then summed across items. Although the total 

infrequency score could potentially range from 0 to 30, scores in the current sample 

ranged from 0 (for 34% of participants) to 20, with a median score of 2. 

Longstring Index. The longstring index measures the tendency to select the same 

response option across multiple consecutive items from different scales. This was 

measured by calculating the longest string of identical consecutive responses for each 

participant across the 60 items of the HEXACO personality inventory. Because the 

HEXACO personality inventory includes a variety of personality scales with items 

intermingled between scales, identical consecutive responses across multiple items from 

different scales are expected to be indicative of inattention. In the current study, the 60 
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HEXACO items were split between three survey pages, with the first two pages including 

24 items each, and the 3rd page including 12 items. The maximum number of identical 

consecutive responses was calculated separately within each page (ranging from 1-24 for 

the first two pages and from 1-12 for the third page). The longstring index was calculated 

as the maximum number of identical consecutive responses across these three pages 

(potentially ranging from 1 to 24). Higher numbers of consecutive responses were 

indicative of inattentive responding. In the current sample, longstring index scores ranged 

from 2 to the maximum possible score of 24, with a median score of 3. 

Time Spent Answering Questions. Finally, to capture the tendency to rush 

through survey questions, the survey website was set up to save the time (in seconds) that 

participants spent on each page of the survey that included questions. Time spent 

answering survey questions was summed across all pages of questions (excluding time 

spent reading the consent form, viewing personality feedback, or answering questions 

that were not included in all versions of the survey). In the current sample, time spent on 

the survey pages ranged from under 5 minutes to over 23 hours, with a median of 26.3 

minutes. Because participants in online surveys may leave web pages open for any 

amount of time, values representing outliers were truncated to the 80th percentile (41.6 

minutes) to prevent misrepresentation of time spent due to “idling”, which is not likely to 

provide information about inattentive responding. In previous research, very fast 

responding in online surveys has been associated with other measures of inattention after 

truncating high response times (Maniaci & Rogge, 2014). To simplify interpretation, 

response time was reversed so that higher scores indicated faster (and presumably less 
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attentive) responses. Reversed scores ranged from 0 (response times of 41.6 minutes or 

longer) to 2,221 (the fastest response time of 4.6 minutes).
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Study 1 Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

The individual indices of inattention universally showed correlations with each 

other. Referring to Table 1, every single inattention index was significantly correlated 

with each other. An inattention composite was calculated by standardizing the measures 

and then calculating the average of the inattention measures for participants with scores 

on at least 3 of 4 indices. Maniaci and Rogge (2014) argued that typical approaches used 

to examine the reliability of self-report measures may not be appropriate for measures of 

inattentive responding, which incorporate heterogeneous items with weak correlations 

among attentive participants. Nonetheless, the current inattention composite 

demonstrated acceptable reliability in the current sample (α = .738). 

 As shown in Table 1, several significant correlations were established between 

most but not all of the measures of inattention and attachment avoidance. There were 

significant correlations primarily among attachment avoidance and multiple measures of 

inattention, including directed questions, r(195) = .296, p < .001, infrequency, r(189) 

=.316, p < .001, as well as the composite of all inattention checks, r(196) = .273, p 

< .001. There were also marginally significant correlations between attachment avoidance 

and the longstring index, r(196) = .119, p = .095, and response speed, r(196) = .119, p 

= .095.  Attachment anxiety was not significantly correlated with any of the inattention 

indices, all |r|s < .10, all ps > .19.
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Self-Reported Attachment and Inattentive Responding 

 Separate multiple regression analyses were conducted for each measure of 

inattention, in which each inattention index was simultaneously regressed onto 

attachment anxiety and avoidance. The regression results were generally consistent with 

the pattern established by the correlations. Attachment anxiety and avoidance jointly 

predicted 7.5% of the variance in the composite measure of inattention (R2 =.075, 

F(2,195) = 7.934, p < .001). Attachment anxiety was not significantly associated with the 

composite inattention measure (β = .022, t = 0.324, p = .747). Consistent with 

hypotheses, self-reported attachment avoidance was significantly associated with 

increased inattention (β = .274, t = 3.979, p < .001). 

Similar regression analyses were conducted with each individual measure of 

inattention. Attachment anxiety and avoidance jointly accounted for 7.7% of the variance 

in the directed questions scale (R2 =.077, F(2,194) = 8.067, p < .001), with attachment 

avoidance again being a significant predictor (β = .271, t = 3.924, p < .001), and 

attachment anxiety not having a significant effect (β = .066, t = .960, p = .338). 

Attachment anxiety and avoidance jointly accounted for 10.7% of the variance in the 

infrequency scale (R2 =.107, F(2,188) = 11.250, p < .001) and once again following the 

same pattern, with significant effects for attachment avoidance (β = 0.313, t = 4.543, p 

< .001), but not for attachment anxiety (β = -0.085, t = -1.233, p = .219). The regression 

analysis predicting the longstring index (R2 =.014, F(2,195) = 1.412, p = .246) and total 

time taken, (R2 = .017, F(2,195) = 1.674, p = .190) both followed the pattern of 

nonsignificance established in the correlational analysis, such that attachment anxiety and 
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avoidance did not account for significant variance in these outcomes. The results were 

generally consistent with the previously asserted hypothesis. 

Supplemental Analyses 

 To ensure the current results could be linked to previous studies, supplementary 

analyses regressed the inattention indices onto anxiety and avoidance after controlling for 

the HEXACO personality dimensions to examine whether the associations are unique. 

Initial correlational analyses showed that there were significant negative correlations 

between conscientiousness and both attachment avoidance, r(196) = -.215, p < .01, and 

attachment anxiety  r(196)= -.255, p < .001. Furthermore, there were significant 

correlations between attachment anxiety and honesty-humility, r(196) = -.275, p < .001, 

emotionality, r(196)= .288, p < .001, extraversion, r(196)= -.265, p < .001, and 

agreeableness, r(196)= -.159, p < .05. Only openness to experience was not significantly 

correlated with attachment anxiety, r(196) = -.038, p = .596. For attachment avoidance, 

there were significant correlations with emotionality, r(196)= -.240, p < .001, and 

extraversion, r(196)= -.249, p < .001. Attachment avoidance was not significantly 

correlated with honesty-humility, r(196) = -.071, p = .317, agreeableness, r(196)= -.105, 

p = .140, or openness to experience, r(196) = -.074, p = .297.  

Going further, the inattention composite was significantly correlated with several 

personality traits measured by the HEXACO. Specifically, inattention was significantly 

correlated with honesty-humility, r(196) = -.201, p < .01, emotionality, r(196)= -.199, p 

< .01, and conscientiousness, r(196) = -.339, p < .001, and was marginally correlated 

with openness to experience r(196) = -.125, p = .080. The inattention composite was not 
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significantly correlated with extraversion, r(196) = -.076, p = .289, or agreeableness, 

r(196) = -.056, p= .432. 

To further examine the HEXACO personality dimensions and attachment anxiety 

and avoidance as predictors of inattention, I conducted a hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis by entering the 6 HEXACO dimensions as predictors of inattention in step 1 and 

then the two attachment variables as predictors in step 2 for the HEXACO personality 

dimensions jointly accounted for 17% of the variance in inattention in step 1 (R2 = .168, 

F(6,191) = 6.410, p < .001). Entering attachment anxiety and avoidance in step 2 

accounted for an additional 2.2% of the variance, (ΔR2 =.022, F(2,189) = 2.573, p 

= .079). After controlling for the HEXACO personality dimensions, attachment 

avoidance was still a significant predictor of inattention, β = .155, p < .05. Looking at 

table 2, significant associations were found between inattention in both steps for 

emotionality and conscientiousness, in addition to attachment avoidance in step 2 

(consistent with hypotheses). Attachment anxiety was not significantly associated with 

inattention after controlling for HEXACO personality traits, β = -.042, p = .582. 

To analyze potential main and interactive effects of gender, I effect coded gender 

(-1 for men; 1 for women) and tested interactions between gender and attachment anxiety 

and avoidance predicting inattention in a multiple regression analysis. All main effects 

were entered in step 1, followed by interactions with gender in step 2. Attachment 

anxiety, attachment avoidance, and gender jointly accounted for 8.2% of the variance in 

inattention in step 1 (R2 =.082, F(3,193) = 5.772, p < 0.001)). Significant coefficients 

were only found for attachment avoidance in the regression model (β = .265, t = 3.83, p 

< .001). Entering interactions with gender into the model in step 2 did not account for 
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significantly more variance in inattention, ΔR2 =.015, F(2,191) = 1.573, p = .210, and the 

main effect and interactions with gender were all nonsignificant (all |β|s < .13, all ps 

> .17).
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Study 2 Method 

Participants and Procedures 

 Study 2 used the same general measures and survey procedures as Study 1, but 

instead recruited romantic partners to participate in the study together, with most 

participants completing the study in a laboratory setting. A total of 108 individuals (54 

romantic couples) were recruited using an undergraduate subject pool in exchange for 

partial fulfillment of a course requirement (for participants recruited from the subject 

pool) or a $5 gift card (for other participants). Additionally, dyads were also recruited 

from online volunteers using the same methods described in study 1, in which one partner 

shared the survey link with other partner. Participants who completed the study in a 

laboratory setting were informed that they must be in a relationship and able to bring 

their romantic partner to the laboratory to participate in the study at the same time. If the 

partner was not also in the undergraduate participant pool, they were given a $5 gift card. 

Participants were also given the incentive of optionally viewing feedback about their 

responses to personality questions after the survey. Couples completing the survey in the 

laboratory at the same time were taken to separate rooms to complete the survey 

independently. Due to the college setting, the average age of participants (M = 20.9, SD = 

4.9) was slightly younger than in Study 1, ranging from 18 to 44 years old. The gender 

distribution was fairly even, with 50 male and 58 female participants being represented. 

Most participants (100) were in heterosexual relationships, although there were 8 
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 participants in same-sex female couples. This will be discussed further when examining 

potential gender differences. A majority of couples (93%) described their relationship as 

a committed or casual dating relationship, with the remaining 4 couples (7%) being 

married. Relationship length (averaging across dyad members’ reports) ranged from 2 

months to over 16 years (M = 2.2 years, SD = 3.4). 

Because of the expense and difficulty of recruiting romantic couples, Study 2 

included a smaller sample size (roughly half of that of study one). This smaller sample 

has lower statistical power than Study 1, but yielded adequate statistical power 

(above .80) to identify an association with an effect size near the upper range of those 

reported in previous research, equivalent to |r| = .30 (Bowling et al., 2016; Maniaci & 

Rogge, 2014). 

Measures 

 Study 2 included the same measures as Study 1 (basic demographic questions, 

self-report measures of personality, attachment style, and multiple additional self-report 

measures that are not relevant to the current analyses). Additionally, Study 2 added a 

measure of perceived partner-reported attachment anxiety and avoidance. 

 Attachment anxiety and avoidance. As in Study 1, self-reported attachment 

anxiety and avoidance were measured using the 12-item Experiences in Close 

Relationships short form (ECR-12; Lafontaine et al., 2016). In addition, participants 

completed a 12-item partner report version of the study, with each item reworded to 

reflect their partner’s attachment anxiety (e.g., “My partner worries a fair amount about 

being alone”) and avoidance (e.g., “My partner tells me just about everything” [reverse-

scored]). Both self-reported attachment anxiety (α = .838) and attachment avoidance (α 
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= .732) showed acceptable internal consistency. Reliability for perceived partner 

attachment anxiety (α = .870), attachment avoidance (α = .718) was also acceptable. 

 Personality traits. Participants completed the same 60-item HEXACO personality 

inventory (Ashton & Lee, 2009) used in Study 1, with items split into three separate 

pages at different points in the survey. Reliability analysis provided scores for honesty-

humility (α = .694), emotionality (α = .707), extraversion (a = .795), agreeableness (α 

= .648), Conscientiousness (α = .789), and openness to experience (α = .735). 

Measures of inattentive responding. Inattentive responding was assessed using 

the same measures described in Study 1 (directed questions, the infrequency subscale of 

the ARS-18, the longstring index calculated as the maximum consecutive response within 

the each of three pages of HEXACO items (ranging from 1-24), and time spent 

answering questions). These measures were collected and scored as described in Study 1. 

In the current sample, 66% of participants did not miss any directed questions, 28% 

missed just one, 2% missed two, 3% missed three, and just one participant missed all 

four. Of the 54 couples, 46 (85%) had at least one partner who did not miss a single 

directed question. As in Study 1, time spent answering survey questions was summed 

across pages, then truncated to the 80th percentile to minimize the influence of extremely 

high response times caused by “idling”. Also consistent with Study 1, response time was 

reversed so that higher scores indicated faster responses. 
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Study 2 Results

Preliminary Analyses 

The correlation analysis of study 2 followed much of what was established in 

study 1, with a few caveats. As shown in Table 4, all of the measures of inattention were 

significantly correlated with each other, with the exception of time spent answering 

questions, which did not significantly correlate with the infrequency scale or with the 

longstring index. The inattention composite was calculated identically to that in study 1, 

by first standardizing the individual measures of inattention and then calculating the 

average of the inattention measures for participants with scores on at least 3 of 4 indices. 

As in study 1, the inattention composite demonstrated acceptable reliability in the current 

sample (α = .712). 

As shown in Table 4, self-reported attachment avoidance was significantly 

correlated with the composite measure of inattention at the individual level (ignoring 

nonindependence between dyad members). Additionally, the infrequency scale was also 

significantly correlated with attachment avoidance. Attachment anxiety was significantly 

correlated with response time, such that participants higher on self-reported attachment 

anxiety tended to complete the study more quickly. No other correlations were significant 

at the individual level (ignoring nonindependence between partners, which is accounted 

for in the multilevel modeling analyses below). For exact correlation scores, please refer 

to Table 4.  
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Intraclass correlations (which estimate the degree of similarity or dissimilarity 

between dyad members) showed that dyad members were not significantly similar to one 

another in self-reported attachment anxiety, ICC = .10, p = .46, or attachment avoidance, 

ICC = -.01, p = .95. There was marginally significant correspondence between dyad 

members in their inattention composite scores, ICC = .22, p = .09. Examining individual 

indices of inattention, there was significant correspondence in survey completion times, 

ICC = .35, p = .004, indicating that couples were similar in their tendency to complete the 

survey quickly. The intraclass correlations were not significant for any other inattention 

indices, including directed questions, ICC = .09, p= 52, infrequency, ICC = .09, p = .50, 

or the longstring index, ICC = .01, p = .96. 

Self-Reported Attachment and Inattentive Responding 

Multilevel modelling was used to account for potential non-independence 

between partners (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). As previously stated within the 

introduction, couples are more often than not mutually influential. Because the dataset 

included 4 same-sex female couples, the primary analyses treated dyad members as 

indistinguishable (i.e., the main analyses did not model separate effects for men and 

women and all effects are pooled between the two members of each dyad). Supplemental 

analyses using a different approach to examine interactions with gender are reported 

below.  

An initial set of analyses used a multilevel model with fixed effects and restricted 

maximum likelihood estimation in order to replicate the effects observed among 

individuals in Study 1 for self-reported attachment anxiety and avoidance. Fixed effects 

were evaluated using Satterthwaite approximation, so degrees of freedom are based on 
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sample variability and may differ between analyses. Consistent with hypotheses and 

consistent with the results of Study 1, self-reported attachment avoidance was associated 

with significantly higher inattention based on the inattention composite, b = 0.147, 

t(97.65) = 2.06, p = .042. Self-reported attachment anxiety was not a significant predictor 

of the inattention composite, b =.074, t(101.90) = 1.61, p = .110. 

Subsequent analyses examined individual measures of inattention. When 

predicting individual indices of inattention, attachment avoidance was only a significant 

predictor of the infrequency scale, b = .269, t(97.83) = 2.447, p < .05. All other measure 

of inattention were not significantly related to self-reported attachment avoidance, all |b|s 

< 0.16, all |t|s < 1.53, all ps > .13. None of the individual indices of inattention were 

significantly predicted by self-reported attachment anxiety, all |b|s < .11, all |t|s < 1.63, all 

ps >.10. 

Although partner effects were not predicted for self-reported attachment anxiety 

and avoidance (e.g., how one participant’s inattentive responding is related to his or her 

partner’s own self-reported attachment avoidance), additional analyses incorporated both 

actor and partner effects. The inattention composite was not significantly related to the 

partner’s self-reported attachment anxiety, b = 0.05, t(100.00) = 1.15, p = .25, or to the 

partner’s self-reported attachment avoidance, b = 0.05, t(94.16) = 0.71, p = .48. However, 

one’s own self-reported attachment avoidance remained a significant predictor of 

inattention after controlling for the partner’s self-reported attachment style, b = 0.16, 

t(94.01) = 2.20, p = .030. In addition, after controlling for the partner effects, attachment 

anxiety was marginally associated with higher inattention, b = 0.08, t(100.14) = 1.76, p 

= .082. 
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Perceived Partner Attachment and Inattentive Responding 

A similar set of analyses used a multilevel model with fixed effects and restricted 

maximum likelihood estimation to examine the associations between inattentive 

responding and partner reports of attachment anxiety and avoidance (e.g., if participants 

who are perceived by their partners as higher in attachment avoidance tend to be more 

inattentive). These analyses focused on partner effects (predicting one participant’s 

inattention from their partner’s perception of their attachment anxiety and avoidance). No 

significant findings were found using perceived partner attachment as a predictor of 

individual inattention. In particular, the inattention composite scores were not 

significantly related to a partner’s perception of attachment avoidance, b = 0.02, t(99.51) 

= 0.21, p = .831, or attachment anxiety, b = 0.07, t(102.22) = 1.51, p = .135. This pattern 

is expressed in all subsequent analysis of individual perceived partner attachment anxiety 

and avoidance predicting individual measures of inattention, all |t|s < 1.64, all ps > .10. 

The effects for the inattention composite also remained non-significant after including 

actor effects (how my perception of my partner’s attachment is related to my own 

inattention) in addition to the partner effects. Going into more detail the actor effects for 

both perceived partner attachment anxiety b = 0.03, t(100.25) = .673, p = .502, and 

perceived partner attachment avoidance b = 0.09, t(96.78) = 1.24, p = .217. Additionally 

partner effects of perceived partner anxiety b = 0.06, t(100.16) =1.30, p = .196, and 

perceived partner avoidance, b = 0.03, t(96.80) = .345, p = .731, were also not significant. 

Supplemental Analyses 

Given that the self-report and perceived partner attachment variables differed in 

their associations with inattention, supplemental analyses examined the degree to which 
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participants were able to accurately perceive their partner’s attachment anxiety and 

avoidance. A multilevel model predicting self-reported attachment anxiety from the 

partner’s perceived partner attachment anxiety score demonstrated significant accuracy in 

perceptions of anxiety, b = 0.28, t(64.65) = 2.94, p = .005. However, a similar analysis 

for attachment avoidance showed no significant association between self-reported 

attachment avoidance and the partner’s perceived partner attachment avoidance score, b = 

-0.03, t(104.93) = -0.33, p = .74. These results suggest that relationship partners were 

able to accurately perceive each other’s attachment anxiety, but were not able to 

accurately perceive each other’s attachment avoidance in the current sample. 

As in Study 1, additional supplemental analyses examined associations between 

inattention and HEXACO personality dimensions. The results of the HEXACO 

personality dimensions predicting inattention observed in Study 1 did not replicate within 

the smaller dyadic sample in Study 2. When entered as simultaneous predictors of the 

inattention composite in a multilevel model, only honesty-humility was marginally 

negatively associated with inattention, b = -.17, t(96.73) = -1.86, p = .065. The inattention 

composite did not show significant unique associations with Emotionality, Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, or Openness to Experience, all |t|s <1.24, all ps > .22. 

After controlling for the HEXACO personality dimensions, self-reported attachment 

avoidance was a marginally significant predictor of inattentive responding, b = .15, 

t(92.51) = 1.93, p = .056. 

Additional supplemental analyses examined potential gender differences among 

heterosexual couples (treating dyad members as distinguishable based on gender). With 

that qualification (that the analyses excluded 4 same-sex female couples), there was no 
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significant gender main effect predicting the inattention composite, b = -0.02, t(46.24) = -

0.33, p = .75, and the interactions with gender and both self-reported and partner-reported 

attachment anxiety and avoidance were all found to be not significant, all |t|s <0.72, all ps 

> .47. The interactions between gender and self-reported and partner-reported attachment 

anxiety and avoidance were also not significant predicting any of the individual indices 

of inattention, all |t|s < 1.13, all ps > .26. 
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Discussion 

 Overall the results of both studies can be seen as a mixed success when compared 

to the initial inspiration for this pair of studies. The inattention composite scores in both 

studies 1 and 2 were correlated with self-reported attachment avoidance, and this pattern 

remained during examination using multiple regression analyses in study 1 and multilevel 

modeling with dyadic data in study 2. Furthermore, even after controlling for the 

personality dimensions measured by the HEXACO, attachment avoidance remained a 

significant predictor of inattention in Study 1 and a marginally significant predictor of 

inattention in Study 2. This is promising as it advances the notion of adult attachment in 

close relationships as a factor that may influence inattention in self-report measures and 

promotes further study in this direction. 

It is interesting to note that the overall significance of the inattention composite 

score was only nominally impacted by having only two of the four factors contributing to 

it being nonsignificant. The infrequency scale and directed questions had the strongest 

associations with attachment avoidance in Study 1, and the infrequency scale was the 

only inattention measure significantly associated with attachment avoidance in Study 2. 

This pattern may suggest that individuals high in attachment avoidance are more likely 

not to read items carefully or to provide highly atypical responses, rather than to speed 

through survey questions or erroneously select the same response across multiple 

questions. It is interesting that the nature of both inattention measures line up this way,  
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and would suggest that individuals high in attachment avoidance who are trending 

towards inattention do not rush to avoid the study but simply stop reading the questions 

carefully. 

The results make a possible case for inclusion of some inattention checks that 

were omitted from these studies to be included in future research to see if a more robust 

inattention composite may reveal associations incorporating other forms of inattention. It 

is also worth noting that the results of correlational analysis of individuals within study 2 

mostly matched that of study 1 using self-report attachment anxiety and avoidance. The 

inattention composite was consistently related to self-reported attachment avoidance in 

both study 1 as well as study 2, despite the previously mentioned limitations of using self 

report measures with inattentive participants. While the initial concern about self report 

within an individual based study was meant to be addressed via dyadic data in Study 2, 

the dyadic study showed a significant result only when examining self reported 

avoidance. This partial replication gives credence to the results of study 1 despite not 

fully supporting the hypothetical usage of partner report to identify the attachment style 

of individuals. 

 The goal of using perceived partner attachment to predict individual inattention 

did not line up with previous research which suggested that partners were able to 

accurately perceive one another’s personality traits (Stoeber, 2012; Gattis et al, 2016). In 

previous research, romantic partners were able to accurately perceive each other’s 

attachment anxiety and avoidance (Molero et al., 2016). In contrast, partners were only 

able to accurately perceive a partner’s attachment anxiety in the current Study 2, but were 

not able to accurately perceive a partner’s attachment avoidance.  Perhaps a more robust 
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study of partner attachment would show differing results, as the contents of the current 

studies here had a more general focus and used only a brief 6-item measure of attachment 

avoidance. There are several factors that may have contributed to this outcome. It could 

be due to the more limited sample size of the dyadic data, which fell below the individual 

count of study 1. This result was an unforeseen complication, but it does in itself have 

interesting implications for future research. It seems to suggest that partners may be 

accurate at perceiving their partner’s global personality traits and attachment anxiety, but 

less accurate at perceiving their partner’s avoidance. Future research should examine 

factors that may help explain how partners perceive one another’s attachment anxiety and 

avoidance, and what contributes to more or less accurate perceptions. It may also be 

worthwhile to seek out a larger pool of couples with more experience within the 

relationship being measured, such as married couples. Those dyads could possibility 

provide more insight into each individual’s attachment style than the subjects represented 

here. 

Supplemental analysis of the data in study 1 found that personality traits that were 

associated with inattention in previous research (e.g., conscientiousness) were found to be 

correlated with attachment anxiety and avoidance. This was one of the primary logical 

connections discussed within the introduction, so confirming this connection within the 

current studies supports the rationale for examining adult attachment as a predictor of 

inattention. The patterns for the HEXACO differed a bit between study 1 and study 2, but 

that may have been the end result of a smaller sample and lower statistical power in study 

2, or differences in the participant populations or research setting (completing the survey 

online in Study 1 rather than in a more controlled laboratory setting in Study 2). 
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Controlling for gender did not alter the significance of the main effects, so there is not 

much new information to gain from gender as a potential moderator. 

 There were quite a few limitations that should be addressed in both studies, 

especially study 2. The very clear concern going into the analysis of study 2 was the 

much more limited sample size and lower statistical power. The ideal would have been to 

have a sample of couples more similar to the set of roughly 200 individuals within study 

1. The conditions of the recruiting process and practical complications in collecting 

dyadic data from romantic couples prevented this ideal from being realized. Even when 

taking the number of individuals represented in study 2, the sample size was roughly half 

of the sample from study 1. The conditions of data collection in study 2 include 

additional limitations, as individuals were recruited and completed the survey exclusively 

online for study 1, but within study 2 individuals were mostly recruited from an 

undergraduate participant pool and completed the study at the same time as their partner 

in a more controlled laboratory setting. This may have contributed to the lower 

representation of inattention found among individuals in Study 2, at least based on lower 

mean scores for the directed questions and infrequency scales, as a laboratory setting has 

a more formal atmosphere, which may have combated the tendency of participants to 

disengage from the survey. These two factors should be addressed in future studies by 

recruiting a much larger sample of dyads to examine and comparing responses across 

different settings (e.g., online surveys and laboratory settings). This does present a 

possible moderating factor to examine in future research (whether a proctored or 

unproctored study is more prone to elicit disengagement among those high in attachment 

avoidance). Ideally I would be fairly interested in replicating study 2 completely online, 
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just to see if there is a potential lab effect. Another possibility is that participants high in 

attachment avoidance were less likely to agree to participate in a laboratory-based study 

with their partner, although the means and standard deviations for self-reported 

attachment avoidance did not differ dramatically between study 1 and 2. 

An additional concern involves the average age and relationship length of the 

couples included in the current studies. The average age between both studies was quite 

young and there were relatively few long-term relationships, so it may be possible that 

individuals would need more time to develop their perception of their partner. However, 

looking at the mean age of Stoeber (2002), which was also in the low 20s, one might be 

dissuaded from the assumption that only older adults are able to accurately perceive a 

partner’s personality traits. However, as previously mentioned, the ability to perceive a 

partner’s individual characteristics may be separate from the ability to create a robust 

profile of those characteristics such as being able to give an accurate perception of a 

partner’s attachment style. One could argue that would come with experience, but it 

would be better to follow with a study seeing if heavily experienced relationship partners 

are better at predicting a partner’s attachment style and if those perceptions are more 

strongly associated with the partner’s inattention. 

 The results discussed here, while not without limitations, still provide some 

weight to suggest that attachment avoidance may have a significant influence on 

inattention in self report measures, especially those that involve self disclosure about 

intimate topics. The data using self-report across both studies consistently points to adult 

attachment avoidance as a factor that may predict the tendency to disengage when 

confronted with self report measures about relationships. The concern raised by this is 
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that individuals who are more likely to disengage are also going to be more difficult to 

profile, and thus some method of indirect profiling would be ideal for gaining insight into 

inattentive individuals. While the current studies did not provide conclusive answers, 

they did provide some consistent findings based on self-reported attachment, and provide 

a model that may be replicated under more ideal conditions in future research. If future 

studies want to gain informed profiles of inattentive individuals, then it will take some 

form of outside report to be fully confident that the profile is reliable and valid.  
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Appendix 

Tables 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 Variables 

Variable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Anxiety --       

2. Avoidance -.036 --      

3. Inattention 

Composite 

.012 .273** --     

4. Directed 

Questions 

.059 .269** .808** --    

5. Infrequency 

Scale 

-.094 .316** .830** .662** --   

6. Longstring 

Index 

.005 .119 .675** .390** .381** --  

7. Timea .048 .119 .696** .373** .446** .259** -- 

M 4.38 2.27 0.00 0.68 2.96 3.94 1653.09b 

SD 1.45 1.07 0.75 1.15 4.05 3.12 628.34b 

Note. a Time = Time spent answering survey questions (in seconds), truncated to the 80th 

percentile and reversed so that higher scores indicate faster responses. b The M and SD for 

Time were calculated before the variable was reversed.  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 1 HEXACO 

Variable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Inattention 

Composite 

--       

2. Honesty-

Humility 

-.201** --      

3. Emotionality -.199** .014 --     

4. Extraversion -.076 -.036 -.153* --    

5.  Agreeableness -.056 .224** -.022 .108 --   

6.  Conscien. -.339** .416** -.022 .103 .093 --  

7. Openness -.125 .259** .054 .093 .031 .223** -- 

M .00 4.05 4.08 3.97 3.81 4.29 3.99 

SD 0.75 1.00 0.85 0.86 0.81 0.79 0.94 

Note. Openness refers to Openness to Experience. Conscien. refers to Conscientiousness. 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 3 

Study 1 HEXACO Multiple Regression Analysis Summary 

Variable B SE p R2 ΔR2 

Step 1    .168  

    Honest-Humility -.052 .057 .363   

    Emotionality -.192* .060 .001   

    Extraversion -.068 .060 .255   

    Agreeableness -.008 .063 .903   

    Conscientiousness -.288 .071 .000   

    Openness to 

Experience 
-.014 .056 .802   

Step 2    .190 .022 

    Honest-Humility -.061 .058 .292   

    Emotionality -.143* .064 .026   

    Extraversion -.040 .064 .530   

    Agreeableness .000 .063 .994   

    Conscientiousness -.265* .072 .000   

    Openness to 

Experience 
-.013 .056 .815   

    Anxiety -.022 .036 .582   

    Avoidance .109* .051 .034   

Note. * p < .05. This table presents unstandardized regression coefficients 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 Variables 

Variable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Anxiety --       

2. Avoidance -.075 --      

3. Inattention 

Composite 

.164 .194* --     

4. Directed 

Questions 

.055 .061 .745** --    

5. 

Infrequency 

Scale 

.130 .227* .774** .410** --   

6. Longstring 

Index 

.126 .135 .857** .538** .740** --  

7. Timea .204* .087 .576** .237* .140 .187 -- 

M 4.39 2.07 -0.01 0.44 2.41 4.40 1333.28b 

SD 1.47 0.93 0.71 0.76 3.27 3.87 328.42b 

Note. This table presents correlations for individual participants, without accounting for 

nonindependence between dyad members. a Time = Time spent answering survey items (in 

seconds), truncated to the 80th percentile and reversed so that higher scores indicate faster 

responses. b The M and SD for Time were calculated before the variable was reversed.  

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study 2 HEXACO 

Variable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Inattention 

Composite 

--       

2. Honesty-

Humility 

-.231* --      

3. Emotionality -.030 .093 --     

4. Extraversion .001 .074 -.141 --    

5.  Agreeableness .067 .236* -.154 .240* --   

6.  Conscien. -.178 .380** .056 .282** .157 --  

7. Openness -.048 .004 .008 .093 .096 .214* -- 

M .00 3.83 3.86 4.33 3.88 4.40 3.95 

SD 0.71 0.88 0.80 0.84 0.72 0.83 0.85 

Note. This table presents correlations for individual participants, without accounting for 

nonindependence between dyad members.  Openness refers to Openness to Experience. 

Conscien. refers to Conscientiousness. 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

  



41 

References 

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2009). The HEXACO-60: A short measure of the major 

dimensions of personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91, 340-345.  

Bowling, N. A., Huang, J. L., Bragg, C. B., Khazon, S., Liu, M., & Blackmore, C. E. 

(2016). Who cares and who is careless? Insufficient effort responding as a 

reflection of respondent personality. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 111, 218–229. 

Brennan, K. A., & Shaver, P. R. (1995). Dimensions of adult attachment, affect 

regulation, and romantic relationship functioning. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 21(3), 267-283. 

Cassidy, J., & Shaver, P. R. (1999). Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and 

clinical applications. New York: Guilford Press. 

Carnelley, K. B., Pietromonaco, P. R., & Jaffe, K. (1996). Attachment, caregiving, and 

relationship functioning in couples: Effects of self and partner. Personal 

Relationships, 3(3), 257-278.  

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey 

data. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 4-19. 

Decuyper, M., De Bolle, M., & De Fruyt, F. (2012). Personality similarity, perceptual 

accuracy, and relationship satisfaction in dating and married couples. Personal 

Relationships, 19(1), 128-145.  



42 

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 41(1), 417-440. 

Edwards, A. L. (1958). The social desirability variable in personality assessment and 

research. Academic Medicine, 33(8), 610-611. 

Gana, K., Saada, Y., Broc, G., Koleck, M., & Cazauvieilh, C. (2016). Dyadic Cross-

Sectional Associations Between Negative Mood, Marital Idealization, and 

Relationship Quality. Journal of Psychology, 150(7), 897-915. 

Gattis, K. S., Berns, S., Simpson, L. E., & Christensen, A. (2004). Birds of a Feather or 

Strange Birds? Ties Among Personality Dimensions, Similarity, and Marital 

Quality. Journal of Family Psychology, 18(4), 564-574. 

Huang, J. L., Curran, P. G., Keeney, J., Poposki, E. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2012). 

Detecting and deterring insufficient effort responding to surveys. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 27(1), 99-114. 

Johnson, J. A. (2005). Ascertaining the validity of individual protocols from web-based 

personality inventories. Journal of Research in Personality, 39, 103-129. 

Kane, H. S., Jaremka, L. M., Guichard, A. C., Ford, M. B., Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. 

C. (2007). Feeling supported and feeling satisfied: How one partner's attachment 

style predicts the other partner's relationship experiences. Journal of Social and 

Personal Relationships, 24(4), 535-555. 

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New York: 

Guilford Press. 

Lafontaine, M. F., Brassard, A., Lussier, Y., Valois, P., Shaver, P. R., & Johnson, S. M. 

(2016). Selecting the best items for a short-form of the Experiences in Close 



43 

Relationships questionnaire. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 32, 

140-154. 

Leak, G. K., & Parsons, C. J. (2001). The susceptibility of three attachment style 

measures to socially desirable responding. Social Behavior and Personality: An 

International Journal, 29(1), 21-29. 

Maniaci, M. R., & Rogge, R. D. (2014). Caring about carelessness: Participant inattention 

and its effects on research. Journal of Research in Personality, 48, 61-83. 

McKay, A. S., Garcia, D. M., Clapper, J. P., & Shultz, K. S. (2018). The attentive and the 

careless: Examining the relationship between benevolent and malevolent 

personality traits with careless responding in online surveys. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 84, 295-303. 

Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey data. 

Psychological Methods, 17(3), 437-455. 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2013). The role of attachment security in adolescent and 

adult close relationships. In J. A. Simpson & L. Campbell (Eds.), The Oxford 

handbook of close relationships (pp. 66–89). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Molero, F., Shaver, P. R., Fernández, I., Alonso-Arbiol, I., & Recio, P. (2016). Long-

term partners’ relationship satisfaction and their perceptions of each other’s 

attachment insecurities. Personal Relationships, 23, 159-171. 

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Collins, N. L. (2006). Optimizing assurance: The risk 

regulation system in relationships. Psychological Bulletin, 132(5), 641-666. 



44 

Paulhus, D. L. (2002). Socially desirable responding: The evolution of a construct. In H. 

I. Braun, D. N. Jackson, & D. E. Wiley (Eds.), The role of constructs in 

psychological and educational measurement (pp. 49-69). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Paunonen, S. V., & LeBel, E. P. (2012). Socially desirable responding and its elusive 

effects on the validity of personality assessments. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 103, 158-175. 

Schottenbauer, M. A., Klimes-Dougan, B., Rodriguez, B. F., Arnkoff, D. B., Glass, C. R., 

& LaSalle, V. H. (2006). Attachment and affective resolution following a stressful 

event: General and religious coping as possible mediators. Mental Health, 

Religion & Culture, 9(5), 448-471. 

Stoeber, J. (2012). Dyadic perfectionism in romantic relationships: Predicting 

relationship satisfaction and long term commitment. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 53(3), 300-305. 

 

 




