
Much Ado About Your Thing: Conflict Structure Moderates
the Effect of Attachment Anxiety on Postconflict Perceived

Self-Partner Overlap

Rosemary E. Bernstein, Sean M. Laurent, and Heidemarie K. Laurent
University of Oregon

Romantic attachment anxiety—the chronic tendency to seek approval from and fear
abandonment by romantic partners—is a strong negative predictor of relationship
quality, which is in turn a multifaceted construct that includes perceived self-partner
overlap (i.e., individuals’ sense of “oneness” with their partner). Potentially, discussing
an issue of conflict within a relationship could be particularly threatening for individ-
uals higher in romantic attachment anxiety, while at the same time presenting an
opportunity for renewed closeness. To understand how and when attachment anxiety
contributes to poor relationship outcomes, it is important to characterize the conflict
conditions under which attachment anxiety predicts greater versus diminished self-
partner overlap. The present study (n � 75 heterosexual couples) tested the hypothesis
that the structure of an unresolved conflict discussion (i.e., whether the topic was self-
or partner-nominated) would moderate the association between attachment anxiety and
postconflict self-partner overlap. We found that increased attachment anxiety predicted
increased self-partner overlap after discussing one’s own topic but did not predict less
overlap after discussing one’s partner’s topic. Implications for research and clinical
practice are discussed.

Keywords: romantic attachment, attachment anxiety, self-other overlap, conflict
structure, romantic partner conflict

Relationship conflict is a critically important
determinant of relationship quality (Kluwer &
Johnson, 2007), which in turn is one of the
strongest predictors of physical (Wright & Lov-
ing, 2011) and mental health (Diener & Selig-
man, 2002; Williams, 2003). Conflict may be
particularly threatening for partners who expe-
rience higher levels of attachment anxiety (i.e.,
the chronic tendency to seek approval from and
fear abandonment and rejection by romantic

partners; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), yet it may
also present an opportunity for renewed close-
ness. It is therefore important to understand the
effects of attachment anxiety on relationship
conflict outcomes in varying conflict contexts
so as to identify when conflict discussions are
more versus less constructive for a given rela-
tionship. The current study addresses this topic
by examining whether conflict structure (i.e.,
who is requesting change from whom) moder-
ates the way in which romantic attachment anx-
iety impacts people’s perceptions of closeness
with their significant other following conflict, as
measured by self-partner overlap—a potent pre-
dictor of prosociality, positive relationship
functioning, and relationship satisfaction (Aron
& Fraley, 1999; Myers & Hodges, 2012).

Conflict Structure

One of the most well used paradigms for
studying couple conflict involves a dyadic con-
flict task, in which couples are observed while
discussing an unresolved conflict (Ben-Naim,
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Hirschberger, Ein-Dor, & Mikulincer, 2013;
Gottman & Levenson, 2000; Gunlicks-Stoessel
& Powers, 2009; Laurent & Powers, 2007).
Although studies using this paradigm have con-
tributed immeasurably to our understanding of
the psychological, behavioral, and physiologi-
cal dynamics involved in intracouple conflict,
direct comparisons across studies may be com-
promised when researchers fail to consider the
context of the conflict, including the conflict
structure—that is, which partner’s conflict topic
is being discussed.1

Studies that do consider origin of the conflict
topic find that it plays an important role in both
conflict dynamics and their effects on relation-
ship outcomes (Christensen & Heavey, 1990;
Laurent, Kim, & Capaldi, 2008; Verhofstadt,
Buysse, De Clercq, & Goodwin, 2005; Vogel &
Karney, 2002). A number of studies have shown
that when conflict topics were selected by
wives, a pattern of wife demand/husband with-
drawal emerged more often than a pattern of
husband demand/wife withdrawal, but during
discussions of husband-selected problems, both
of these patterns were equally likely (Chris-
tensen & Heavey, 1990; Vogel & Karney,
2002). In research addressing differential out-
comes by conflict topic, Laurent et al. (2008)
followed 47 young at-risk heterosexual couples
across four time points over 7 years. The au-
thors found that men’s and women’s psycho-
logical aggression during their partners’ (but
not their own) problem discussions predicted
lower relationship satisfaction for women over
time. In explaining these effects, the authors
argued that partners who broach a problem ex-
pect their feelings about it to be acknowledged,
and expect from their partner a willingness to
change. In part, this is because those raising a
problem often have strong feelings about the
issue, and the problem typically involves an
area in which they would like to see change in
their partner’s behavior. Thus, a certain degree
of forcefulness on the part of the partner de-
manding change is to be expected (and should
not necessarily be harmful), whereas facing ag-
gression from the partner receiving the demand
may be especially hurtful. Together, such re-
search reminds us that conflict structure as de-
fined here is an important moderator of couple
conflict dynamics. The nature and implications
of conflict may in turn be especially important
for partners high in attachment anxiety.

Attachment Anxiety

Adult attachment researchers (Bartholomew
& Horowitz, 1991; Collins & Read, 1994;
Feeney, 2008; Hazan & Shaver, 1987) describe
two primary dimensions of attachment related
to individuals’ working models of self, romantic
partners, and relationships: attachment avoid-
ance (i.e., the extent to which individuals are
uncomfortable with closeness, interdependence,
and emotional intimacy) and attachment anxiety
(i.e., the chronic tendency to seek approval from
and fear abandonment and rejection by roman-
tic partners). While both dimensions of attach-
ment are at least conceptually relevant to the
construct of self-partner overlap, attachment
avoidance is associated with chronic disengage-
ment from a relationship (Simpson et al., 2011),
so we would not expect conflict structure to
moderate the association between avoidance
and overlap. Thus, in the current paper, we
focus on attachment anxiety.

In general, people higher in attachment anx-
iety express a strong desire for intimacy and
responsiveness from their partner (Collins &
Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan &
Shaver, 1987) and rely heavily on others to
confirm their self-worth (Brennan & Morns,
1997). They are also more jealous and hyper-
sensitive to relationship threat, hypervigilant
about partners’ availability, desire more reas-
surance, and ruminate more about perceived
rejections (Mikulincer, 1998; Shaver & Hazan,
1993; Simpson et al., 2011). Behaviorally, they
attempt to secure their partner’s love by cling-
ing, controlling, and/or coercing (Kobak, Cole,
Ferenz-Gillies, Fleming, & Gamble, 1993; Mi-
kulincer, 1998). It is therefore unsurprising that
attachment anxiety is positively related to rela-
tionship dissatisfaction, more intense emotional

1 Although conflict structure can be understood in multi-
ple ways, in this case, we are referring to which partner is
nominating a conflict topic to discuss, and therefore is
potentially asking for change from the other partner. Impor-
tantly, there are other meaningful aspects of conflict con-
text, including the environmental context (i.e., whether the
conflict occurs at home, in public, in a laboratory, or else-
where), social context (i.e., is the couple alone or are others
present/watching), and developmental context (i.e., whether
the conflict discussion started spontaneously, via a laboratory
induction, or otherwise) that are outside the scope of the
current investigation but also undoubtedly warrant further in-
vestigation.
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highs and lows, marital discord, partner verbal
and physical aggression, and relationship dis-
tress and breakdown (Collins & Read, 1990;
Henderson, Bartholomew, Trinke, & Kwong,
2005; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Simpson,
1990; Treboux, Crowell, & Waters, 2004). One
marker of relationship quality that may help to
explain some of these broader outcomes is the
degree of closeness or overlap anxious individ-
uals feel with their partners.

Attachment Anxiety and Self-Other Overlap

Self-other overlap—defined as a sense of
“oneness” or lessened self-other distinction and
the inclusion of resources, perspectives, and
characteristics of others into the self (Aron,
Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Aron, Aron, Tudor, &
Nelson, 1991; Mashek, Aron, & Boncimino,
2003)—has emerged within the field of social
psychology as an important predictor of rela-
tionship closeness and satisfaction, prosociality,
and positive interpersonal functioning (Aron &
Fraley, 1999; Myers & Hodges, 2012). Aron et
al. (1992) also established that self-other over-
lap can predict whether a given relationship will
remain intact 3 months later.

The link between attachment anxiety and an
individual’s ideal degree of self-partner over-
lap is seemingly straightforward: individuals
high in attachment anxiety feel insecure about
their importance to romantic partners and seek a
great deal of closeness with their partners
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987). As such, they should
desire more overlap with their partners than
those who are lower in attachment anxiety. A
study by Aron et al. (1997) lends some support
to this idea, although their sample consisted of
strangers and not romantic partners. After pair-
ing unfamiliar classmates according to attach-
ment style, dyads engaged in self-disclosure and
relationship-building tasks that gradually esca-
lated in intensity. Consistent with the idea that
preoccupied (i.e., anxiously attached) individu-
als wish for more closeness (i.e., have higher
ideal overlap), the authors found that both de-
sired overlap and the discrepancy between ac-
tual and desired postinteraction overlap was
greatest among those with a preoccupied attach-
ment style.

The association between actual perceived
overlap and attachment anxiety is less intuitive.
In one study focusing on the related but some-

what distinct concept of attribute overlap
(sometimes called “indirect self-other over-
lap,”2 which reflects the extent to which people
describe the self and other using similar attri-
butes; Laurent & Myers, 2011; Myers, Laurent,
& Hodges, 2014), Mikulincer, Orbach, and Ia-
vnieli (1998) found that students who self-
identified as having a preoccupied attachment
style reported significantly higher self-ingroup
attribute overlap than did secure students, who,
in turn, reported higher self-ingroup attribute
overlap than avoidant students. This finding
may suggest that individuals higher in attach-
ment anxiety experience themselves as having
more actual overlap with others, at least at a
baseline level. However, in another study of
perceived self-other overlap—this time with a
best friend—Myers (2009) found no association
between attachment anxiety and baseline levels
of either direct self-other overlap (i.e., per-
ceived closeness) or indirect self-other overlap
(i.e., attribute overlap). Together, these mixed
findings suggest that the association between
attachment anxiety and experienced self-other
overlap varies as a function of the referent under
consideration (e.g., self-ingroup vs. self-friend
overlap). Given that neither study examined
overlap with a romantic partner, the association
between attachment anxiety and baseline self-
partner overlap remains untested. Moreover,
both of these studies examined these relations at
baseline and not in the context of interpersonal
conflict.

A diary study by Pietromonaco and Barrett
(1997) sheds some light on how attachment may
influence self/other perceptions during conflict,
though the authors did not directly examine
self-partner overlap. In summary, the authors
found that individuals who self-identified as
having a preoccupied attachment style re-
sponded more favorably (or less unfavorably) to
high-conflict interactions relative to those who
self-identified as secure or dismissing-avoidant.
In particular, preoccupied individuals reported
greater intimacy, self-disclosure, satisfaction,
and partner disclosure (all of which are concep-
tually related to the idea of self-other overlap) at
higher levels of interpersonal conflict than did
those in the other groups, who showed either no

2 In contrast to “direct” self-other overlap (i.e., con-
sciously endorsed perceptions of overlap and closeness).
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association or a negative association between
level of conflict and their reports on these vari-
ables. In addition, preoccupied individuals
showed less of a decline in esteem for self and
partner, more positive emotion, and greater per-
ceived partner positive emotion at higher levels
of conflict than did individuals in the other
attachment classification groups. These findings
suggest those with higher levels of attachment
anxiety may be able to use interpersonal conflict
as a way to increase feelings of closeness. In
contrast to these findings, the current authors
have previously demonstrated no association
between attachment anxiety and postconflict
self-other overlap among romantic partners
(Bernstein, Laurent, Nelson, & Laurent, 2015).
Importantly, both we and Pietromonaco and
Barrett (1997) failed to consider the nature of
these conflict discussions. This is an important
omission, given that the effect of attachment
anxiety on perceived self-partner overlap may
vary as a function of situational factors such
as—as highlighted above—the context or struc-
ture of such conflict.

Individuals higher in attachment anxiety may
perceive self-initiated versus partner-initiated
conflict in different ways. Some such individu-
als might initiate an argument with their partner
to engage with and feel more connected to
them. In fact, one of the items on the attachment
anxiety subscale of the Experiences in Close
Relationships-Revised (Fraley, Waller, & Bren-
nan, 2000) is “my partner only seems to notice
me when I’m angry.” This type of self-initiated
conflict with a romantic partner may provide
greater intimacy and closeness via the increased
attentiveness, responsiveness, and disclosure
that occurs during conflict (Pietromonaco &
Barrett, 1997), and/or through postconflict re-
pair. Thus, self-initiated conflict may especially
enhance perceived self-partner overlap for indi-
viduals high in attachment anxiety. While their
study focused on overlap between individuals
meeting for the first time rather than between
romantic partners, some support for this idea
comes from work by Fraley and Aron (2004),
who found that individuals higher in attachment
anxiety were more able to take advantage of an
intimacy-promoting interaction task (in their
case, a humorous activity with a stranger), re-
sulting in more felt closeness (operationalized
in their case as a composite indicator of close-
ness and attraction to their activity partner) fol-

lowing the interaction. In contrast, being con-
fronted with a partner’s complaint may have a
different effect on perceived self-partner over-
lap for those higher in attachment anxiety—that
is, they may be reminded of current problems
their partner has with the relationship. This may
activate the anxious partner’s fears about not
being “close enough” to their partner, resulting
in less self-partner overlap after the conflict
discussion.

The Current Study

The current study—part of a larger study of
factors determining romantic partners’ re-
sponses to conflict—was designed to investi-
gate the proposal outlined above that conflict
structure would moderate the impact of attach-
ment anxiety on romantic partners’ perceived
self-other overlap following discussion of con-
flict. In particular, we tested the hypotheses that
(a) discussing one’s own nominated conflict
topic will prompt individuals higher in attach-
ment anxiety to feel closer to their partner (i.e.,
to report greater overlap), and that (b) having to
discuss their romantic partner’s complaint with
the relationship should prompt individuals
higher in attachment anxiety to perceive less
closeness to their partner (i.e., to report lower
overlap). As outlined above, we did not expect
the inverse relationship between attachment
avoidance on self-partner overlap (Authors,
2015) to vary as a function of conflict structure.
However, because there is evidence that indi-
viduals high in attachment anxiety and low in
avoidance (i.e., “preoccupied”) qualitatively
differ from those who are high on both dimen-
sions (i.e., “fearful”; Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991; Pietromonaco & Barrett, 1997), we also
tested the effect of this two-way interaction and
the three-way interaction between attachment
anxiety, avoidance, and conflict structure. All
hypotheses were tested using Actor-Partner In-
terdependence Modeling (APIM; Kenny &
Cook, 1999; Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006),
which accounts for the interdependence be-
tween partners that is inherent within dyadic
samples.

Method

The current study represents one aspect of a
larger study designed to examine the associa-
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tions between romantic partners’ dispositional
and experimentally induced emotion regulation
strategies, psychophysiological response to re-
lationship conflict, and psychological well-
being (Bernstein et al., 2015; Laurent, Laurent,
Hertz, Egan-Wright, & Granger, 2013).

Participants

Romantically involved couples (n � 114)
were recruited through an online student re-
search participant pool and community flyers to
participate in a two-part study (see below). To
be eligible, participants had to be at least 18
years old (M � 21.31, SD � 6.11) and in a
romantic relationship for at least 2 months (M �
26.7 months, SD � 58.14, range: 2–564). The
vast majority of participants were current stu-
dents (86.8% were in their first 4 years of col-
lege; 5.2% were pursing a postbaccalaureate or
graduate degree). The majority of participants
(93%) reported that they and their partner were
in an exclusive committed relationship,3 with
the remaining participants describing their rela-
tionship as “casual dating” (4.8%) or “an open
relationship” (2.2%). On average, partners re-
ported spending 58.5 hr per week together
(SD � 40.12; range: 5–168) and were moder-
ately satisfied with the relationship (M � 106.3,
SD � 19.4 on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale;
Spanier, 1976). Reflective of the region from
which the sample was drawn, the majority of
participants were Caucasian (83.8%) and self-
identified as Christian (71.9%). Because the
current analyses focused on the moderating in-
fluence of conflict structure, only those couples
who nominated different problem topics to dis-
cuss were included in analyses.4 Excluding the
27 couples who nominated the same topic and
one same-sex couple, our final sample included
75 couples with complete data.

Procedures

Couples completed questionnaire measures
of trait or trait-like constructs (including attach-
ment anxiety and avoidance) during an initial
hour-long lab session. During a second session,
scheduled approximately 1 week later and last-
ing 1.75 hr, couples participated in a 15-min
conflict discussion task and then completed
posttask questionnaire measures, including a
measure of self-other overlap. Other than during
the conflict discussion itself, partners remained

in separate rooms. At the beginning of this
second session, each member of the couple was
asked to write on a notecard an unresolved issue
that had caused an argument or fight recently.
Participants were then exposed to one of three
inductions (a perspective taking induction, a
mindfulness induction, or an induction prompt-
ing them to focus on their own thoughts and
feelings during the discussion)5 before being
reunited with their partner, before being brought
together and instructed to use the allotted 15
min to discuss and attempt to resolve one part-
ner’s conflict topic. Topics were selected ran-
domly by a coin toss and read aloud to the
couple by a research assistant. Example nomi-
nated topics (which varied widely across and
within couples) included “my unemployment,”
“politics,” “the fact we have not been on a date
for a month,” “how we spend money,” “what
church to go to,” “(he/she) won’t talk to me
about things bothering (him/her),” “my jeal-
ousy,” “how serious our relationship is,” and
“(forgetting to) shut the fridge.” Participants
were compensated for their time with their
choice of course credit or $20.

Measures

Romantic attachment. The Experiences in
Close Relationships-Revised (Fraley et al.,
2000) is a 38-item instrument that measures
attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry that romantic
partners won’t care about me as much as I care
about them”) and avoidance (e.g., “I prefer not
to be too close to romantic partners”) in roman-
tic relationships. Participants rate their level of

3 More specifically, 59.6% chose the description “exclu-
sively dating” to describe their relationship, 20.2% chose
“living together,” 3.5% chose “engaged,” and 9.6% chose
“married.”

4 Participants who nominated a different problem topic than
their partner (n � 152) did not differ from those who did
nominate the same topic (n � 54) on any demographic or
individual difference variable, including age (t(59.34) � 1.63,
p � .11); relationship length (t(54.54) � 1.45, p � .15); hours
per week spent together (t(203) � 0.96, p � .34); relationship
satisfaction (t(204) � �1.00, p � .32; or attachment anxiety
(t(204) � 0.92, p � .36).

5 More specifically, participants were instructed (using
both written material and an audio-guided exercise) to ap-
proach the conflict task by (a) taking the perspective of their
partner (perspective taking condition), (b) attending mind-
fully to whatever arose without judgment (mindfulness con-
dition), or (c) focusing on their own thoughts and feelings
about the issue (control condition).
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agreement with each item on a 7-point Likert
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Anxiety and avoidance scores were cal-
culated by averaging responses to each sub-
scale’s 19 items. Reliability for both the anxiety
(� � .88) and avoidance subscales (� � .90)
was good.

Postconflict self-partner overlap. The
pictorial, single-item Inclusion of Other into
Self (IOS) scale (Aron et al., 1992) is the most
common method for measuring self-other over-
lap (Myers & Hodges, 2012). The IOS contains
seven pairs of circles (with one circle represent-
ing the self and the second representing one’s
partner) that vary in the extent to which they
overlap with each other. Participants are asked
to indicate which of the seven Venn-like dia-
grams (where 1 depicts no overlap and 7 depicts
almost complete overlap) best represents their
relationship with their partner. As a measure of
self-romantic partner overlap, the IOS has been
found to have good alternate-form reliability
(� � .95) and good test–retest reliability over a
period of 2 weeks (r � .85; Aron et al., 1992).

Results

Before analysis, measures of attachment
anxiety and avoidance were grand mean cen-
tered (Aiken & West, 1991), both gender and
conflict structure were dummy coded (fe-
male � 0, male � 1; partner’s topic � 0, own
topic � 1), and all variables were examined
for normality. Descriptive statistics are pre-
sented in Table 1.

Preliminary Analyses

Across the sample as a whole, we found
that IOS scores were moderately negatively

correlated with attachment avoidance, r �
�.34, p � .001 but not anxiety, r � �.08,
p � .36, ns. Attachment avoidance and anx-
iety were also moderately correlated with
each other, r � .34, p � .001). Relationship
length was not correlated with attachment
anxiety, r � .13, p � .13, ns, attachment
avoidance, r � �.15, p � .07, ns, or self-
partner overlap, r � �.12, p � .16, ns.

Within couples, we found that male and fe-
male partners’ self-partner overlap, r � .48, p �
.001 and attachment avoidance scores were
strongly intercorrelated, r � .53, p � .001, but
that partners’ attachment anxiety scores were
not related, r � .12, p � .30, ns. Further exam-
ination of self-partner overlap scores revealed
that both members of 33 couples (44%) chose
the same IOS numerical rating, and another 27
couples (36%) had an IOS difference score of 1.
Just seven couples (9%) had an overlap differ-
ence score equal to or greater than 3. This
intracouple overlap difference score was not
correlated to relationship length (p � .88, ns),
attachment anxiety (p � .94, ns), or attachment
avoidance (p � .57, ns).

Primary Hypotheses

Next, primary hypotheses were tested with
APIM (Kenny & Cook, 1999; Kenny et al.,
2006), using the APIM with Distinguishable
Dyads Macro for SPSS written by David A.
Kenny (2010). This analytic strategy accounts
for interdependence between partners while al-
lowing tests of between-person variance, and as
such is an appropriate analytic strategy for use
in dyadic data sets such as this one.

An initial model included main effects of
conflict structure, gender, attachment anxiety,

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics Across Gender

Variables

Females
(n � 75)

Males
(n � 75)

Total
(n � 150)

pM SD M SD M SD

ECR-R (means)
Anxiety 2.90 0.99 3.06 1.04 2.98 1.01 .35
Avoidance 1.84 0.63 2.11 0.86 1.98 0.76 .03�

IOS 5.80 1.50 6.03 1.20 5.91 1.36 .31

Note. ECR-R is experiences in close relationships-revised (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan,
2000) and IOS is inclusion of other into self (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992).
� p � .05.
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and attachment avoidance.6 Gender and avoid-
ance were significant, such that controlling for
the other variables, being male was associated
with less overlap (b � �0.36, SEb � 0.17,
t(75.12) � �2.15, p � .04), and greater attach-
ment avoidance was associated with less over-
lap (b � �0.59, SEb � 0.14, t(105.31) � �4.
36, p � .001). Neither conflict structure (p �
.78) nor attachment anxiety (p � .34) signifi-
cantly predicted self-partner overlap.

Next, all three two-way interactions were
added to the model. Both the conflict structure
by attachment anxiety (b � �0.55, SEb � 0.19,
t(112.18) � �2.91, p � .01) and the anxiety by
avoidance (b � 0.24, SEb � 0.11, t(105.44) �
2.19, p � .03) interactions reached significance,
but the conflict structure by attachment avoid-
ance interaction was not significant (p � .15).
As a third step, the three-way interaction was
added to the model. This term was not signifi-
cant (p � .38) and was therefore removed from
the model.

In a final model (presented in Table 2), the
nonsignificant attachment avoidance by conflict
structure interaction was removed, and the two
other interactions remained significant. Condi-
tional main effect analyses (presented in Figure
1) showed that when participants were asked to
discuss their own conflict topic, higher attach-
ment anxiety significantly predicted higher self-
partner overlap (b � 0.31, SEb � 0.14, t(108.
10) � 2.28, p � .02). However, when
individuals were asked to discuss their partner’s
topic, attachment anxiety no longer predicted
overlap (b � �0.15, SEb � 0.13, t(123.00) �
�1.22, p � .23).

Discussion

The current study examined the association
between postconflict perceptions of self-partner
overlap and attachment anxiety as a function of
conflict structure. Initial examination of corre-
lations revealed that across the sample as a
whole and independent of conflict structure,
perceived overlap was inversely associated with
attachment avoidance but not anxiety. These
results suggest that while attachment avoidance
exerts a negative effect on overlap independent
of conflict structure, attachment anxiety does
not. This is consistent with the idea that attach-
ment avoidance involves chronic disengage-

ment (Simpson et al., 2011), and operates inde-
pendently of conflict structure.

Focal analyses tested the hypothesis that the
relation between attachment anxiety and per-
ceived self-other overlap following conflict
with a romantic partner would depend on the
conflict structure. In particular, we expected that
for individuals who nominated and discussed
their own conflict topic, greater attachment anx-
iety would be associated with greater overlap,
whereas for individuals discussing partners’
nominated topic, greater anxiety would be as-
sociated with less overlap. Consistent with the
first part of our hypothesis regarding the focal
interaction between attachment anxiety and
conflict structure, we found that discussing
one’s own nominated conflict topic did prompt
individuals higher in attachment anxiety to feel
more self-partner overlap following a conflict
discussion. However, there was no evidence
that greater attachment anxiety was associated
with lesser overlap for those who discussed a
romantic partner’s conflict topic. These findings
complement prior research by Fraley and Aron
(2004), which demonstrated that individuals
higher in attachment anxiety were more able to
take advantage of an intimacy-promoting inter-
action task, resulting in more felt closeness with
an interaction partner following an interaction.
We have found a congruous pattern of results in
the context of discussing one’s discontent
within a relationship. Together, these results
suggest that individuals higher in attachment
anxiety are able to use a variety of interactions
to satisfy their desire for more closeness with
others.

Within the context of romantic relationships,
it may be that more anxiously attached partners
perceive self-initiated conflict not as a problem,
but as an effective and positive way to express
their needs and solicit partner support. This
would be consistent with previous research
showing more positive/less negative conse-
quences of high-conflict interactions in preoc-
cupied individuals (Pietromonaco & Barrett,

6 Initial analyses also included dummy-coded variables
testing whether differences existed between the three exper-
imental emotion regulation conditions (i.e., mindfulness,
perspective taking, and control). Because this comparison
was not significant and results did not differ when these
variables were included or excluded, we omitted them from
subsequent analyses.
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1997). Consistent with Laurent et al. (2008), we
might further expect that the coercive or con-
trolling tactics often noted in anxiously attached
individuals are not as harmful to the relationship
when used by the partner demanding change
(i.e., during discussion of one’s own conflict
topic). Thus, the process revealed here may
reinforce anxious partners’ engagement in con-
flict by providing an immediate sense of close-
ness with few short-term negative conse-
quences, even if longer-term consequences for
the relationship may be more problematic.

These findings add to a body of literature
demonstrating that who is asking for change
from whom is an important but often over-
looked factor contributing to conflict outcomes
and relationship functioning. Accordingly, we
suggest that researchers studying interpersonal
conflict in romantic partners record and con-
sider the ways in which conflict structure may
exert influence, especially in experimental de-
signs where the topic of discussion is manipu-
lated within or between couples.

These findings also further support previous
research proposing that individuals higher in
attachment anxiety may be more likely to seek
out and take advantage of potential opportuni-
ties for closeness than their nonanxious coun-
terparts. This information might be useful in
couples’ therapy, wherein couples may benefit
from having one or both partner’s propensity
toward conflict reframed as (at least partially)
motivated by a desire to gain closeness to their
partner. Indeed, many different evidence-based
approaches to couples’ therapy involve high-
lighting the “softer,” more vulnerable emotions
and motivations underlying superficially “hard”
and aversive behaviors. We anticipate that by
helping the partners of more anxiously attached
individuals understand their partners’ initiations
of conflict as intended to serve an intimacy-
building function, couples therapists may help
these individuals feel compassion for their part-
ner, and in turn decrease defensiveness and in-
crease patience during arguments. Likewise,
this reframing may help anxiously attached
partners understand and gain distance from their
behaviors so that they can choose more produc-
tive alternative activities that achieve the same
function.

Though it was not a focal analysis here, we
also found a high degree of intracouple concor-
dance in partners’ reported postconflict overlap,
indicating that partners tend to agree on the
degree of closeness between them following
conflict. When paired with the focal analyses
discussed above, this finding suggests that not
only do more anxiously attached partners feel
less close to their partners when discussing their
partner’s topic, but their partners also feel this

Table 2
APIM Estimates of Fixed Effects for Perceived Postconflict Discussion
Self-Partner Overlap

Variable Estimate SE df t p

Gender �0.36 0.17 75.12 �2.15 .04�

Conflict Structure (CS) �0.04 0.16 70.46 �.28 .78
Attachment Anxiety (Ax) 0.09 0.10 116.41 .97 .34
Attachment Avoidance (Av) �0.60 0.14 105.31 �4.36 .00��

CS � Ax �0.46 0.18 111.10 �2.60 .01��

Ax � Av 0.26 0.11 106.03 2.28 .02�

Note. Gender is coded: male � 1, female � 0. Conflict Structure (CS) is coded: own topic
discussed � 1, partner topic discussed � 0.
� p � .05. �� p � .01.

Figure 1. Conditional main effects of attachment anxiety
on self-partner overlap for each condition of conflict struc-
ture.
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distancing—thus confirming the more anxious
partner’s fears. Additional within-partner de-
scriptive analyses revealed a moderate degree of
correspondence within couples on attachment
avoidance, but not attachment anxiety. This in-
dicates that while partners tend to be “on the
same page” when it comes to attachment avoid-
ance (perhaps because individuals high in at-
tachment avoidance couple with and tend to
remain in longer relationships with like-minded
individuals), they can be different from one
another when it comes to attachment anxiety—
perhaps because relationships involving two in-
dividuals high in attachment anxiety may not
last (Kirkpatrick & Davies, 1994; Saavedra,
Chapman, & Rogge, 2010).

Strengths, Limitations, and
Future Directions

This study has several strengths worth high-
lighting. First, as we reviewed in the introduc-
tion, to our knowledge no existing study has
directly examined the association between at-
tachment anxiety and self-partner overlap fol-
lowing a conflict discussion as a function of
conflict structure. As such, it is the first study to
fill this gap in the literature. Methodological
strengths include its two-visit design, which al-
lowed us to assess attachment anxiety several
weeks before a conflict conversation, thus min-
imizing the potentially confounding effects of
mood or performance fatigue. Third, the dyadic
nature of this study—where participants dis-
cussed real, personally relevant unresolved con-
flicts with their actual partners—makes the re-
sults more externally valid. Fourth, our use of
random selection in choosing which partner’s
nominated conflict topic would be discussed
allowed us to examine the impact of conflict
structure on the association between attachment
anxiety and self-partner overlap as isolated from
other dyadic dynamics, including differences
within couples in partner assertiveness versus
passivity in steering the conversation.

Despite these strengths, this study also has
several limitations that must be acknowledged.
First, participants were a convenience sample
comprised mostly of Caucasian college under-
graduates who were in relatively young roman-
tic relationships. As a result, we cannot be sure
that the findings reported would generalize to
more diverse populations, to longer-established

couples, or to clinical populations. For example,
it may be that the strength and/or meaning of
self-partner overlap shift over the course of a
romantic relationship, with diminished overlap
being more indicative of relationship turmoil in
long-term, well-established relationships.
Therefore, replication research with more di-
verse, longer-established, and treatment-
seeking couples will be necessary to confirm
and expand on these results. Second, we did not
collect a preconflict discussion IOS, so it is
unclear how much of a shift in IOS scores may
have occurred as a result of the conflict discus-
sion. However, anxiety effects depended on the
randomly selected conflict topic, suggesting that
these results do not simply reflect dispositional
correlations. Future studies should administer
the IOS both before and after the conflict dis-
cussion to address this unanswered question.
Likewise, future studies might measure desired
self-partner overlap in addition to actual overlap
to more fully elucidate whether differences be-
tween the two are also related to attachment
anxiety, and whether they are differentially im-
pacted by conflict structure.

Third, it appears that the IOS scores reported
by our sample (M � 5.91, SD � 1.36) were
relatively high compared with those reported in
other studies.7 Thus, replication with other sam-
ples with more typical IOS scores is needed to
validate the current findings. Fourth, these anal-
yses relied exclusively on self-report measures.
Future studies might also examine behavioral
indices of partner cohesion during and immedi-
ately following the conflict to provide important
additional information on between and within-
couple variations in conflict tactics, intensity of
the conflict discussions, and postconflict repair.
This additional observational research could
also serve to clarify whether and how romantic
partners higher in attachment anxiety may at-
tempt to get closer to their partner after discuss-
ing partner-nominated topics—even though (or

7 For example, in an online study of 1,640 adults cur-
rently in a relationship (91.83% heterosexual; 79.10% fe-
male; M age � 35.5, SD � 10.3), participants reported an
average current IOS of 4.4 (SD � 1.3; Frost & Eliason,
2014), and in a smaller study of 10 participants who iden-
tified as currently being “passionately in love” (average
age � 20.3, SD � 2.9; average relationship length � 9.5
months, SD � 60), participants reported an average IOS of
5.30 (SD � 0.24; Ortigue, Patel, Bianchi-Demicheli, &
Grafton, 2010).
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perhaps because) they report feeling less over-
lap.

Fifth, although we know from previous re-
search that self-partner overlap is related to
romantic relationship stability (Aron et al.,
1992), the current analyses did not examine
more distal relational outcomes associated with
self-other overlap. Research including addi-
tional downstream outcomes would help to val-
idate the importance of these associations for
longer-term relational health. Finally, future
studies should further probe the impacts of con-
flict discussion framing and preparation, given
that the experimental inductions used in the
current study had no impact on the reported
findings.

Of course, a more complete understanding of
these associations will require additional studies
that examine these conflict dynamics in slightly
different contexts. For example, future studies
might allow partners to take turns broaching
their nominated conflict topic. While such a
study may suffer from spill-over effects of the
first discussion on subsequent discussions, it
may be able to more fully address the effect of
conflict structure on overlap within couples. Al-
ternatively, a design in which partners are given
more freedom in deciding how to initiate a
discussion may help us better understand the
way these dynamics unfold naturally in the real
world.

Summary

In summary, this study has provided addi-
tional support for the idea that conflict structure
plays an important role in determining romantic
partners’ perceptions of and responses to rela-
tionship conflict. Moreover, it is the first study
to demonstrate that conflict structure moderates
the effect of attachment anxiety on postconflict
perceptions of self-partner overlap. These find-
ings emphasize that conflict structure is an im-
portant variable for researchers to consider in
efforts to understand and support healthy rela-
tionship processes.

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regres-
sion: Testing and interpreting interactions. New-
bury Park, CA: Sage.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclu-
sion of Other in the Self Scale and the structure of

interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 63, 596–612. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., Tudor, M., & Nelson, G.
(1991). Close relationships as including other in
the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 60, 241–253. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.60.2.241

Aron, A., & Fraley, B. (1999). Relationship closeness
as including other in the self: Cognitive underpin-
nings and measures. Social Cognition, 17, 140–
160. http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/soco.1999.17.2.140

Aron, A., Melinat, E., Aron, E. N., Vallone, R. D., &
Bator, R. J. (1997). The experimental generation of
interpersonal closeness: A procedure and some
preliminary findings. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 23, 363–377. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0146167297234003

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attach-
ment styles among young adults: A test of a four-
category model. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 61, 226 –244. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.61.2.226

Ben-Naim, S., Hirschberger, G., Ein-Dor, T., & Mi-
kulincer, M. (2013). An experimental study of
emotion regulation during relationship conflict in-
teractions: The moderating role of attachment ori-
entations. Emotion, 13, 506–519. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/a0031473

Bernstein, R. E., Laurent, S. M., Nelson, B. W., &
Laurent, H. K. (2015). Perspective-taking induc-
tion mitigates the effect of partner attachment
avoidance on self-partner overlap. Personal Rela-
tionships, 22, 356–367. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
pere.12085

Brennan, K. A., & Morns, K. A. (1997). Attachment
styles, self-esteem, and patterns of seeking feed-
back from romantic partners. Personality and So-
cial Psychology Bulletin, 23, 23–31. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1177/0146167297231003

Christensen, A., & Heavey, C. L. (1990). Gender and
social structure in the demand/withdraw pattern of
marital conflict. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59, 73–81. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.59.1.73

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1990). Adult attach-
ment, working models, and relationship quality in
dating couples. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 58, 644 – 663. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.58.4.644

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1994). Cognitive rep-
resentations of attachment: The structure and func-
tion of working models. In K. Bartholomew & D.
Perlman (Eds.), Attachment processes in adult-
hood (pp. 53–90). London, UK: Jessica Kingsley.

Diener, E., & Seligman, M. E. P. (2002). Very happy
people. Psychological Science, 13, 81–84. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00415

177MUCH ADO ABOUT YOUR THING

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.2.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.2.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/soco.1999.17.2.140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297234003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297234003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.2.226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.2.226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/pere.12085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/pere.12085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297231003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297231003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.73
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.73
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.4.644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.4.644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00415


Feeney, J. A. (2008). Adult romantic attachment:
Developments in the study of couple relationships.
In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), The handbook
of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical ap-
plications (2nd ed., pp. 456–481). New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Feeney, J. A., & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style
as a predictor of adult romantic relationships. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 281–
291. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.2
.281

Fraley, B., & Aron, A. (2004). The effect of a shared
humorous experience on closeness in initial encounters.
Personal Relationships, 11, 61–78. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00071.x

Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A.
(2000). An item response theory analysis of self-
report measures of adult attachment. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 350–365.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.350

Frost, D. M., & Eliason, M. J. (2014). Challenging
the assumption of fusion in female same-sex rela-
tionships. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38,
65–74. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/036168431
3475877

Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (2000). The
timing of divorce: Predicting when a couple will
divorce over a 14-year period. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 62, 737–745. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00737.x

Gunlicks-Stoessel, M. L., & Powers, S. I. (2009).
Romantic partners’ coping strategies and patterns
of cortisol reactivity and recovery in response to
relationship conflict. Journal of Social and Clini-
cal Psychology, 28, 630–649. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1521/jscp.2009.28.5.630

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love con-
ceptualized as an attachment process. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511–524.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511

Henderson, A., Bartholomew, K., Trinke, S., &
Kwong, M. (2005). When loving means hurting:
An exploration of attachment and intimate abuse in
a community sample. Journal of Family Violence,
20, 219 –230. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10896-
005-5985-y

Kenny, D. A. (2010). APIM with distinguishable
dyads macro. Retrieved from http://davidakenny
.net/dtt/apimd.htm

Kenny, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (1999). Partner effects
in relationship research: Conceptual issues, ana-
lytic difficulties, and illustrations. Personal Rela-
tionships, 6, 433–448. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j
.1475-6811.1999.tb00202.x

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

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Davis, K. E. (1994). Attach-
ment style, gender, and relationship stability: A
longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 66, 502–512. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.502

Kluwer, E. S., & Johnson, M. D. (2007). Conflict
frequency and relationship quality across the tran-
sition to parenthood. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 69, 1089–1106. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1741-3737.2007.00434.x

Kobak, R. R., Cole, H. E., Ferenz-Gillies, R., Flem-
ing, W. S., & Gamble, W. (1993). Attachment and
emotion regulation during mother-teen problem
solving: A control theory analysis. Child Develop-
ment, 64, 231–245. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/
1131448

Laurent, H. K., Kim, H. K., & Capaldi, D. M. (2008).
Interaction and relationship development in stable
young couples: Effects of positive engagement,
psychological aggression, and withdrawal. Journal
of Adolescence, 31, 815–835. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1016/j.adolescence.2007.11.001

Laurent, H., Laurent, S., Hertz, R., Egan-Wright, D.,
& Granger, D. A. (2013). Sex-specific effects of
mindfulness on romantic partners’ cortisol re-
sponses to conflict and relations with psychologi-
cal adjustment. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 38,
2905–2913. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen
.2013.07.018

Laurent, H., & Powers, S. (2007). Emotion regulation
in emerging adult couples: Temperament, attach-
ment, and HPA response to conflict. Biological
Psychology, 76, 61–71. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
.biopsycho.2007.06.002

Laurent, S. M., & Myers, M. W. (2011). I know
you’re me, but who am I? Perspective taking and
seeing the other in the self. Journal of Experimen-
tal Social Psychology, 47, 1316–1319. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.018

Mashek, D. J., Aron, A., & Boncimino, M. (2003).
Confusions of self with close others. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 382–392.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250220

Mikulincer, M. (1998). Adult attachment style and
individual differences in functional versus dys-
functional experiences of anger. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 74, 513–524.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.2.513

Mikulincer, M., Orbach, I., & Iavnieli, D. (1998).
Adult attachment style and affect regulation: Stra-
tegic variations in subjective self-other similarity.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75,
436–448. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75
.2.436

Myers, M. W. (2009). Self-other overlap and its
relationship to perspective taking: Underlying
mechanisms and implications. Dissertation Ab-

178 BERNSTEIN, LAURENT, AND LAURENT

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.2.281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.2.281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00071.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2004.00071.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313475877
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313475877
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00737.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00737.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2009.28.5.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2009.28.5.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10896-005-5985-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10896-005-5985-y
http://davidakenny.net/dtt/apimd.htm
http://davidakenny.net/dtt/apimd.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00202.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00202.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.3.502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00434.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00434.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131448
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1131448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2013.07.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2013.07.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2007.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.2.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.2.436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.2.436


stracts International, Section B: The Sciences and
Engineering, 70, 7269.

Myers, M. W., & Hodges, S. D. (2012). The structure
of self–other overlap and its relationship to per-
spective taking. Personal Relationships, 19, 663–
679. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011
.01382.x

Myers, M. W., Laurent, S. M., & Hodges, S. D.
(2014). Perspective taking instructions and self-
other overlap: Different motives for helping. Mo-
tivation and Emotion, 38, 224–234.

Ortigue, S., Patel, N., Bianchi-Demicheli, F., & Graf-
ton, S. T. (2010). Implicit priming of embodied
cognition on human motor intention understanding
in dyads in love. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 27, 1001–1015. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0265407510378861

Pietromonaco, P. R., & Barrett, L. F. (1997). Work-
ing models of attachment and daily social interac-
tions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 73, 1409 –1423. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.73.6.1409

Saavedra, M. C., Chapman, K. E., & Rogge, R. D.
(2010). Clarifying links between attachment and
relationship quality: Hostile conflict and mindful-
ness as moderators. Journal of Family Psychology,
24, 380–390. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019872

Shaver, P. R., & Hazan, C. (1993). Adult romantic
attachment: Theory and evidence. In D. Perlman &
W. Jones (Eds.), Advances in personal relation-
ships (Vol. 4, pp. 29–70). London, UK: Jessica
Kingsley.

Simpson, J. A. (1990). Influence of attachment styles
on romantic relationships. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 59, 971–980. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971

Simpson, J. A., Kim, J. S., Fillo, J., Ickes, W.,
Rholes, W. S., Oriña, M. M., & Winterheld, H. A.
(2011). Attachment and the management of em-
pathic accuracy in relationship-threatening situa-

tions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
37, 242–254. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014616
7210394368

Spanier, G. B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment:
New scales for assessing the quality of marriage
and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 38, 15–28. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/
350547

Treboux, D., Crowell, J. A., & Waters, E. (2004).
When “new” meets “old”: Configurations of adult
attachment representations and their implications
for marital functioning. Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 40, 295–314. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-
1649.40.2.295

Verhofstadt, L. L., Buysse, A., De Clercq, A., &
Goodwin, R. (2005). Emotional arousal and nega-
tive affect in marital conflict: The influence of
gender, conflict structure and demand–withdrawal.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 449–
467. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.262

Vogel, D. L., & Karney, B. R. (2002). Demands and
withdrawal in newlyweds: Elaborating on the so-
cial structure hypothesis. Journal of Social and
Personal Relationships, 19, 685–701. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1177/0265407502195008

Williams, K. (2003). Has the future of marriage ar-
rived? A contemporary examination of gender,
marriage, and psychological well-being. Journal of
Health and Social Behavior, 44, 470–487. http://
dx.doi.org/10.2307/1519794

Wright, B. L., & Loving, T. J. (2011). Health impli-
cations of conflict in close relationships. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 5, 552–562.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011
.00371.x

Received January 11, 2016
Revision received June 24, 2016

Accepted July 11, 2016 �

E-Mail Notification of Your Latest Issue Online!

Would you like to know when the next issue of your favorite APA journal will be
available online? This service is now available to you. Sign up at http://notify.apa.org/ and
you will be notified by e-mail when issues of interest to you become available!

179MUCH ADO ABOUT YOUR THING

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01382.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2011.01382.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407510378861
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407510378861
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019872
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167210394368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167210394368
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/350547
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/350547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.2.295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.2.295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407502195008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407502195008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1519794
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1519794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011.00371.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011.00371.x

	Much Ado About Your Thing: Conflict Structure Moderates the Effect of Attachment Anxiety on Post ...
	Conflict Structure
	Attachment Anxiety
	Attachment Anxiety and Self-Other Overlap
	The Current Study
	Method
	Participants
	Procedures
	Measures
	Romantic attachment
	Postconflict self-partner overlap


	Results
	Preliminary Analyses
	Primary Hypotheses

	Discussion
	Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
	Summary

	References


