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ABSTRACT – Background and objectives: The Experiences in Close Relationships scale
(ECR) is much used in adult attachment research. In this study we examined: the psycho-
metric properties of the Dutch ECR in comparison with the original American ECR; the
claim of orthogonality of its scales Avoidance and Anxiety; and a broader applicability of
the ECR, because much research is restricted to psychology student samples.

Methods: In Study 1 we investigated the ECR’s internal structure by means of confir-
mative factor analysis in the American psychology student sample in which the ECR was
originally validated. We compared these findings with the results of factor analyses in: a
Dutch psychology student sample to test whether the Dutch translation yields comparable
results; and a Dutch general population sample to evaluate the supposed orthogonality and
to determine a broader applicability of the ECR. In Study 2 we evaluated aspects of the
external validity of the ECR.

Results: Confirmative factor analysis supports the original two factor structure in both
Dutch samples, although less clear in the population sample. As opposed to both student
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General introduction

Ever since Bowlby postulated insecure
infant-caregiver attachment as a vulnerability
factor in the development of psychopatholo-
gy1,2,3,4, researchers have been trying to cap-
ture the attachment construct in various theo-
ries and measurement methods. Two research
traditions are discernable: research on infant-
caregiver attachment, of which Ainsworth
and Main are important representatives, and
the adult attachment tradition. The latter
started with Hazan and Shaver who broad-
ened the attachment concept by rephrasing
Ainsworth’s original threefold typology of
infant-caregiver attachment and applied it to
current adult romantic relationships5. After
that, a bewildering variety of adult attach-
ment typologies, adult attachment-related
constructs, and measurement instruments,
like numerous self-reports, were developed6.

Amidst of this diversity Bartholomew
returned to Bowlby’s original conceptual-
ization of two working models which were
supposed to underlie adult attachment. The
two dimensional working models are: (1)
model of self, or one’s expectation of being
perceived by attachment figures as accept-
able or lovable; and (2) model of other, or a
person’s expectation of the accessibility and
responsiveness of attachment figures to
one’s needs. Based on the logical combina-
tion of these two bi-polar working models,

she criticized Hazan and Shaver’s threefold
typology and instead proposed four attach-
ment prototypes7,8,9. These are: Secure
(positive models of self and other), Preoccu-
pied (negative model of self and positive
model of other), Dismissing (positive model
of self and negative model of other), and
Fearful (negative models of self and other).

In these years empirical support emerged
for the existence of the fundamental bi-
dimensional structure underlying attach-
ment from analyses of data from both the
infant-caregiver attachment10, as well as the
adult attachment tradition11. Brennan and
colleagues collected all adult attachment
self-report scales (60) known at that time.
The constituting items (482 in total, reduced
to 323 by omitting the redundant ones) were
administered to 1,086 psychology students.
Factor analysis resulted in two factors, each
consisting of the 18 highest loading items,
namely Avoidance of intimacy (or discom-
fort with closeness), and Anxiety about
rejection or abandonment (associated with
jealousy and preoccupation with attach-
ment). These form the subscales of the
Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR)
questionnaire; which in combination can
yield the four attachment clusters as pro-
posed by Bartholomew. The two dimen-
sions can be interpreted as cognitive attach-
ment-related representations or working
models, like Bartholomew does. Others
however, interpret the dimensions more

samples the scales correlate moderately in the population sample. Results support external
validity of the ECR in both Dutch samples.

Conclusions: Since the supposed orthogonality of the scales varies by sample, the inter-
nal validity of the (Dutch) ECR varies by sample as well, namely from satisfactorily (pop-
ulation) to adequate (students). The external validity of the Dutch ECR is compared to the
American version adequate, suggesting a broader applicability.

Received 5 May 2006
Accepted 27 July 2006



closely to the content of the items as emo-
tional and behavioral attachment-related
regulation components12. Brennan et al.11

suppose that the two dimensions are in
essence orthogonal or uncorrelated. Howev-
er, the empirical support of that claim was
restricted to their student sample.

Since the ECR is both conceptually (the
bi-dimensional structure) and empirically
(based on a factor analysis of all known
self-report items) a promising question-
naire, we translated, adapted and empirical-
ly investigated the ECR for research goals
in Dutch speaking communities. Because
we think there is no principal reason why
Anxiety and Avoidance should be uncorre-
lated, and because we wanted to determine a
broader applicability, we evaluated the ECR
in a student and a general population sam-
ple. In Study 1 we tried to replicate the two
factor structure of the ECR and examined
the supposed orthogonality. In Study 2 we
evaluated aspects of the external validity.

Study 1: Internal validity

Introduction Study 1

To evaluate the internal structure of the
ECR we applied confirmative factor analy-
sis to test if we were able to replicate the
two factor structure of the ECR. Next we
computed the internal consistencies and
intercorrelations of the subscales. We used
three samples: (1) Brennan’s original psy-
chology student sample as benchmark; (2) a
Dutch psychology student sample; and (3) a
Dutch general population sample. Compari-
son of the results of the analyses in both
psychology student samples will give us
information on the quality of the Dutch
translation of the ECR. To determine a

broader applicability and to investigate the
claim of orthogonality of the scales, we
compared the findings of the analyses from
both psychology student samples with the
general population sample. This is neces-
sary because: (1) too much research with
the ECR is restricted to socially homogene-
ous convenience samples of psychology stu-
dents, while this group is from a clinical
perspective of very limited value compared
to a socially more heterogeneous population
sample; and (2) we suspect that students
represent adolescent rather than adult
attachment, because students are in the
midst of their identity development and lack
experience with lasting relationships. 

Method Study 1

Respondents

Both the American and Dutch psychology
students received research credits for partici-
pating in the study. Their answers were treat-
ed completely anonymous. The Dutch psy-
chology student sample consisted of two
subsamples; approximately half of them
earned their credits in 2002 and the other half
in 2003. In order to obtain a sample from the
Dutch general population, we randomly
selected 1,000 people from telephone books
covering the four northern provinces in the
Netherlands and sent them a booklet contain-
ing several questionnaires (185 items in total)
and a letter stating that the completed tests
would be treated anonymously. We asked
them to complete the questionnaires on their
own. A reminder followed after three weeks. 

Measurement instrument

The ECR is developed to measure adult
attachment within romantic relationships in
past and present. Internal consistencies of
Anxiety and Avoidance are .91 and .94
resp.11. A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
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(disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly) and a
middle position 4 (neutral/mixed) is used to
score the items. Combined the two scales
yield the attachment clusters defined by
Bartholomew. The translation of the 36 items
of the ECR in Dutch was done in two steps.
First, a team consisting of the first author, a
native English and fluent Dutch speaker, and
a native Dutch with a degree in English, pro-
duced several translations in Dutch. Second,
three psychologists with their main interest
in attachment, including the first and second
author, discussed the alternatives and made
the final decisions about the translation.

Statistical analyses

Confirmative factor analysis was applied
to examine the internal structure of the ECR
in the three samples. We expected to repli-
cate the two scale structure reported by
Brennan et al.11. We applied the Multiple
Group Method (MGM)13,14. Results generat-
ed by MGM are accurate and easy to inter-
pret15,16. In MGM the items are assigned to
the theoretically expected subscales, in this
case Avoidance and Anxiety. Adding up the
different items that are expected to belong to
the specific scale creates the subscales. The
next step is to correlate each of the items
with both subscales. When correlating an
item with the subscale to which it is
assigned, the problem of self-correlation
arises. In that case not the correlation, but
the item-rest correlation is computed. If each
item has the highest correlation with the sub-
scale to which it was assigned the proposed
structure of the scales fits the data. An item
is not rightly assigned to a subscale if it
scores higher on another subscale than on
the one to which it was assigned. In that
case, the item should be reassigned to the
other subscale. 

Finally, internal consistencies (Cronbach’s
alphas) of the scales were computed and

compared along the three samples, as well as
the intercorrelations between the two sub-
scales. We only analyzed those respondents
who ever had experience with romantic rela-
tionships, because we think people without
relationship experience can not complete the
ECR properly.

Results Study 1

Respondents

Table I displays socio-demographic char-
acteristics of the three samples and the gen-
eral Dutch population. The two subsamples
of Dutch students (n = 331 in 2002, and
n = 366 in 2003) were highly comparable on
the socio-demographic variables, and there-
fore they were merged. Clearly, the Ameri-
can (n = 1,012) and Dutch psychology stu-
dent samples (n = 697) show high
resemblance. Concerning the Dutch popula-
tion sample, a total of 233 booklets was
returned, resulting in a satisfying response
rate for this sampling method. From Table I
we learn that sex ratio, mean age and civil
status of our population sample are compa-
rable with the general Dutch adult popula-
tion. Mean level of education is skewed in
the direction of higher education in our
sample, which may be expected with our
sampling method. Finally, mean relation-
ship duration was far longer in the general
population sample than in both the Ameri-
can and Dutch student samples, indicating
more experience with lasting relationships.

Factor structure of the ECR, internal 
consistencies and intercorrelations

Tables IIa and IIb show the results of the
MGM analysis, displaying the correlation
coefficients between the individual items
and both subscales. In general, all items cor-
relate higher with the intended subscale
than the other subscale. However, the mag-



nitude of the (item-rest) correlations differs
per sample.

Compared to the American student sample
item-rest correlations of the intended Avoid-
ance items (Table IIa) with the Avoidance
subscale are obviously lower for item 29 in
the Dutch student sample, and items 15 and
again 29 in the Dutch population sample.
Correlations of the a priori Avoidance items
with the Anxiety subscale are somewhat
higher in both Dutch samples, especially
item 21 in the student sample and items 9, 11,
17 and 21 in the population sample compared
to the American student sample. Item-rest
correlations of the intended Anxiety items
(Table IIb) with the Anxiety subscale are in
general somewhat lower in both Dutch sam-
ples compared to the American student sam-
ple, especially item 10 in the Dutch student
sample, and item 34 in the Dutch population
sample. Correlations of the Anxiety items
with the Avoidance subscale are in general
somewhat higher in both Dutch samples

compared with the American student sample,
especially items 4, 6 and 26 in the Dutch
population sample. When we look at the
magnitude of the differences of the item-
loadings on both subscales we can conclude
that items 21 and 26 perform weakly in both
Dutch samples compared with the American
student sample. 

Cronbach’s alphas of Avoidance and Anxi-
ety are resp.: .94 and .91 in the American stu-
dent sample, .93 and .88 in the Dutch student
sample, and .88 and .86 in the Dutch popula-
tion sample. We computed Pearson’s correla-
tions between both subscales and found: .13
(American student sample), .14 (Dutch stu-
dent sample), and .39 (Dutch population
sample). All correlations are significant at p
< .01. Finally, mean and SD of Avoidance
and Anxiety are resp.: 2.87 (1.14) and 3.45
(1.11) in the American student sample, 2.59
(.98) and 3.51 (.88) in the Dutch student sam-
ple, and 2.49 (.91) and 3.09 (.97) in the
Dutch population sample. 
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Table I
Socio-demographic characteristics.

American student Dutch student Dutch population Dutch population
sample n = 1,012 sample n = 697 sample n = 233 20-80 yrs1

female 62.8% 75.6% 46.2% 50.3%

mean age (SD) 19.3 yrs (3.2) 21.3 yrs (6.2) 48.4 yrs (16.6) 45.0 yrs (n.a.)

range 16-50 17.5-72.9 19-98 n.a.

civil status
unmarried2 n.a. n.a. 27.0% 27.6%
married n.a. n.a. 57.9% 59.9%
divorced n.a. n.a. 6.9% 7.5%
widow(er) n.a. n.a. 8.2% 5.0%

mean relationship  duration (SD) 1.7 yrs (1.6) 2.2 yrs (3.3) 19.5 yrs (14.7) n.a.

range .00-15.00 .83-27.83 .08-65.8 n.a.

education
lower - - 20.6% 35%
middle 100% 100% 29.3% 41%
higher - - 50% 24%

1 (CBS, 2001, SCP, 2001) CBS = Statistics Netherlands, SCP = Social and Cultural Planning Office of the
Netherlands.
2 Unmarried means single or cohabiting.
n.a. = not available.
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Table IIa
Correlations of Avoidance items with both subscales.

American student Dutch student Dutch population
sample n = ± 1,007 sample n = ± 696 sample n = ± 227

Item Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety
(item-rest) (item-rest) (item-rest)

1 .73 .12 .65 -.01 .40 .19
3 .71 .07 .56 .04 .42 .14
5 .71 .12 .66 .11 .63 .30
7 .70 .06 .72 .12 .61 .37
9 .69 .14 .76 .20 .60 .46
11 .69 .17 .73 .18 .61 .42
13 .68 .07 .71 .14 .62 .28
15 .67 .08 .58 .01 .25 -.08
17 .67 .12 .63 .28 .60 .45
19 .67 .10 .58 .12 .50 .25
21 .67 .16 .55 .40 .55 .48
23 .66 .03 .71 .04 .58 .26
25 .64 .07 .66 -.02 .45 .06
27 .63 .09 .69 .02 .51 .15
29 .64 .08 .36 -.02 .20 -.07
31 .62 .10 .65 .07 .51 .16
33 .63 .04 .55 -.09 .42 .15
35 .60 -.05 .62 -.07 .62 .04

Table IIb
Correlations of Anxiety items with both subscales.

American student Dutch student Dutch population
sample n = ± 1,007 sample n = ± 696 sample n = ± 227

Item Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety
(item-rest) (item-rest) (item-rest)

2 .18 .68 .15 .61 .24 .56
4 .18 .65 .31 .53 .45 .53
6 .19 .65 .30 .60 .41 .59
8 .18 .63 .16 .68 .26 .54
10 .20 .62 -.06 .23 -.05 .43
12 -.01 .60 .09 .49 .32 .52
14 .12 .60 .10 .55 .10 .45
16 .04 .57 .12 .44 .34 .46
18 .08 .57 .13 .51 -.04 .45
20 -.00 .55 .05 .47 .29 .41
22 .11 .55 .13 .62 .19 .38
24 .01 .52 -.03 .46 .31 .50
26 .17 .52 .32 .46 .50 .52
28 .11 .51 -.05 .39 .10 .49
30 -.05 .52 .10 .49 .06 .43
32 -.04 .51 .14 .50 .03 .40
34 .01 .51 .10 .42 .17 .33
36 .03 .50 .11 .43 .15 .50



Discussion Study 1

In general, we were able to replicate the
original bi-dimensional structure of the
ECR in both Dutch samples. The two fac-
tors emerged sharply in the Dutch psychol-
ogy student sample and somewhat less
clear but still satisfactorily recognizable in
the Dutch population sample. In the latter
sample, items tended to load more on both
factors than in the Dutch student sample,
resulting in a higher correlation between
both subscales. Since we administered
exactly the same version of the ECR in the
Dutch student and population samples, this
higher intercorrelation has to be due to
sample variation. Moreover, because sam-
ple variation between the Dutch and Amer-
ican psychology student samples is small,
and the intercorrelation between the sub-
scales in both samples comparably low, we
interpret this as an indication that the trans-
lation in general was successful. Further-
more, we think that the relatively minor
differences in (item-rest) correlations
between both Dutch samples and the
American sample may be due to chance
capitalization in the construction of the
original version. However, a few items per-
formed weakly in both Dutch samples,
especially items 21 (I find it difficult to
allow myself to depend on romantic part-
ners) and 26 (I find that my partner(s)
don’t want to get as close as I would like).
This is not attributable to sample variation,
but could be due to a translation problem
or cultural differences. Because of reasons
of cross-national comparability we decided
to leave the scales intact for investigation
of the construct validity in Study 2. Finally,
Cronbach’s alphas were somewhat lower in
both Dutch samples compared with the
original American sample, but still high. 

Study 2: External validity

Introduction Study 2

Because we wanted to shed some light on
the external validity of the ECR, we correlat-
ed both scales with questionnaires measur-
ing important attachment(-related) issues.
First we shortly review research covering
three of these issues, namely studies on: (1)
convergent validity aspects of Avoidance
and Anxiety; (2) attachment and relationship
interaction; and (3) attachment and (vulnera-
bility for) psychopathology. 

To gain more insight in the core aspects, or
the convergent validity, of the scales of the
Dutch ECR, we included two other attach-
ment measures in our study. First, we admin-
istered the Attachment Styles Questionnaire
(ASQ)17, because high correlations are
reported in the original study11 between sub-
scales of the ECR and ASQ. Avoidance corre-
lates highly with Discomfort with Closeness
(avoidance of attachment), and to a lesser
extent with Relationships as Secondary to
Achievement (self-protection against hurt and
vulnerability by emphasizing achievement
and independence). Anxiety correlates highly
with Preoccupation with Relationships (anx-
ious reaching out to others in order to fulfill
dependency needs), and with Need for
Approval (need for others’ acceptance and
confirmation). We expected to replicate these
findings. Interestingly, the fifth subscale of
the ASQ, Confidence (secure attachment),
correlates in Brennan et al.’s study11 mainly
with Avoidance, while it is described by
Feeney and colleagues17 as a combination of
Bartholomew’s two working models.
Because the scales of the ECR can be inter-
preted as those two working models, we
expected Confidence to correlate more or less
evenly with both Avoidance and Anxiety.
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Second, we also administered the Rela-
tionship Questionnaire (RQ)8, because it
yields scores of Bartholomew’s two work-
ing models. In the original American stu-
dent sample, Avoidance and Anxiety corre-
late positively with the RQ’s (negative)
Models of Other and Self resp. 

Next we paid attention to two important
and closely related topics in adult romantic
attachment research, i.e. accommodation
strategies and relationship satisfaction.
Accommodative behavior is the tendency of
individuals to respond constructively to the
destructive behavior of relationship partners,
while inhibiting impulses to react destruc-
tively18. Based on results of former
research19,20 we expected Anxiety, and espe-
cially Avoidance to be negatively associated
with constructive accommodation strategies
and positively with destructive strategies.

Dissatisfaction with relationships is much
stronger associated with avoidance of inti-
macy (or avoidance of emotional disclosure
and partner proximity), than with fear of
rejection or abandonment21,22. Therefore we
expected a much higher correlation between
relationship satisfaction and Avoidance,
than with Anxiety. 

Finally, we wanted to test associations
between both attachment dimensions and
(vulnerability for) psychopathology. Studies
by Shaver and Brennan23 and Davis and Ver-
non24, report moderate to high correlations
between neuroticism and Anxiety, and low
correlations with Avoidance. Studies on asso-
ciations between the ECR and questionnaires
measuring two highly prevalent forms of psy-
chopathology, i.e. anxiety and depression,
show similar patterns. Two studies in psy-
chology student samples on the relation
between anxiety symptoms and the ECR
found correlations with Anxiety of .16 and
.37, and somewhat lower, .11 and .26, with

Avoidance25. Several studies on associations
between the ECR and depression measures in
psychology student samples and adult sam-
ples, report correlations with Anxiety ranging
from .40 to .56, and with Avoidance from .10
to.2822,25,26,27,28. Thus, both anxiety and
depression correlate moderately with Anxiety
and somewhat lower with Avoidance.

Method Study 2 

Respondents

The three samples were the same as those
reported in Study 1. The Dutch population
sample completed all questionnaires
described below, the American student sam-
ple only the attachment measures, and the
Dutch students the ECR and, in one or the
other of the two original subsamples, the
Need for Approval and Discomfort with
Closeness scales (ASQ) and scales measur-
ing (vulnerability for) psychopathology.

Measurement instruments

A Dutch translation of the Attachment
Styles Questionnaire17 was made following
the same procedure as for the ECR. This
self-report measures attachment within rela-
tions in general. It consists of 40 items
scored on a 6-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree),
and five subscales already described in the
introduction. Cronbach’s alphas ranged
from .76 to .84 in the present study.

The Relationship Questionnaire9, mea-
suring attachment in general with signifi-
cant others, was applied as well. The
respondent rates four attachment style
vignettes (Secure, Preoccupied, Fearful and
Dismissing) on a 7-point Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (not at all characteristic for me)
to 7 (totally characteristic for me). Model of



Self- and Model of Other-scores are derived
from combinations of the four ratings.

A Dutch version of The Accommodation
Scale (AS)18, translated and adapted using
the same procedure as with the ECR, was
administered to measure accommodative
behavior and interaction within romantic
relationships. It measures proximity-promot-
ing behavior or Constructive Strategies
(actively attempting to resolve interpersonal
problems, and/or passively waiting for condi-
tions to improve), and proximity-rejecting
behavior or Destructive Strategies (actively
harming the relationship, and/or passively
allowing conditions to deteriorate). The six-
teen items are scored on a 9-point Likert-
scale ranging from 0 (I never do this) to 8 (I
constantly do this). Cronbach’s alphas are .78
for Constructive Accommodation, and .73
for Destructive Accommodation in this study.

We measured satisfaction with the current
relationship with the Relational Interaction
Satisfaction Scale (RISS)29. The seven
items are scored on a Likert scale ranging
from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

The Neuroticism scale of the NEO-
FFI30,31 was used to measure a personality
based disposition for vulnerability for psy-
chopathology. The twelve items are scored
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). To
measure a comparable, but inversely formu-
lated construct, the Emotional Stability
scale of the Five-Factor Personality Invento-
ry (FFPI)32, was used. Its twenty items are
scored on a 5-point Likert scale.

Finally, we measured general mental
health, mainly anxiety- and depression-relat-
ed problems with the General Health Ques-
tionnaire (GHQ-12)33,34. The twelve items
are scored on a 4-point scale with values
depending on the actual item, for example
from ‘not at all’ to ‘much more than usually’. 

Statistical analyses

Pearson’s correlations were computed to
evaluate the formulated hypotheses. Like in
Study 1 we only analyzed respondents who
ever had experience with a romantic rela-
tionship.

Results Study 2

In general, Avoidance and Anxiety of the
Dutch ECR correlate as may be expected
from theory and former research described
above (Table III). The scales of the ASQ cor-
relate as predicted in all samples, although
with lesser magnitude in both Dutch samples
as compared to the American student sam-
ple. However, opposed to the American sam-
ple, Confidence correlates like we anticipat-
ed more evenly with both Avoidance and
Anxiety in the Dutch population sample.
With regard to Models of Other and Self, the
correlations in the American student and the
Dutch population samples are fairly compa-
rable. Finally, concerning the relationship
interaction variables, and (vulnerability for)
psychopathology, Avoidance and Anxiety
show correlations as predicted. 

Discussion Study 2

With all our hypotheses supported by the
results, we can draw the conclusion that
the external validity of the Dutch ECR is
clearly satisfying. This enables us to
describe high scorers on both ECR dimen-
sions. People with a high score on
Avoidance have a negative model of others,
experience discomfort with closeness, dis-
play a tendency for self-protection against
hurt and vulnerability by emphasizing
achievement and independence, lack
attachment security, apply no constructive
but destructive interaction strategies in
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their relationships, and experience low
relational satisfaction. A high score on
Anxiety suggests a negative model of self,
a need for others’ acceptance and confir-
mation, anxious reaching out to others in

order to fulfill dependency needs, lack of
attachment security, appliance of destruc-
tive interaction strategies in their relation-
ships, vulnerability for psychopathology
and higher symptomatology. 

Table III
Correlations of Avoidance and Anxiety with several self-report scales.

American student Dutch student Dutch population
sample n = 1,002/1,000 sample n = 1-3 sample n = 206/225
Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety Avoidance Anxiety

Attachment Styles Questionnaire
Need for Approval .23** .64** .36**3 .52**3 .23** .59**
Preoccupation with Relation. .14** .88** .18** .66**
Discomfort with Closeness .88** .24** .58**1 .19**1 .49** .34**
Relation. Sec. to Achievement .56** .17** .36** .24**
Confidence -.68** -.27** -.36** -.37**

Relationship Questionnaire
Negative Self Model .26** .55** .15* .47**
Negative Other Model .44** -.05 .40** .18**

Accommodation Scale
Constructive Accomm. Strat. -.30** -.12
Destructive Accomm. Strat. .49** .40**

Relation. Inter. Satisfaction -.62** -.36**
Neuroticism (NEO-FFI) .27**3 .57**3 .27** .61**
Emotional Stability (FFPI) -.052 -.47**2

General Health Questionnaire .062 .34**2 .21** .37**

Relation. Sec. to Achievement = Relationship as Secondary to Achievement; Preoccupation with Relation. =
Preoccupation with Relationships; Constructive Accomm. Strat. = Constructive Accommodation Strategies;
Destructive Accomm. Strat. = Destructive Accommodation Strategies; Relation. Inter. Satisfaction = Rela-
tional Interaction Satisfaction.
* p < .05, ** p < .01
1 Both students sub-samples: n = 678.
2 Sub-sample students 2002: Emotional Stability n = 256; General Health Questionnaire n = 296.
3 Sub-sample students 2003: Need for Approval n = 354; Neuroticism n = 357.

General Discussion

The present study aimed at a psychometric
evaluation of the Dutch ECR in comparison
with the American version in the original
sample. Because the original ECR was vali-
dated in a very homogeneous sample of psy-
chology students, our second and third goals
were to investigate the supposed orthogonali-
ty of the scales and to broaden the applicabil-
ity of the ECR, by testing the questionnaire
in a general population sample. 

Compared with the original American
version, the Dutch version of the ECR
showed in general somewhat less strong psy-
chometric qualities. However, this is pre-
dominantly due to sample differences as the
MGM analyses showed. The Dutch psychol-
ogy student sample yielded, reckoning with
chance capitalization in the original sample,
fairly similar results, with a comparable low
correlation between the subscales. In the
Dutch population sample both subscales
were satisfactorily, but less clear, discern-
able, resulting in a higher correlation



between both subscales. This finding is in
contradiction with the claim of orthogonality
of the ECR scales11. However, a short review
of intercorrelations of both scales in several
studies reveals that this claim is not empiri-
cally supported in general. In student and
adult samples, intercorrelations vary consid-
erably from .04 to .3022,25,27,35, and from .08
to .56 for adapted versions of the ECR26,28.
Hence, the higher intercorrelation in the
Dutch population sample is not uncommon;
and the higher the intercorrelation, the more
variance items share with both subscales.
Moreover, it should be noted, that Bowlby
too did not expect orthogonality between the
working models of self and other2. 

Perhaps that in people with lasting rela-
tionships, like in our population sample, the
avoidance and anxiety components of the
attachment regulation system12 become
more closely knit. The behavioral compo-
nent of attachment, avoidance of intimacy,
may for example become more a conse-
quence of the emotional component of
attachment, namely (anticipated) anxiety
about rejection and abandonment. In this
way the feedback between both attachment
components can become stronger, and the
intercorrelation higher. 

Apart form the obvious role of sample
variation, especially items 21 and 26 per-
form weakly in both Dutch samples. This
may indicate a possible translation problem,
or a phenomenon of cultural divergence.
But because MGM analyses yielded good
(student sample) to satisfactorily results
(population sample), and because of reasons
of comparability we decided to leave the
scales intact. Moreover, the external validity
of the subscales in the original 18 item ver-
sion, including items 21 and 26, is clearly
satisfying with all our hypotheses supported
in both Dutch samples. Overall we can con-
clude that although orthogonality of the

scales varies by sample, the support for the
validity of the scales we found in both the
student and the population samples warrants
use of the ECR for research goals in more
heterogeneous samples as well.
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