
Error corrections concerning: 
 
Ozolins, A., & Sandberg, C. (2009); Development of a 
multifactor scale measuring the psychological dimensions of 
touch avoidance. International Journal of Psychology: a 
Biopsychosocial Approach, 3, 33-56. 
 
There are some unfortunate omissions of references and/or 
quotes in our text that have to be corrected. These mistakes 
concern a number of sentences in the published article without 
the proper references given where the original source has 
been Brennan, Wu and Loev (1998). Below, we want to point 
out the places in our article which need to be corrected and 
credit given to the original authors: 
 
Was such version 

p. 34, line 7 from bottom: “In Jourard’s (1966) classic 
investigation, a self-report questionnaire was created 
to assess adults’ experiences of being touched by 
others”. 

Should be such version: 
In Jourard’s (1966) classic investigation, a self-report 
questionnaire was created to assess adults’ experiences of 
being touched by others (Brennan, Wu & Loev, 1998, p. 403). 
 
Was such version 

p. 35, line 4 from top: “…differences in attitudes toward 
touch”. 

Should be such version: 
…variation in cognitions and feelings about touch. 
 
Was such version 

p. 35, lines 19-20 from top: “…the most widely used is 
Andersen and Leibowitz’ (1978) Touch Avoidance 
Measure...” 

 



Should be such version: 
…”the most widely used” (Brennan, Wu & Loev, 1998, p. 404) 
is Andersen and Leibowitz’ (1978)… 
 
Was such version 

p. 36, lines 14-16 from top: “Attachment theory provides 
an ideally suited framework for understanding 
developmental antecedents of differences in physical 
contact-seeking”. 

Should be such version: 
“Attachment theory provides an ideally suited framework for 
understanding developmental antecedents of differences in 
physical contact-seeking” (Brennan, Wu & Loev, 1998, pp. 
398-399). 
 
Was such version 

p. 38, line 15 from top: “…strangers (Figure 1). Previous 
research…“ 

Should be such version/Insert sentence): 
…strangers (Figure 1). The items 1-14 about partner touch are 
taken with minimal alterations from Brennan, Wu and Loev 
(1998). Previous research… 
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Abstract. The chief aim of this study was to develop a questionnaire to assess the level 
of touch avoidance (TA), i.e., attitudes towards physical touch in relation to others. 
Material, methods. In order to validate the Touch Avoidance Questionnaire, an at-
tachment style questionnaire was distributed to 293 Swedish university students. 
Reliability and validity tests of the TAQ were assessed. Statistical analyses of TAQ 
yielded sound psychometric properties. The results showed that the TAQ contains 
five factors. Results relating to attachment style were similar to previous research; 
‘secure’ and ‘preoccupied’ attachment styles do not correlate with touch avoidance, 
while ‘fearful’ and ‘dismissing’ showed interesting relations. Males showed more TA 
than females in relation to partner, family, and friends of the same sex.

Keywords: touch avoidance, Touch Avoidance Questionnaire, validation, attachment 
styles.

Interest in touch avoidance has increased during the past three 
decades (Andersen, Andersen, & Lustig, 1987; Andersen, & Sull, 1985; 
Crawford, 1994; Guerrero & Andersen, 1991, 1994; Martin, & Anderson, 
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1993; Remland, & Jones, 1988; Sorensen, & Beatty, 1988; Wilhelm, 
Kochar, Roth, & Gross, 2001). Jourard (1966) was the first to mention 
“the mustn’t touch people”, individuals who do not like to touch other 
persons and find touch from others objectionable. In other words, 
touch avoidance is not simply an index of how much one touches or 
avoids being touched, but also a sign of a person’s deeply rooted at-
titude towards touch (Andersen, 1999), comparable to a personality 
trait. Research on this subject has been carried out with instruments 
with a rather limited contact range, most often same-sex touch and 
opposite-sex touch (Andersen, & Leibowitz, 1978), and the purpose of 
the present study was therefore to develop a comprehensive question-
naire in order to measure touch avoidance in a wider range of rela-
tional contexts.

The relationships between touch avoidance and several other di-
mensions of personality have previously been explored. According to 
Deethardt and Hines (1983) Participants low on dominance and sur-
gency, high on radicalism and inner tension, as well as strong super-ego 
and conformism, show significantly more negative attitudes to touch 
than others. Touch avoiders have also been found to have lower self-
esteem (Andersen et al., 1987). Furthermore, there are indications of a 
relationship between diminished nonverbal behavior and verbal avoid-
ance (Andersen, & Leibowitz, 1978; Martin, & Anderson, 1993). That is, 
touch avoiders were less talkative and more apprehensive towards com-
munication in general. To conclude, researchers with varying theoreti-
cal frames of reference seem to agree that touch avoidance is related to 
inadequate social functioning (see Andersen, 1999).

Measuring Touch Attitudes and Touch Behavior

In Jourard’s (1966) classic investigation, a self-report questionnaire 
was created to assess adults’ experiences of being touched by others. To 
our knowledge, this instrument was the first to record touch frequencies 
and which body areas were being touched by parents and by friends of 
same and opposite sex. Later, Andersen and Leibowitz (1978) showed 
that touch avoidance can be measured reliably with a self-report instru-
ment: the Touch Avoidance measure (TAM) assesses attitudes to and 
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comfort with touch. The problem with this instrument, in our opinion, is 
that it concerns only two dimensions of touch avoidance, namely same-
sex and opposite-sex touch avoidance. Deethardt and Hines (1983) de-
veloped another instrument to measure differences in attitudes toward 
touch. Their scale consists of 15 items comprising three dimensions of 
touch attitudes, one concerning touch between romantic partners, one 
with an opposite-sex acquaintance, and the third with a same-sex friend. 
This instrument unfortunately includes some items that are somewhat 
problematic to answer, e.g., “When I tell a same-sex intimate friend I 
have just gotten divorced, I want that person to touch me”. Fromme’s et 
al. (1989) 12-item Touch Test assesses a person’s experience of express-
ing and receiving touch from parents, friends and strangers. But the 
small number of items raises some doubt about the validity of the test, 
considering the complexity of touch behaviour. Brennan, Wu and Love 
(1998) have developed an instrument to assess individual differences 
in attitudes toward physical contact in adult romantic relationships. 
Some of the items are well formulated and useful whereas others are 
ambiguous (for example “My partner and I don’t feel inhibited touching 
each other in front of others”). Of the measures just described, the most 
widely used is Andersen and Leibowitz’ (1978) Touch Avoidance Meas-
ure (TAM) (e.g., Crawford, 1994; Guerrero, & Andersen, 1994; Martin, & 
Anderson, 1993; Remland, & Jones, 1988). In our opinion, a wide-rang-
ing instrument to measure attitudes toward touch should include items 
that assess several social contexts of touch, i.e., touch with partner, with 
family (parents, siblings), with same-sex and opposite-sex friends and 
with strangers, aspects that have not previously been integrated in one 
single instrument.

Attachment Theory and Touch Avoidance

Most researchers of touch behavior in adults have generally ignored 
possible developmental factors in the formation of these attitudes. 
However, Deethardt and Hines (1983) suggested that early patterns of 
tactile behavior, i.e., the nature and degree of touch between the par-
ents and the child could predict the child’s later tendencies to seek or 
avoid touching people outside the family. Fromme et al. (1989) found 
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that violence and physical abuse by parents in childhood correlated 
with low touch comfort in adulthood. Furthermore they speculated 
that such experiences in childhood might affect physical contact seek-
ing (e.g., Fromme et al., 1986, 1989). Studies have shown that during the 
infant’s first year, touch may affect physical and cognitive development 
(e.g., Carlson, 2005; Caulfield, 2000; Field, 2002; Schechter, & Combrinck, 
1991; Stack, & Muir, 1992) as well as the infant’s health and sense of 
security (e.g., Bowlby, 1969; Harlow, & Harlow, 1962; Spitz, 1946; Trevar-
then, & Aiken, 2001). Montagu (1986) argues that physical contact is the 
mother’s most basic way to communicate affection for her newborn, 
and that deprivation or satisfaction of tactile needs during infancy and 
childhood influences the quality of the attachment and the child’s later 
social development.

Attachment theory provides an ideally suited framework for un-
derstanding developmental antecedents of differences in physical con-
tact-seeking. Bowlby (1969) defined attachment as a bond of affection 
directed towards a specific individual. Once the baby is able to move 
around, it is possible to observe behaviors that signal formations of at-
tachments, including moving towards and staying close to the parent 
or main caregiver. Children, particularly in distress, protest when they 
are separated from the caregiver, they cling on to and use the adult as a 
“secure base” from whom/which to explore the world. Selective attach-
ment does not apply only to infants. Attachment is a kind of relationship 
that reduces anxiety and provides emotional support, and is evidenced 
through all stages of life, including old age (Rutter, & Rutter, 1993; Shaver, 
& Mikulineer, 2004).

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) developed a questionnaire to as-
sess the different modes of bonding between people. It describes four 
attachment styles; secure individuals are neither anxious about abandon-
ment nor do they seek to avoid others; preoccupied persons are anxious 
over being abandoned but not avoidant in their behavior. The dismissing 
style is characterized by avoidant behavior without anxiety about being 
deserted and, lastly, fearful individuals are both anxious over abandon-
ment and avoid closeness. Brennan, Clark and Shaver’s (1998a) study of 
the relationship between attachment styles and attitude towards touch 
showed that, as predicted, secure and preoccupied subjects scored low 
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on touch aversion, while the opposite was true for fearful and dismissing 
persons.

The main aim of the present paper was to develop a comprehensive 
questionnaire to measure touch avoidance (TA), and also to validate the 
questionnaire by correlating attitudes to touch with attachment styles. 
Associations between attachment styles and attitudes toward touch 
among adults were expected similar to these of Brennan et al. (1998a). 
Convergent and discriminant validity of the touch avoidance question-
naire was compared with TAM and also with several other seemingly 
relevant scales, viz: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (Roid, & Fitts, 1988), 
Life Orientation Test (Scheier, & Carver, 1985), Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale (Crowne, & Marlowe, 1964) and Taylor Manifest Anxi-
ety Scale (Taylor, 1953).

METHOD

Participants and Procedure

In the main investigation 293 Swedish university students (176 
women and 117 men, of whom 95.3% were born in Sweden) were asked 
to fill in the questionnaire. Their mean age was 25.9 years (range 19-53, 
SD = 6.31). The questionnaires were distributed to students in class. All 
subjects returned the questionnaire and (on each) very few items were 
left unmarked. Data collections for the purpose of test-retest reliability 
as well as the validity tests were performed with smaller student sam-
ples. No question tapped the sexual orientation of the participants, but 
we assume that the sample includes a certain percentage representing 
homosexual or lesbian individuals.

INSTRUMENTS

Background Characteristics

The questionnaire, which we labeled the Touch Avoidance Ques-
tionnaire (TAQ), was developed in order to assess the level of touch 
avoidance from a wide-ranging perspective (see Figure 1 for an English 
translation). Because of potential relationships, we decided to incor-
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porate certain individual background characteristics: the subject’s sex 
and age, their own and their parents’ places of birth and whether or not 
the subject had an intimate partner. A question about touching other 
species was included (i.e. if the subject liked to stroke pets; cf. Meyer, 
& Pakur, 1999), as well as items about parental appreciation of the sub-
ject’s appearance as a child, and questions about bacillophobia and skin 
complaints (eczema, allergy, etc). Finally, an item about parental physical 
abuse (hittings of the subject as a child) was included - because Fromme, 
et al. (1989) reported that low touch comfort may reflect childhood ex-
periences of violent touch - plus one item about psychological abuse in 
childhood (insulting, humiliation, and neglect).

The Touch Avoidance Questionnaire – TAQ

Different touch contexts were identified, such as situations involv-
ing partner, parents, siblings, friends, professional touch and touch with 
complete strangers (Figure 1). Previous research (e.g. Andersen et al., 
1987; Deethardt, & Hines, 1983; Fromme et al., 1989) found that differ-
ences in touch avoidance depended upon the sex of the interactants. 
Thus, some of the questions concerned attitudes to touch with a same-
sex friend and some (concerned touch) with a friend of the opposite sex. 
Across these categories, there were separate questions about touching 
and receiving touch. Some items were paraphrases of other items, dif-
fering, for instance, in the person touching or being touched (e.g., items 
21 and 21), or whether the subject touched (the express touch dimen-
sion) or was the recipient of the other’s touch (e.g., items 3 and 4). In 
some cases, items were worded in a general manner regarding touch, 
irrespective of who did what to whom (e.g., items 18 or 30). To measure 
touch avoidance, 37 Likert-type statements were formulated with the 
instruction to Fully agree or Fully disagree with the statements on a scale 
from 1-7. The scores for 14 positively worded items were reversed be-
fore computations, so that high scores indicated a higher level of touch 
avoidance (see Figure 1).
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1. *I wish my partner would hold me for hours.
2. Often, I have to tell my partner to cease touching me.
3. For most of the time, I don’t like it when my partner touches me.
4. My partner often complains that I don’t touch him/her enough.
5. Sometimes I make efforts to avoid touching my partner.
6. I wish my partner touched me more often.
7. *I love to hug and caress my partner for hours.
8. *I’m always happy when my partner touches me.
9. I often find my partner’s touch unbearable.
10. It makes me sad that my partner won’t touch me in the way I would like to be 
touched.
11. Sometimes I find my partner’s touch irritating.
12. It takes a while to get used to my partner’s touch, if we have been apart for some 
time.
13. I have considered ending our relationship because my partner dislikes touch.
14. I don’t want my partner to touch me in public.
15. I strongly dislike any physical contact with my partner’s relatives.
16. *I always hug/ged my mother when I see/saw her.
17. *I always hug/ged my father when I see/saw him.
18. *I grew up in a cuddly family.
19. *There is a lot of physical contact between me and my siblings.
20. I was seldom hugged by my father.
21. I was seldom hugged by my mother.
22. I often find it hard to touch a same-sex friend.
23. *I like to hug a same-sex friend.
24. I try to avoid touching/being touched by a same-sex friend.
25. *I like to sit near a same-sex friend.
26. *I like it when a same-sex friend hugs me.
27. I strongly dislike a same-sex friend touching me.
28. I often find it hard to touch an opposite-sex friend.
29. *I like to hug an opposite-sex friend.
30. I try to avoid touch with an opposite-sex friend.
31. *I like to sit near an opposite-sex friend.
32. *I like it when an opposite-sex friend hugs me.
33. I strongly dislike it when an opposite-sex friend touches me.
34. I dislike physical contact with other peoples’ children.
35. I often find touching/being touched by other people intrusive.
36. *I find touch by professionals (e.g., hair-dresser, masseur) pleasant.
37. I find it very unpleasant to be in contact with unknown people (e.g., in queues, on 
the bus).

Figure 1. The TAQ-items (the final version in italics). Items with an asterisk (*) 
are reversed in the scoring, in order to make a high score a high level of touch 
avoidance
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Attachment Styles and Additional Instruments

Attachment styles were measured with a Swedish translation (Brob-
erg, 1996, Department of Psychology, Göteborg university, Sweden) 
of the four-category scale developed by Bartholomew and Horowitz 
(1991). It consists of four items, each describing an attachment style (se-
cure, preoccupied, dismissing and fearful), with response alternatives 
from Strongly disagree (1) to Completely agree (7), thus comprising four 
continuous variables to use in correlational analyses. A fifth item asks the 
subject to choose one of the styles, i.e., a categorical variable in order to 
compare groups of different styles.

For further validation of the TAQ, additional scales were adminis-
tered. The participants’ ‘self-concept’ was measured with the Tennessee 
Self-Concept Scale (Roid, & Fitts, 1988). It is a widely used questionnaire 
with 100 self-descriptive items that were, in the present study, aggre-
gated into a total score of ‘self-esteem’. Roid and Fitts (1988) reported 
high internal consistency of the total score and test-retest reliability 
(both greater than .90). Life Orientation Test (Scheier, & Carver, 1985), 
a 12-item self-report questionnaire, measures ‘hope’ and ‘optimism’. Fi-
nally, individuals’ level of ‘habitual anxiety’ was assessed by the Taylor 
Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953) which correlates strongly (.75 - .85) 
with the Spielberger State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Kline, 1993).

RESULTS

Psychometric Properties

Based on the assumption that touch attitudes vary depending on 
the relational context, an exploratory factor analysis (principal compo-
nents) of the 37 TAQ-items was performed. An oblique rotated compo-
nent matrix and a cutoff at 0.4 for acceptable loadings rendered a total of 
six components that accounted for 54.6% of the total variance (see Table 
1 and Figure 1). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling ade-
quacy was .821. A minimum value of 0.6 is suggested for this index which 
compares the magnitudes of the observed correlation coefficients to the 
magnitudes of the partial correlation coefficients. Larger values for the 
KMO measure indicate that a factor analysis of the variables is appropri-
ate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). It may be added that an analysis using 
Varimax rotation yielded a very similar result (e.g., KMO = .818).
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table 1. Principal Component Analysis of TAQ-items: Factor loadings from the 
structure matrix

F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6
TAQ-items Partner Same-sex Opp.-sex Family Stranger Longing

8 .765
5 .724
11 .709
7 .705
2 .683
3 .656
1 .621 .436
4 .613
14 .573
9 .554
26 .887
23 .868
24 .773
27 .746
22 .723
25 .684
15 .434
36
32 .837
29 .770
30 .751
28 .738
31 .728
33 .681
17 .853
18 .840
16 .810
20 .725
21 .687
19 .629
37 .726
35 .677
34 .403 .658
10 .712
6 .632
12 .518
13 .496

Var. acct. for (%) 9.5 21.6 6.3 8.1 3.8 5.3
Note. High factor loadings < .40 are deleted from the table. Underscored loadings indi-
cate the TAQ-items belonging to each factor.
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An examination of the components showed that five components 
had sound quality: ‘Partner’ (10 items), Same-sex (6 items), Opposite-sex 
(6 items), Family (6 items), and Stranger (3 items). The five-factor solution 
was chosen, based on the patterns of eigenvalues and distribution of 
factor loadings. Items corresponding to each factor were unit-weighted 
and averaged to form the subscales. The factor “Longing” (items 6, 10, 
12, and 13) was excluded from the final version of TAQ because of the 
formulations of the items that diverge in an important way from the 
other subscales, and therefore have a low validity, and secondly, because 
of a low Cronbach’s alpha (see Table 2). One item was excluded (item 
15) because of unacceptably low loadings and one item (item 36) was 
excluded because it was considered to express attitudes with low con-
struct validity. In sum, the five accepted components explained 49.3% of 
the total variance (and contained 31 of the originally 37 items). The first 
factor-based scale was named “Partner touch”, followed by Family touch, 
Same-sex touch, Opposite-sex touch, and Stranger touch. No compo-
nents appeared in the factors of “(Express) touch” and “Receive touch/
be touched”. Except for the factor of “Longing for touch”, analyses of the 
internal homogeneity of the subscales yielded Cronbach’s alpha-levels 
ranging from ‘acceptable’ to ‘very good’ (Table 2).

table 2. Cronbach’s alpha item analyses of the TAQ-factors

No. items n Alpha

Family touch 6 255 .85

Stranger touch 3 293 .64

Same-sex touch 6 293 .89

Opposite-sex touch 6 291 .85

Partner touch 10 278 .86

Longing for touch 4 283 .53

Since each of the five factors was skewed, rank order correlations 
were used. The component correlation matrix showed that the subscale 
of Stranger touch correlated negatively with all the other factors, while 
the other subscales yielded positive and generally low relationships 
(Table 3).
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table 3. Component correlation matrix

Same-sex Partner Family Opposite-sex

Partner touch .18

Family touch .27 .19

Opposite-sex touch .26 .16 .14

Stranger touch -.23 -.11 -.11 -.12

Reliability and Validity tests of the TAQ

In order to evaluate convergent and discriminant validity of the 
touch avoidance questionnaire, the TAQ-dimensions were compared 
with TAM. The results showed highly significant conceptual conver-
gence between the TAQ and the Touch Avoidance Measure, in the fac-
tors of relevance (Andersen, & Leibowitz, 1978) (Table 4). The test-retest 
correlation with the TAQ-factors revealed a high concordance between 
the tests over a four-week interval. In addition to these correlational 
analyses, we performed a dependent t-test between the means of the 
total TAQ-score from the test and the retest sessions (n = 43) and found 
a high concordance between the means: 2.73 vs. 2.75 (p = .832). High 
self-esteem showed significant negative correlations with touch avoid-
ance on the factors of Partner (-.32) and Stranger touch (-.29). Pessimism 
(Life Orientation Test, LOT) correlated significantly with Family touch, 
that is, the more pessimistic the individual, the more touch avoidant (s)
he was in relation to family members. The other significant correlation 
concerning LOT indicated that optimistic persons showed less resistance 
to touching strangers. Influence of avoidance of disapproval (Marlowe-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale) on the TAQ-scores was analyzed. There 
appeared no relationship between touch attitudes and fear of social 
denunciation, except for a significantly negative correlation for the sub-
scale Family touch. Finally, attitudes to touch were clearly unrelated to 
manifest anxiety except for Family touch.

In Table 5, the components are ranked according to the medians 
of attitudes to touch. The subjects had the most negative attitudes to 
touching family members (the highest median score), while the most 
positive attitudes were displayed towards a partner. Mann-Whitney 
U-tests showed that men were significantly more touch avoidant then 
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women in partner, family and same-sex touch. The results showed 
no significant sex differences in the factors Opposite-sex touch and 
Stranger touch.

table 4. Reliability and validity tests of the subscales of the TAQ (Spearman’s ρ)

n Partner Family Same-sex Opp.-sex Stranger
TAM Same-sex 157 .62***
TAM Opposite-sex 155 .57***
TAQ (test-retest)
Partner 39 .78***
Family 43 .93***
Same-sex 43 .84***
Opposite-sex 43 .72***
Stranger touch 43 .70***
Tennessee Self-Concept 
Scale

50 -.32* -.24 .06 -.22 -.29*

Optimism (LOT) 43 .06 -.27 .09 -.11 -.31*
Pessimism (LOT) 43 .33* .17 .05 .14 .28
Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability

80 -.06 -.25* -.06 -.02 -.13

Taylor Manifest Anxiety 
Scale

80 -.09 .24* .01 .09 -.01

Note. All tests of significance are two-tailed. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. Due to dif-
ferent n for some variables, p-values may vary.

table 5. Mann-Whitney U-tests of sex differences and descriptive data of the 
TAQ-factors’ medians (range)

Total  
(n = 293)

Men  
(n = 117)

Women  
(n = 176)

Z p

Family touch 3.3 (6.0) 3.7 (5.5) 2.8 (6.0) -2.86 .004
Stranger touch 3.0 (6.0) 3.0 (6.0) 2.8 (5.7) -1.09 .275
Same-sex touch 2.5 (6.0) 3.5 (6.0) 2.3 (5.2) -7.12 .000
Opposite-sex touch 2.0 (4.8) 1.8 (4.8) 2.1 (4.8) -1.61 .108
Partner touch 1.9 (5.7) 2.1 (4.5) 1.7 (5.7) -3.29 .001

To analyze the distribution of attachment styles between the fac-
tors of touch avoidance, Spearman’s test of correlation was applied. The 
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results confirmed that secure and preoccupied attachment styles do not 
covary with touch avoidance. In contrast, fearful and dismissing were 
significantly more touch avoidant in all contexts, except for same-sex 
(fearful) and opposite-sex (dismissing) which showed significant nega-
tive correlations (Table 6).

table 6. Spearman’s ρ correlations between the factors (n = 287)

Secure Preoccupied Fearful Dismissing
Partner touch -.05 -.03 .17** .30***
Family touch -.01 .05 .14* .12*
Same-sex touch -.07 .03 -.16** .29***
Opp.-sex touch -.09 -.-03 .13* -.13*
Stranger touch -.07 .04 .29*** .20**

Note. All tests of significance are two-tailed. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Predicting Touch Avoidance

In order to investigate the predictive power of the background vari-
ables in relation to touch avoidance, multiple regression analyses were 
performed with the TAQ-factors as the criterion variables and a number 
of independent continuous predictors. Place of birth was not utilized as 
a predictor variable since over 95% of the subjects were born in Sweden. 
Tables 7-11 present the results. In sum, for the subscale Partner touch 
(Table 7) the results show that touch avoiders are male, significantly 
more often dismissing, have been psychologically abused as children, 
are older and do not live in a close relationship.

Further, Family touch avoidance (Table 8) was predicted by male 
gender, having rarely received praise for their looks as children, having 
been psychologically abused as children, and not liking to stroke pets. 
Greater Same-sex touch avoidance (Table 9) was found in dismissing, 
male, and older subjects, expressing fear of bacillae. Touch avoidance for 
the factor Opposite-sex touch was more common in females (Table 10). 
And, finally, touch avoidance for the subscale Stranger touch (Tabel 11) 
was more common in fearful individuals, those not praised for their looks 
as children, and who reported fear of bacillae.
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table 7. Multiple regression analysis with Partner touch as criterion variable  
(n = 272)

Predictors Beta t p

Dismissing attachment .273 4.38 .000
Secure attachment -.120 -1.96 .051
Preoccupied attachment -.038 -.62 .537
Fearful attachment .062 .96 .336
Sex .213 3.55 .000
Praise for looks -.021 -.35 .726
Fear of bacillae -.033 -.55 .581
Beaten as a child .045 .69 .490
Psychological abuse -.144 -2.11 .036
Stroke pets -.022 -.36 .717
Age .169 2.76 .006
Close relation .151 2.55 .011
Skin problems -.074 -1.29 .198

R = .444; R2 = .197; F(13/272) = 4.89; p < .001.

table 8. Multiple regression analysis with Family touch as criterion variable  
(n = 278)

Predictors Beta t p

Dismissing attachment .113 1.80 .073
Secure attachment .021 .34 .735
Preoccupied attachment .022 .36 .719
Fearful attachment .104 1.60 .110
Sex .127 2.08 .039
Praise for looks .194 3.24 .001
Fear of bacillae .050 .83 .405
Beaten as a child -.023 -.35 .725
Psychological abuse -.145 -2.13 .034
Stroke pets -.132 -2.22 .027
Age .092 1.50 .135
Close relation -.025 -.43 .668
Skin problems -.023 -.40 .691

R = .409; R2 = .168; F(13/278) = 4.10; p < .001.
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table 9. Multiple regression analysis with Same-sex touch as criterion variable 
(n = 280)

Predictors Beta  t  p

Dismissing attachment .221 3.91 .000
Secure attachment -.105 -1.91 .058
Preoccupied attachment -.022 -.40 .689
Fearful attachment .100 1.70 .090
Sex .404 7.37 .000
Praise for looks .067 1.25 .214
Fear of bacillae -.189 -3.51 .001
Beaten as a child -.013 -.23 .819
Psychological abuse -.043 -.70 .483
Stroke pets -.071 -1.32 .190
Age .115 2.06 .040
Close relation .037 .69 .489
Skin problems .045 .85 .395

R = .563; R2 = .317; F(13/280) = 9.53; p < .001.

table 10. Multiple regression analysis with Opposite-sex touch as criterion 
variable (n = 278)

Predictors Beta  t  p

Dismissing attachment .107 1.63 .104
Secure attachment -.086 -1.35 .180
Preoccupied attachment -.069 -1.06 .288
Fearful attachment .089 1.31 .190
Sex -.129 -2.02 .044
Praise for looks .087 1.39 .166
Fear of bacillae .002 .03 .976
Beaten as a child -.117 -1.70 .090
Psychological abuse .075 1.04 .298
Stroke pets -.110 -1.75 .082
Age .073 1.13 .260
Close relation -.044 -.69 .486
Skin problems -.027 -.44 .657

R = .281; R2 = .079; F(13/278) = 1.75; p = .051.
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table 11. Multiple regression analysis with Stranger touch as criterion variable 
(n = 280)

Predictors Beta t p
Dismissing attachment .096 1.57 .119
Secure attachment -.002 -.03 .979
Preoccupied attachment -.044 -.73 .465
Fearful attachment .244 3.83 .000
Sex .108 1.81 .072
Praise for looks .117 1.99 .047
Fear of bacillae -.220 -3.74 .000
Beaten as a child -.044 -.68 .496
Psychological abuse -.013 -.19 .847
Stroke pets -.050 -.86 .390
Age -.073 -1.24 .218
Close relation -.070 -1.21 .228
Skin problems -.078 -1.36 .175

R = .436; R2 = .190; F(13/280) = 4.81; p < .001.

DISCUSSION

The principal aim of this study was to develop a multifaceted instru-
ment to assess attitudes to interpersonal touch. The results of the prin-
cipal components analysis showed that touch avoidance is a construct 
containing several dimensions. From the component correlation matrix, 
we decided to distribute the items into five valid factors of attitudes to 
touch, namely (a) Partner touch, (b) Family touch, (c) Same-sex touch (d) 
Opposite-sex touch, and (e) Stranger touch. The results showed that the 
questionnaire had highly satisfactory psychometric properties in terms 
of internal homogeneity (with the possible exception of the subscale 
Stranger touch). The validity of the TAQ was tested in relation to attach-
ment styles, on the expectation from Attachment Theory that anxious-
avoidant styles (dismissing and fearful) would predict greater touch 
avoidance than secure and preoccupied dispositions. The confirmation 
of this hypothesis accords with and extends the findings of Brennan et 
al. (1998b), who found similar patterns of touch aversion in relation to 
attachment styles.
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Our original approach to the concept of touch avoidance stressed 
the importance of attitudes to touch in a variety of relational contexts, 
e.g., receiving and expressing touch, touch with partner, family mem-
bers, same-sex and opposite-sex friends, etc., in order to differentiate 
between possible touch-situations. The levels of touch attitude between 
subscales confirmed this notion (Table 4). However, the principal com-
ponents analyses showed that no components appeared to belong to 
the factors receive or express touch. Also, the factor “Longing for touch” 
was excluded from the final version of TAQ because of the content of the 
items and because of a low Cronbach’s alpha. Until now, there were no 
measures specifically designed to aid research on individual differences 
in touch in several different relational contexts. We believe that our TAQ-
subscales are an appropriate measure of touch attitudes in different 
contexts, and that the subscales might be useful in other populations 
than students, i.e., other occupations, other age-groups, subjects from 
subcultures in society, handicapped people, etc.

Further validation of the questionnaire included correlational analy-
sis with some established personality measures. Negative attitudes to 
touch were correlated with low self-esteem according to the subscales 
Partner touch and Stranger touch. In earlier research, the concept of 
touch avoidance has been shown to correlate with a number of meas-
ures of well-being (for a review, see Andersen, 1999; Fromme, et al., 
1989). The other correlations were negative in the expected directions, 
while the subscale Same-sex touch correlated positively. Andersen et al. 
(1987) suggest that people with higher self-esteem have more favorable 
attitudes toward touch in general, are more likely to initiate touching in 
various social situations, and report higher levels of satisfaction with life, 
themselves, and their childhood.

The “optimism” subscale of the Life Orientation Test (Scheier, & Carver, 
1985) did not correlate with touch avoidance, except for a negative cor-
relation with the factor of Stranger touch. One possible explanation for 
this might be that the items dealt with optimistic expectations of the 
future in a general sense. Thus, we conclude that a “social” kind of opti-
mism is convergent with positive attitudes to touch, meaning that if a 
person has positive expectations on life and a generally optimistic view 
of the future, he or she will have nothing in particular against touching 
strangers. The pessimism subscale of the Life Orientation Test showed a 



Andrejs Ozolins, Caroline Sandberg

50

positive correlation with avoidance of touching or being touched by the 
Partner. Hence, if a person has negative expectations on life, he or she 
will also have a problem with touching the partner.

In view of the weak negative associations between touch avoidance 
and a number of other psychological constructs (see Andersen, 1999), it 
was interesting to validate the TAQ in relation to manifest anxiety (Tay-
lor, 1953). Our assumption was that negative attitudes to touch would 
not correlate with direct or indirect experiences of manifest anxiety, and 
this supposition was borne out except for the factor of Family touch. We 
believe that people are rather unaware of their attitudes to touch, posi-
tive or negative, and that correlates are to be found at more subtle lev-
els than manifest anxiety, possibly even at an unconscious level proper, 
such as defense mechanisms. From this point of view it is interesting that 
it was the Family touch subscale that was different from the other fac-
tors. Perhaps, this indicates that individuals are more aware of how they 
like or do not like to touch or to be touched by family members than 
they are from other people.

An important aspect of any personality questionnaire is to what de-
gree the construct generates or interacts with a tendency to respond in 
accordance with socially desirable expectations or, perhaps particularly 
avoidance of social disapproval. To find out, we used one of the most 
widely used instrument to investigate this factor, the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale (Crowne, & Marlowe 1964). The results point to 
the conclusion that the TAQ-factors are devoid of this particular bias, ex-
cept for Family touch. This means, that if a person is socially adapted he or 
she might also be less touch avoidant in relation to the family. This result 
together with the results from Taylor Manifest anxiety scale, indicate that 
family touch is, in one way or another, a conflict area. In our view, these 
interpretations need to be scrutinized and clarified in future studies.

One implication of the main findings, which include variables such 
as gender, attachment styles, and factors relating to the subjects’ child-
hood (parental appreciation of the child’s physical appearance, and ex-
tent of emotional abuse in childhood), is that a picture of the origins of 
the tendency to withdraw from physical closeness emerges, albeit with 
some degree of uncertainty. This doubt is of course related to the prob-
lems of causality inherent in retrospective surveys, where subjects are 
asked to recall childhood memories.
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First, as predicted, the results relate touch avoidance to dismiss-
ing and fearful attachment styles. It seems fair to conclude, given the 
psychological centrality of the body (Rosenberg, 1979), that individuals 
who are anxious and avoidant in personal relationships in terms of at-
tachment and feelings of security (i.e., fearful and dismissing), also re-
port a higher level of touch avoidance on a physical level (cf. Brennan 
et al., 1998b; Montagu, 1986). Correlations between the touch factors 
and attachment styles showed significance for all subscales in fearful 
and dismissing while no touch factors were significant for secure and 
preoccupied styles. Bartholomew and Shaver (1998) suggest that fearful 
individuals avoid intimacy to avert the pain of loss or rejection, while dis-
missing individuals avoid closeness because of negative expectations. 
However, dismissing persons maintain a sense of self-worth by defen-
sively denying the value of close relationships.

Second, it is appropriate to note that the TAQ-factors are highly as-
sociated with gender. Males were more likely to avoid touch, whereas fe-
males were more satisfied with touch (except for the factor Opposite-sex 
touch), (cf. Fromme et al., 1986, 1989). These differences may be impor-
tant when looking at sexual differences in relationships. One explanation 
of these differences may be that the female gender role permits more 
physical contact than the stereotyped male role (Hall, 1998). Touch im-
plies intimacy and therefore same-sex touching between heterosexual 
men is considered inappropriate, not to mention non-masculine in west-
ern culture (Andersen, 1999). Age turned out to be a significant predictor 
of touch avoidance for the partner and same-sex subscales: comparably 
older students were more touch avoidant. It is possible that touch norms 
have changed and it is more accepted for younger people to touch per-
sons of the same-sex. Andersen and Leibowitz (1978), however, found a 
positive correlation (r = .30) between age and touch avoidance of the op-
posite sex in a sample of primary and secondary teachers of unreported 
age. Our guess is that their sample of teachers was somewhat older than 
our students, in combination with the fact that their study is nearly 30 
years old, so we think the findings are not really comparable.

Some shortcomings of the study should be noted. Since the samples 
were not strictly random, there is the issue of generalizability. Attitudes 
toward touch, as well as touch aversion, are likely to vary across cultures 
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and, within cultures, across generations and through life stages. There-
fore we cannot be certain that the constructs assessed by our measures 
are altogether applicable to younger or older samples, nor to subjects 
with other occupations. However, the main results accord with much 
of the earlier research, which supports the overall conclusions. Next, 
the question of causality regarding the control variables remains un-
answered. Although a high level of touch avoidance was confirmed by 
two predicted attachment styles and also by negative childhood experi-
ences, it is still possible that the subjects were prompted by the word-
ing of the questions about childhood, and managed to score the touch 
avoidance items in a way that does not mirror actual events decades 
ago, but rather reflects a response style influenced by more recent expe-
riences. However, the subject’s current interpretation of his or her lived 
experience, albeit influenced by childhood memories, distorted or not, 
is real and important to the individual, and we may thus conclude that in 
the subject’s experiential world, there were associations between child-
hood memories, emotional bonding to others and attitudes to touch.

To conclude, the purpose of this study was to develop and validate a 
self-report questionnaire to measure the personality construct of touch 
avoidance. A principal components analysis rendered five valid factors 
which indicated five different touch avoidance factors. Further statistical 
analyses to validate the TAQ showed that the questionnaire had sound 
psychometric properties and thus potential for future studies of touch 
avoidance. Higher levels of negative attitudes to touch were found in 
male subjects and in subjects with fearful and dismissing attachment 
styles. Touch avoidance also correlated with other personality measures 
(low self-esteem and pessimism).

A challenge for future research would be to develop a sub-scale con-
cerning attitudes to touch in relation to non-significant others, e.g., med-
ical staff. It would also be interesting to find out if the factor “Longing-
ness for touch” is a feeling worth exploring. Moreover, there is a need to 
further probe the key questions of the origin and development of touch 
avoidance, since attitudes to touch have significant import for people 
in, e.g., hospital settings (cf. Whitcher, & Fisher, 1979), close relationships 
(Andersen, 1999), education (Phillipot, Feldman, & McGee, 1992) and job 
contexts (DePaulo, 1992).
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DAUGIAFAKTORĖS SKALĖS, SKIRTOS PSICHOLOGINIAMS 
PRISILIETIMO VENGIMO ASPEKTAMS MATUOTI, KŪRIMAS

Andrejs Ozolins, Caroline Sandberg

Santrauka. Tyrimo tikslas. Pagrindinis šio tyrimo tikslas – sukurti klausimyną, skirtą pri-
silietimo vengimo lygiui, t. y. nuostatoms į fizinį kito žmogaus prisilietimą, tirti, bei 
įvertinti šio klausimyno patikimumą ir validumą. Metodai. Apklausti 293 Švedijos 
universitetų studentai naudojant Prisilietimo vengimo klausimyną (Touch Avoi-
dance Questionnaire, TAQ) ir Prieraišumo stiliaus klausimyną (Attachment Style 
Questionnaire). Rezultatai, išvados. Statistinė rezultatų analizė parodė, kad Prisilie-
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timo vengimo klausimynas pasižymi tinkamomis psichometrinėmis charakteristi-
komis. Faktorių analizė išskyrė penkis klausimyną sudarančius faktorius. Analizuo-
jant prieraišumo stiliaus ir prisilietimo vengimo sąsajas, gauti ankstesnius tyrimus 
patvirtinantys rezultatai: saugus ir nerimastingas prieraišumo stilius nekoreliavo su 
prisilietimo vengimu; o vengiantis ir baimingas vengiantis prieraišumo stilius su pri-
silietimo vengimu buvo susijęs. Vyrai labiau vengia prisilietimo nei moterys partne-
rystės, šeimos ir tos pačios lyties draugų srityse. 

Pagrindiniai žodžiai: prisilietimo vengimas, Prisilietimo vengimo klausimynas, validiza-
cija, prieraišumo stilius.
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