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ABSTRACT

The present series of studies aimed to examine the reliability and 

validity of an interview-based assessment of adults’ security of attachment. 

Security of attachment in early childhood has been given well-established 

operational definitions (secure versus insecure) by the Strange Situation 

paradigm which has been shown to predict children’s future emotional well

being. However, it is only recently that the Adult Attachment Interview was 

proposed as a corollary assessment of attachment security in adulthood. The 

work reported in this thesis investigates, from a number of perspectives, the 

reliability and validity of this interview-based assessment.

In the context of an extensive review of the literature concerning the 

influence of early childhood experience upon subsequent development, the 

introductory chapter highlights a number of areas critical to the establishment 

of the construct validity of the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI). Subsequent 

chapters explore the instrument, and its associated system of classifying and 

rating interview-responses, in terms of test-retest reliability; inter-rater 

reliability; the multi-dimensionality of the attachment construct; concurrent 

validity; predictive validity and discriminant validity.

The first study confirmed the test-retest reliability of the AAI 

classification system over a period of one-month, suggesting that adults’



mental models of family relationships are a stable personality characteristic. 

On the basis of this first study, revisions to the AAI rating system were 

proposed and tested in subsequent investigations with a sample of 100 

expectant mothers and 100 expectant fathers.

The interviews collected from these 200 adults were rated on a series 

of 29 interval scales assessing Probable Past Experience and Current State of 

Mind with respect to attachment. Also, the interviews were classified as 

Secure-Autonomous, Insecure-Dismissing, or Insecure-Preoccupied, the 

presumed correlates of secure, avoidant and resistant patterns of infant 

attachment. When these adults* children were 12 months of age, the quality 

of the child-mother attachment was assessed; and when the children were 18 

months of age, the quality of the child-father attachment was assessed. The 

chapter on predictive validity of the AAI reports that the antenatal interview- 

based assessments successfully distinguished securely attached from avoidantly 

attached infants.

The chapter on concurrent validity indicates that information obtained 

from classification of an individual’s AAI is distinct from information obtained 

by questionnaire-based assessments of self-esteem, and attachment history. 

The chapter on discriminant validity shows that AAI-responses are largely 

independent of verbal skills, demographic characteristics, and the personality 

traits of neuroticism and extroversion.



Through factor analysis of AAI-based ratings, the multi-dimensionality 

of the attachment construct is confirmed in terms of parent-specific and global 

dimensions to attachment. Both the child and the adult appear to possess 

distinct mental models of the individual’s relationship with father, and with 

mother. In addition to, and over-riding these parent-specific mental models of 

attachment, attachment security in adulthood is typified by the presence of 

global representations of attachment, reflected in the extent to which an adult 

demonstrates a coherent or metacognitive understanding of his parent-specific 

attachment experiences.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE EFFECTS OF EARLY EXPERIENCE 

WITH PARENTS UPON SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT: 

CONCEPTUAL AND EMPIRICAL ISSUES



CHAPTER ONE

Two major theoretical perspectives define the range of psychological 

inquiry in the modem age: behaviourism and psychoanalysis. Each has had 

a special regard for the individual’s childhood experience as not only the first 

but, also, the most important influence upon later development Watson is 

renowned for his claim that if given a child at birth he could produce in that 

child ostensibly any psychological/behavioural outcome. Following Freud’s 

lead, psychoanalysts locate the primary significance of early experience in the 

mother-child relationship. This was always a feature of Freud’s writing over 

his lengthy career, and, when toward the end of his life, he set about writing 

an overview or "outline" of psychoanalysis, Freud singled out the child’s 

relationship to the mother as "unique, without parallel, established unalterably 

for a whole lifetime as the first and strongest love-object and as the prototype 

of all later love relations-for both sexes" (Freud, 1940, p. 188). In reviewing 

current evidence for such a claim, this chapter focuses attention upon 

attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980). In particular, much 

consideration is given to the attachment research paradigm known as the 

Strange Situation (Ainsworth et al., 1978) which has dominated two decades 

of research on the mother-child relationship. Evidence concerning the stability 

and predictive validity of the Strange Situation is considered in terms of the 

possibility of predicting the influence of early experience upon later 

developmental outcomes. This introductory chapter also examines the concept 

of an "internal working model" of self and other (Bowlby, 1969/1982). It is 

suggested that this concept provides a plausible account of the mental



processes likely to underlie observed continuities in the organization of 

behaviour (Sroufe & Waters, 1977).

As well as looking forward from infancy, this chapter looks backward 

from adulthood in an attempt to capture the significance of childhood 

attachment experiences for subsequent development Epidemiological and 

developmental studies are reviewed which take as their starting point the 

‘finished product* (the adult) and look backward to identify what childhood 

experiences may be regarded as determinants of the observed product. This 

chapter gives extensive consideration to a recently developed interview-based 

approach to the assessment of attachment in adulthood (George, Kaplan & 

Main, 1985). In addition, attention is drawn to a number of outstanding 

research questions that have arisen from the use of this promising instrument.

THE HISTORICAL SETTING

John Bowlby was stating a truism concerning early personality 

development when he wrote that "what is believed to be essential for mental 

health is that the infant and young child should experience a warm, intimate, 

and continuous relationship with his mother (or permanent mother substitute) 

in which both find satisfaction and enjoyment," (1951, p .ll)  . From the 

perspective of cultural history, it is interesting that only in the twentieth 

century has the inclination arisen explicitly to embrace the importance of 

mutual pleasure in the parent-child relationship. Kagan argues that earlier
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writers on the subject would not have written three volumes (as Bowlby did) 

on the importance of intimate attachments in infancy and across the lifespan, 

because "the idea was too obviously true," (1989, p. 80). One may also take 

a different historical perspective, to take account of the very much higher 

infant mortality rates in earlier centuries (as in the third world today). It 

would not be unwise in such a situation to limit the amount of emotional 

investment a parent makes in an infant who stands only a 50% chance of 

surviving beyond the second year of life. Pre-modem European society 

typically refrained from naming (and so confirming the autonomous identity 

of) children until they had advanced well beyond threats of imminent death 

surrounding infancy (Aries, 1960). They would have refrained, similarly, from 

explicitly acknowledging the importance of the attachment-caregiving 

relationship during infancy. In this light, Kagan’s suggestion that our present 

awareness of the importance of intimate attachments was greater, and more 

basic in pre-modem than modem society, is open to question. People who do 

not stress the significance of mutuality, pleasure and intimacy in the infant- 

caregiver relationship may do so not so much because the notion is "too 

obviously true" (Kagan, 1989, p.80) but because it is ‘too painful to 

acknowledge’. With the dramatic decrease in infant mortality rates and the 

increase in life-expectancy (in the western world), there has been less 

reluctance to acknowledge the view that "intimate attachments to other human 

beings are the hub around which a person’s life revolves, not only when he is 

an infant or a toddler but throughout his adolescence and his years of maturity 

as well and on into old age" (Bowlby, 1980, p. 442).
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THE ONTOGENETIC PERSPECTIVE

Bowlby was greatly influenced by observational research with non

human animals (e.g. Tinbergen, 1951) which confirmed Bowlby’s view of the 

human animal. A biologically-based need for contact and comfort from a 

sensitive and responsive caregiver appeared, across many species, to be 

essential for survival. This need for a sensitive and responsive caregiving 

environment appears to bear a systematic linear association to the neurological 

complexity of the species. The human infant shows greater neurological 

complexity than that of any other species, and is correspondingly highly 

vulnerable at birth. As it iakes years for their physical, cognitive and social 

abilities to develop fully, human infants must rely on their parents for nutrition 

and protection substantially longer than other mammalian species. Thus, for 

the human infant, there is an extensive period of dependency and, for the 

human parent, a protracted obligation to provide care. The parental obligation 

includes the provision of basic physical goods such as nutrition, 

thermoregulation, protection, and transportation as well as support and 

stimulation to meet social, emotional and cognitive needs.

This extended period of parental involvement in primates may have 

evolved to maximize behavioural flexibility for the individual and to minimize 

the relative degree of ‘hardwiring’ of behavioural patterns, thus permitting the 

wide-ranging environmental adaptability that human beings are capable of
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(Mason, 1979). Optimal adaptations may be best attained in the context of a 

parent-child relationship, where the parent neither under-reacts nor over-reacts 

to the child’s signals for help but, instead, reacts consistently and flexibly to 

the shifting needs of the child. As Goodyer (1990, p. 163) puts it, "infant 

distress arises as a result of social and biological equilibrium and no degree of 

maternal care can prevent all forms of distress response." Sensitive and 

responsive parents will strike a comfortable equilibrium within themselves, 

based on a ‘goodness of fit’ with the particular characteristics of their children. 

Thus a unique environment will exist for each parent-child relationship, and 

this environment can be seen as a primary influence upon the child’s 

development.

THE SPECIFICITY AND PRIMARY SIGNIFICANCE OF THE CHILD- 

PARENT RELATIONSHIP

Perhaps ironically, some of the strongest evidence pointing to the 

powerful and specific influence of the child-caregiver relationship upon human 

development comes from the literature on genetic influences upon phenotypic 

outcomes. Of particular relevance is the widely replicated finding from 

population genetics surveys that siblings’ experience of being raised in the 

same family does not change the expectable frequency of a psychiatric disorder 

(e.g. schizophrenia) or of a normally-distributed individual difference 

characteristic (e.g. I.Q.). This is striking because we know that environmental
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forces, from the cellular to the social affect phenotypic outcomes (Scair & 

Kidd, 1983), yet the evidence for a consistent, general influence of the family 

is lacking. As Emde (1988) has pointed out, rather than what is shared by all 

family members being important, it is the specificity of experience for each 

family member. The findings of population genetics inquiries point to the 

prevailing influence of the individual’s specifically-experienced environment.

In infancy, the specifically-experienced environment is the child-caregiver 

relationship(s). Only by formulating the influence of the environment in this 

way can we account for the fact that genetically identical individuals 

(monozygotic twins), even when raised in the same family environment, 

develop behaviourally heterogeneous traits. Apparently similar behaviours of 

the caregiver are experienced by the individual child in widely various ways. 

Similarly, the meaning attributed by a parent to each of his or her children’s 

perhaps very similar behaviours may also vary enormously.

MENTAL REPRESENTATIONS

The words "an individual’s experience" and "the attribution of 

meaning" brings us up against the difference between the shared external world 

of behaviours, events and interactions on the one hand, and, on the other hand, 

the private internal world of mental representations, evaluations, and 

expectations. This is a distinction which has come to be widely applied in the 

developmental sciences (e.g. Hinde, 1976; Bowlby, 1980; Stem, 1985; Dunn,
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1987; Bretherton, 1988). It is also basic to current theory and methodology 

concerning child-parent relationships, and the way in which adults* memories 

of their childhood experience influence their parenting behaviour.

From the very first interactions between child and caregiver, cognitive 

mediation may significantly influences the course of the parent-child 

relationship. For example, when the mother picks up her crying baby, it may 

be of utmost importance for the overall developing relationship whether she 

regards the baby as an unsettled child or a hellish creature. There is a legion 

of possible examples. In a recent review, Bertrand Cramer states the issue as 

follows, "both research and clinical reports on infancy indicate that parents 

always inject an added meaning to whatever goes on in the baby: This 

meaning is based on their personal beliefs, ideals and aversions. It is rooted 

in their personal history, their past and their unconscious," (Cramer, 1987, 

p. 1055). The view that parental perceptions and behaviours are predominantly 

a reaction to stable individual child-characteristics is greatly mitigated by the 

finding that mothers’ perceptions of their children’s temperament are likely 

both to be well-established before the birth, and, to remain stable throughout 

the first year (Zeanah et al., 1985).

Some clarification of terms is in order, lest we confuse different but 

related aspects of the specifically-experienced child-caregiver environment. 

The literature distinguishes events and behavioural interactions from the way 

they are likely to be mentally represented as event schemas (Mandler, 1979,



1983), scripts (Schank & Abelson, 1977) and representations of interactions 

that have become generalized, RIGS (Stem, 1985). Despite differences in the 

names we assign to these building blocks of internal mental experience, there 

is agreement that it is on the basis of these internally generated models of 

experience that we attribute meaning to past events and interactions, and 

develop expectations and plans concerning future experience. At the super- 

ordinate level of mental experience we are thought to possess representations 

of ourselves, important others in our developmental experience (primarily 

mother and father), and more generally of our world(s). Following the 

suggestion of Craik (1943), Bowlby made use of the concept "internal working 

models" (of self, other and world) in his trilogy on attachment (1969/1982, 

1973,1980). The conceptual metaphor has come to be extensively used in the 

developmental literature on social-emotional development (e.g. Bretherton, 

1985; 1988). At this higher-order level of mental experience are encoded the 

expectations we hold about the behaviour of others and rules concerning the 

appropriate behaviours to perform in order to maximize the likelihood that our 

expectations will be confirmed, and so to maximize our sense of internal 

organization, coherence and security. In other words, we tend to elicit from 

others the behaviour we expect from them.

Additionally, Bowlby (1980) in his reworking of Freud’s theory of 

defence, has described how our "internal working models" serve to obtain or 

limit access to information that may increase or decrease our internal sense of 

emotional security. This assumption helps to explain how different people
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may experience the same set of environmental stimuli (e.g. a theatrical play) 

in radically differing ways-each obtains and limits access to the same 

information according to the idiosyncratic functioning of their internal working 

models. We will return to this theme below when we consider the various 

aspects of attachment theory, the aim at this point has simply been to 

demonstrate that mental representations play a central role in determining how 

the child and the caregiver, indeed any human dyad, behave with one another.

ATTACHMENT THEORY

Bowlby’s work (1969/1982, 1973, 1980) has had great significance for 

developmental psychology in its attempts to struggle with the problem of 

continuity and change. While for decades developmental researchers had 

grappled to find empirical evidence for the belief that there was continuity to 

experience and individual adaptation, evidence tended to point to a lack of 

congruence between assessments of behaviour across time. This observed lack 

of congruence (Kagan, 1984; Clarke & Clarke, 1976), led to the misguided 

assumption that early experience had little influence upon later developmental 

outcomes. Bowlby and a group of other developmentalists, including Mary 

Ainsworth and Alan Sroufe, elucidated the path to the resolution of this 

bewildering problem. Individuals, they argue, are not to be characterized by 

a collection of static traits which manifest consistently across time and 

situation. Rather, individual adaptation is an ongoing process in which the
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person reacts to and influences his inter-personal environment by applying 

inner working models of self and other. While the behavioural manifestation 

of these inner models, i.e. basic beliefs concerning the self and other, will vary 

according to current developmental status, there will be coherence in the 

underlying self-structure or "internal working model" (Bowlby, 1969/1982).

INTERNAL WORKING MODELS

The concept of an internal working model is useful in accounting for 

continuities in development. The adjective "internal" calls attention to the 

influential role of mental representations in influencing both behaviour and the 

way that events and interactions are experienced, consciously and 

unconsciously. The adjective "working" draws attention to the active aspects 

of representation. And the noun "model" underlines the extent to which 

mental representations are at once both organized structures and, at the same 

time, open to modification over the course of development.

Analyses of the role of emotion and cognition in personality 

development are consistent with ideas concerning the internal working model. 

The repetitive experience and expression of emotion in the course of 

interaction with others "inevitably produces distinct and significant personality 

characteristics," (Izard, 1977, p. 11). In other words, individuals develop 

personal "affect theories" which influence a broad spectrum of behaviours by
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fundamentally affecting "the interpretation and disposition of information" 

(Tomkins, 1963, p. 303).

By one-year of age, if not before, it is generally thought that a 

structured and serviceable internal working model has developed on the basis 

of the pattern of infant-caregiver interactions. For example, if an attachment 

figure frequently rejects or ridicules the child’s bid for comfort in stressful 

situations, the child may come to develop not only an internal working model 

of the parent as rejecting but also one of himself or herself as not worthy of 

help and comfort. Conversely, if the attachment figure gives help and comfort 

when needed, the child will develop a working model of the parent as loving 

and of the self as worthy of the help and support received (Bowlby, 1973). 

The child not only internalizes the meaning of the responsiveness and quality 

of care the parent provides, but also identifies with this mode of parenting and, 

later in development, can enact the internalized parental role.

Bowlby points out (1973) that there may be instances when multiple 

models of a single attachment figure are operative. They are likely to differ 

in their origin, dominance and the extent to which the subject is aware of 

them. When information becomes incompatible with the model of 

attachments, the interpretations of experience may become defensively 

dissociated. For example, when the child cannot cope with viewing rejecting 

parents in an unfavourable light, or when parents attempt to persuade the child 

to interpret their rejecting behaviour as loving, such dissociations are likely to
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occur. The defensive exclusion of representations that cause painful feelings 

may then provide emotional relief. However, it may also offer the individual 

an inadequate model of reality which may lead to inappropriate, perhaps even 

pathological behaviour. This is likely to occur because the poignant 

representations which are defensively excluded from awareness cannot be 

modified or updated as serviceable models should be.

THE ROLE OF DEFENCE IN THE CONSTRUCTION AND FUNCTIONING 

OF INTERNAL WORKING MODELS

Although they can change, Bowlby cautions that it would be unwise to 

think of internal working models of self and caregiving figures as being in a 

state of continuous flux. Ways of acting and thinking that are at first under 

deliberate control tend to become less accessible to awareness as they become 

habitual and automatic (Bowlby, 1980). Indeed, much infancy research 

methodology is based on this notion of habituation-dishabituation to new and 

incoming stimuli. Habituation leads to relative stability with regard to how a 

person construes their interpersonal world, but it is also important to note that 

habituation comes from increased efficiency and increased over-simplification 

which leads to inevitable distortion. It is only when the discrepancy between 

real interactions and one’s corresponding internal working model 

(ideals/expectations) becomes so great, that the model becomes unserviceable. 

That is, it can no longer, with its existing organization, accommodate both the
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external and internal experiences. The model then ceases to be helpful and 

modifications become essential There are, however, situations that impede the 

adaptive modification of internal working models, namely defensive processes. 

Bowlby (1980) points out that defence mechanisms can be understood as 

special cases of the selective exclusion of information in which we constantly 

engage when processing incoming stimuli. Until recently, it was difficult to 

envisage how a person could selectively or defensively exclude aspects of 

external or internal reality without first becoming aware of them. However, 

there is now much evidence that information undergoes many stages of 

selective processing before it reaches awareness, with opportunities for 

exclusion at each level (Erdelyi, 1985).

Because internal working models of the world and of attachment figures 

guide selective attention, and selective processing, some distortion of incoming 

information in the service of adaptive simplification, is desirable and normal. 

However, when defensive exclusion interferes both with the perception of 

information and (at a higher level) the accommodating of this information into 

the internal working model, it is no longer in the service of adaptation. 

Defensive exclusion is believed to occur in response to intolerable mental pain 

or conflict. Under circumstances such as feelings of rejection or neglect in 

childhood, it is common for a child to exclude defensively from awareness the 

working model of the "bad/unloving" parent and, instead, keep in awareness 

only a model of the "good/loving" parent. As Bowlby points out (1973, 1980), 

when the internal working model of an unconditionally loving and supportive



14

parent does not correspond to reality, these idealized models lead to 

maladaptation. Although in the short term, defensive processes bring relief by 

protecting the individual from experiencing unbearable mental pain, they are 

also destined to block the internal working model from making modifications 

in accord with reality. The consequences of inadequate working models 

include the impairment of coping and, in turn, an increased risk of mental ill- 

health.

In his discussion of defensive exclusion, Bowlby (1980) draws attention 

to the distinction between episodic and semantic memory proposed by Tulving 

(1972). Briefly, episodic memory is thought to store autobiographical 

memories of specific events, whereas semantic memory is thought to store 

more general knowledge. Bowlby (1980) emphasized that autobiographical 

memory derives from direct personal experience, whereas semantic memory 

he sees as deriving from a variety of indirect sources, namely information 

supplied by others. Severe psychic conflict is likely when these two sources 

of information are in contradiction, that is, when what was experienced by the 

individual is at odds with what the individual is told he experienced. One way 

of eliminating the contradiction which is experienced as internal conflict is to 

make oneself believe that there is no discrepancy. This is accomplished 

through the use of defensive exclusion of the episodically-stored memories 

derived from direct personal experience.
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THE HYPOTHESIS OF INTERGENERATIONAL CONCORDANCE

Bowlby suggest that internal working models of the self and parents,

initially developed in childhood, play a major part in the intergenerational

transmission of attachment patterns (Bowlby, 1973). Individuals who grow up

to be stable and self-reliant have normally had parents who were both

supportive and encouraging of autonomy. Furthermore, he postulates that such

parents were able to engage in fairly open communication about their own

working models of the self, of their child and of others while also letting the

child know that these working models were open to question and modification.

Whether or not patterns of communication within families live up to this ideal,

they tend nonetheless to be passed on from one generation to the next:

Because in all these respects children tend unwittingly to identify with 
parents and therefore adopt, when they become parents, the same 
patterns of behaviour that they themselves have experienced during 
their own childhood, patterns of interaction are transmitted, more or 
less faithfully, from one generation to another. Thus, the inheritance 
of mental health and of mental ill-health through the medium of family 
microculture is certainly no less important, and may well be far more 
important than is their inheritance through the medium of genes 
(Bowlby, 1969, p.323).

Because working models of the self and others are specifically conceived of

as internal, in order that Bowlby’s (1969) intergenerational hypothesis be

tested, there must be agreement as to the behavioural manifestations of

working models. It was Mary Ainsworth who led the way to the identification

of the relevant behaviours to be considered. The focus of her research was the

first year of life. The observation of babies was an irresistible subject because
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of their relatively simple and non-verbal behaviour which contrasts with the 

increasingly complex and verbal behaviour of older children, adolescents and 

adults. The development of techniques to assess the organisation of working 

models in infants is considered in the next section.

EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT OF INTERNAL WORKING MODELS: 

BEHAVIOURAL SYSTEMS AS DISTINCT FROM BEHAVIOURS

Internal working models of attachment, like other mental 

representations, cannot be observed directly. However, behaviours widely 

thought to reflect internal working models can be assessed. Crucial to the 

development of relevant assessment techniques is the distinction between 

observable behaviours and the behavioural systems thought to underlie those 

behaviours. Bowlby regarded two behavioural systems to be of central 

significance to the subject of attachment relationships and emotional security. 

These are the attachment and exploration systems.

The attachment behavioural system, as conceived by Bowlby (1973) 

and elaborated by Ainsworth et al. (1978), is operative from birth and 

functions homeostatically. It has the aim of maintaining a balance between 

emotional security and exploratory behaviour. Specifically, when the child 

feels secure, i.e. has assessed the environment as non-threatening, the "pull” 

of the attachment figure becomes weaker while the pull to explore the
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environment becomes stronger. However, when the child perceives the 

environment as mildly alarming, the attachment system’s goal changes to the 

seeking of proximity and protection, pulling the child closer to the attachment 

figure. Thus the attachment system is seen to be complementary to the 

exploration system. The activation of one system implies the deactivation of 

the other. When the child’s attachment system is activated, attachment 

behaviours such as seeking proximity to or avoiding the caregiver, and 

maintaining or resisting contact. These reflect past interactions with the 

caregiver now encoded and stored as internal working models. Mary Main 

(1990) has recently suggested that attachment behaviours are based on either 

primary or secondary conditional strategies (conditional upon what is deemed 

most adaptive by the organism at a given moment). Thus seeking proximity 

would be seen as a primary strategy, while the inhibition of this strategy, 

avoidance, would be seen as a secondary strategy. This formulation serves to 

underline the adaptive value, in the short-term, of "defensive” behaviours such 

as avoidance, a well-established description of infant behaviour in the Strange 

Situation (Ainsworth et al., 1978) and in clinical work with infants and their 

families (Fraiberg, Adelson & Shapiro, 1975).
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THE STRANGE SITUATION: ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF THE

INFANT-PARENT ATTACHMENT

Consistent differences in children’s attachment behaviours both in home 

and lab settings were initially described by Mary Ainsworth and her colleagues 

(1978). In her Baltimore study, prolonged observations of mothers and infants 

in the home showed that maternal sensitivity to the infant’s signals during 

feeding, face-to-face play, physical contact and distress episodes in the course 

of the first three months was predictive of the quality of the relationship at 9- 

12 months. Maternal responsiveness to infant crying during the first quarter 

was independent of the extent of infant crying. However, by the fourth quarter 

infants whose mothers had responded promptly and appropriately to their 

crying early on, now cried less. Maternal sensitivity to infant signals during 

feeding, play, and episodes of close bodily contact in the course of the first 

three months were correlated with the infants’ behaviour at 12 months in a 

laboratory procedure known as the Strange Situation (Ainsworth et al., 1978).

Originally employed in 1970, the Ainsworth Strange Situation has been 

established as a reliable and valid instrument with which to assess the quality 

of infant-mother attachments. This laboratory-based assessment involves two 

separations and two reunions with the parent. Focus is upon the infant’s 

behaviour, especially during the reunions, where individual differences are 

measured in terms of the strategies employed to cope with this stressful
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situation (i.e. introduction to an unfamiliar place and person, together with 

brief separations from a parent). Three major types of response have been 

identified, two thought to reflect an anxious attachment to the parent (either 

avoidant or resistant), and one understood to indicate a secure attachment to 

the parent. The child showing an anxiously avoidant (A) attachment tends not 

to be distressed during separation, and tends to avoid proximity to the parent 

upon reunion. The child showing an anxiously resistant (C) attachment tends 

to be distressed by separation, and tends to seek contact during reunion; 

however, rather than being settled by the parent’s return, the child resists the 

contact which is sought and is unable to be comforted. The child showing a 

secure (B) attachment may or may not be distressed by separation, but 

upon reunion is pleased to see the parent and, if distressed, is easily comforted. 

The child is thereby able to use the parent as a secure base from which to 

explore.

In a recent meta-analytic review of Strange Situation research using 

studies with samples of over 35 children in which the A/B/C classification 

system was applied, Ijzendoom & Kroonenberg (1988) provide evidence for 

the cross-cultural validity of the construct "infant-mother patterns of 

attachment." Their review covers findings from three samples in the Federal 

Republic of Germany, one in Great Britain, four in the Netherlands, one in 

Sweden, two in Israel, two in Japan, one in China and eighteen in the United 

States. In all, two thousand child-mother attachment patterns receive attention. 

This gives some sense of the profusion of research which Ainsworth’s
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technique has provoked. Notably, the existence of the secure (B) pattern and 

the two insecure patterns (A,C) has been observed in each of the locales 

mentioned above. The overall distribution of patterns in these 32 samples was 

65% secure (B), 21% avoidant (A) and 14% resistant (C), with the presence 

of avoidance significantly elevated in West Germany and resistance 

significantly elevated in both Israel and Japan. The small number of studies 

conducted in these countries makes inferences as to stable cross-cultural 

differences premature. In any case, possible cross-cultural differences in the 

distribution of attachment patterns does not detract from the overwhelming 

cross-cultural evidence for the presence of the three principal patterns of 

infant-mother attachment described by Ainsworth et al. (1978).

THE CONTRIBUTION OF MATERNAL BEHAVIOUR TO INFANT- 

MOTHER ATTACHMENT QUALITY

Ainsworth was alerted to the avoidant (A) and resistant (C) patterns in 

the Strange Situation because they resembled reunion behaviours typically 

observed in children after longer, more traumatic separations (Robertson, 

1953). As Bretherton (1985) points out, the Strange Situation derives its 

validity as an assessment of attachment quality not from this direct 

resemblance but from the systematic and extensive correlations of infant 

behaviour in this situation with mother-infant behaviour in the home setting. 

The initial finding that particular infant patterns of behaviour upon reunion in
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the Strange Situation were associated with the quality of maternal caregiving 

during the first year came from the Baltimore study of 23 infants (Ainsworth 

et al, 1978). In this study, hundreds of hours of home observations were 

collected across the infants* first year. Two large-scale longitudinal studies 

have corroborated this finding. Grossmann and colleagues (1985), in their 

research with a North German sample of 49 infants, have shown that maternal 

sensitivity to infant signals (observed at 2 and 6 months) predicted secure 

infant-mother attachment classifications at one year. The findings of these 

studies are consistent with those of the Pennsylvania Infant and Family 

Development Project. Two cohorts of babies were studied (Belsky et al., 

1984; Isabella, Belsky & von Eye, 1989), and those who developed secure 

were compared with those who developed insecure attachments. In each 

cohort, it was found that babies who developed secure attachments were more 

likely to have been observed in interactions during the first year in which 

mothers responded to, and alleviated, their distress (1 and 3 months) and vocal 

signals (1,3 and 9 months).

In both the Baltimore and North German studies, maternal aversion to 

close physical contact and unresponsiveness to infant distress was strongly 

associated with the anxiously avoidant attachment pattern at one year. Less 

is known about the maternal behavioural antecedents of the anxious resistant 

pattern, because of the absence of this pattern in the German sample, and the 

presence of only two infants with this coding (for whom there was extensive 

home observation) in the Baltimore sample. Ainsworth et al. (1978, p.237)
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remark that mothers of the resistantly attached infants were "highly 

inaccessible and ignoring . . . (but) had a strong investment in the maternal 

role."

THE INFANT’S CONTRIBUTION TO INFANT-MOTHER ATTACHMENT

Much effort has been invested in attempts to explain Strange Situation 

classifications of the infant-mother attachment in terms of inborn behavioural 

predispositions, normally referred to as temperament. Kagan (1989) is the 

most vociferous spokesperson for the view that the child’s temperamental 

vulnerability to uncertainty (inhibition), in contrast with emotional spontaneity 

in unfamiliar contexts (disinhibition), makes a strong contribution to the child’s 

behaviour in the Strange Situation. While there has so far been no study 

explicitly designed to test Kagan’s construct of inhibition/disinhibition in 

conjunction with Strange Situation assessments, many researchers have looked 

at the interaction between assessments of infant temperament and Strange 

Situation classifications.

A complicating factor in the study of temperament generally is the 

difficulty in reliably assessing the construct. St. James-Roberts & Wolke 

(1984, 1988) found significant discrepancies between parental and observer 

accounts of temperament, despite using equivalent conditions of observation 

and of report. Their findings support the view that parents’ ratings of their
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offspring should be regarded as social perceptions which incorporate parental 

as. well as child factors, rather than as objective measures of individual child 

characteristics (Bates, 1980; 1983). A further limiting factor in studies of 

temperament is the difficulty in achieving blind and reliable independent 

ratings, that is without the influence of any subjective factors. A variety of 

different temperament measures have been used, employing both independent 

and maternal ratings and the results agree on one point. This is that 

temperament scores derived from the most widely used temperament scales do 

not distinguish securely attached from insecurely attached infants (Bates et al., 

1985; Belsky & Rovine, 1987; Belsky, Rovine & Taylor, 1984; Gunnar et al., 

in press; Weber et al., 1986).

THE STABILITY OF INFANT PATTERNS OF ATTACHMENT

In research with middle-class families, there is strong evidence for 

stability of attachment patterns assessed by the Strange Situation, at least from 

12 to 18 months, the developmental period for which the Strange Situation was 

initially validated. Children who at 12 months manifest behaviours judged 

typical of an anxious attachment (avoidant or resistant), tend to display a 

similar behavioural response at 18 months. The same is true for those 

behaviours judged typical of a secure attachment, which also tends to be stable 

across the 12 to 18 month period (Connel, 1976; Waters, 1978; Main & 

Weston, 1981). For example, Waters (1978) found striking stability where 48
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of 50 children received the same major attachment classification at 18 months 

as they did at 12 months. Stability over this seemingly short period of six 

months is especially notable for the fact that the difference between a 12 

month-old and 18 month-old is remarkable in every developmental domain as 

conceived by stage theorists (i.e. Erikson, 1950; Piaget, 1952; Mahler et. al., 

1975). Longer-term stability of attachment patterns have been reported by 

Main, Kaplan & Cassidy (1985), who found considerable stability in the 

organization of behaviour from 12 months to 6 years for children who, five 

years after the original assessment, were seen again in a separation-task setting 

similar to the Strange Situation.

Michael Lamb has argued that any apparent continuity is illusory, and 

appears merely because the general environment and specific pattern of parent- 

child interaction was unchanged (Lamb et al., 1984). Such a view seems 

superficial and antithetical to the assumptions of both attachment theory and 

cognitive science. Attachment theory and research (e.g. Bowlby 1969/1982; 

Ainsworth et al., 1978) provide compelling evidence for the view that 

behaviour is the manifestation of systemic processes whose functioning are, in 

part, the result of prior experience. Not since Chomsky’s (1959) refutation of 

Skinner’s (1957) views on language is there any scientific credibility to the 

claim that the environment exerts an influence upon behaviour which is 

unmediated by temporally stable mental representations.

Lamb’s focus on the environment is not wholly misplaced, as there is
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evidence that changing life circumstances can alter attachment patterns in 

either beneficial or detrimental directions. This is, again, consistent with the 

view that internal working models are dynamic process which to some extent 

develop and change in response to shifts in the environment. There is 

evidence to suggest that stressful life events in the child’s family, over the 

period from 12 to 18 months, can shift infant attachment patterns in either 

direction, from secure to anxious (Vaughn et al., 1979), or from anxious to 

secure (Thompson, Lamb & Estes, 1982). Thus, while the presence of 

stressful life-events makes shifts in attachment patterns likely, reliable 

predictions about the direction of such shifts should be based on consideration 

of how those events are experienced and responded to within the family. A 

detailed consideration of each parent’s representation of "stressful" events is 

called for in order to map out the direction of shifts in attachment status within 

the early childhood years.

Some kinds of environmental experiences, by their overwhelmingly 

negative quality, do seem to have uniformly detrimental effects upon the 

infant-mother attachment. The proportion of securely attached children 

(usually 65-75% in middle-class samples) is considerably smaller in 

impoverished samples living under chronic stress. For example, investigations 

such as Egeland & Farber (1984) report lower rates (55%) for lower-class 

high-risk samples. In maltreating families, the infant-mother attachment tends 

to deteriorate from 12 to 18 months (Egeland & Sroufe, 1981a, 1981b; 

Schneider-Rosen et al., 1985). This is especially true when the mother is
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depressed and psychologically unavailable to her infant. It is particularly 

noteworthy that in the Egeland & Sroufe study, children of psychologically 

unavailable mothers were lively babies at three months but that functioning 

had begun to decline markedly even by six months. Decline in infant 

functioning and anxious patterns of infant-mother attachment are only likely 

to persist as features of the infant’s experience so long as the mother remains 

unresponsive.

Another way of looking at stability in attachment patterns is to consider 

what child behaviours, both in the presence of and in the absence of the 

parent, have been correlated with Strange Situation findings at one year. 

Indeed, many later behaviours, both in the presence and in the absence of 

mother, have been predicted by security of attachment to mother at one year. 

This is strong evidence in support of Freud’s claim that the early child-mother 

relationship influences other future relationships. The next section reviews 

findings relevant to this issue.

DEVELOPMENTAL SEQUELAE OF INFANT-MOTHER ATTACHMENT 

PATTERNS: Predictive validity of the Strange Situation

The security of a child’s attachment to his mother at one year has been 

correlated with future child behaviours at every point of development for 

which longitudinal data exists. The available data as of 1991 extend from the
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first to the tenth year of life, with adolescent correlates of infancy currently 

being collected in three independent laboratories in Minnesota, California, and 

West Germany. Particular attention is paid to the Minnesota study in that it 

comprises two large samples, one of middle-class and one of lower-class 

disadvantaged families, each beginning with Strange Situation assessments of 

over 200 children.

Alan Sroufe and colleagues’ ongoing longitudinal study in Minnesota 

focuses on continuity in development and adaptation where despite 

discontinuous advances in developmental level, and despite dramatic changes 

in the behavioural repertoire, there is continuity in the quality of individual 

adaptation. Their data provide some of the most striking evidence for the view 

that the early child-mother attachment is predictive of children’s cognitive and 

social development in future years. In one of their early reports on a sample 

of 48 children, Matas, Arend & Sroufe (1978) found that two year-old children 

who had been classified as securely attached at 12 months, and/or at 18 

months, approached simple tool-using tasks with more confidence than their 

peers who had been previously coded anxiously attached. When challenged 

with more difficult tool-using tasks, the children with secure histories were 

more likely to enlist their mother’s help in order to achieve a solution. The 

two-year olds, who had previously been coded anxiously resistant, were 

frustrated, whiny and negativistic, regardless of whether they were trying to 

solve the "easy" or "difficult" problems. Their counterparts, who had been 

classified anxiously avoidant, sought little help from their mothers even when
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unable to find a solution on their own. It is interesting to note that mothers 

of these avoidantly attached children showed little affective investment in their 

children’s activities, offering only minimal support even with the difficult 

tasks. As Bretherton (1985) has pointed out, this study suggests that 

confidence in the mother’s physical and psychological availability (together 

with an expectation that if needed, help is not far away) seems to constitute the 

foundation for autonomous exploration. This would imply that trait-like 

qualities such as attention span and persistence may in some ways be a result 

of security or insecurity existing in the early infant-mother relationship.

Several studies by the same Minnesota group of researchers have found 

correlations between Strange Situation classifications and later social 

functioning in preschool children, aged three to five. This evidence points to 

a strong correlation between the early relationship to mother and future 

relations with peers and teachers independent of mother’s presence. Children 

classified as securely attached to their mothers’ at 12 or 18 months were rated 

higher on positive affect and lower on negative affect by their pre-school 

teachers. This group of children were also rated more empathic and compliant 

than their peers who had been coded insecurely attached at one year. 

Independent coders, blind to previous and current assessments of the children, 

provided reliable and revealing data on the patterns of teacher-child 

interactions for 40 children. For example, teachers treated children with secure 

histories in a matter-of-fact yet warm fashion, exercising little control but 

expecting compliance with instructions, and generally expecting autonomy and
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maturity from them. Sroufe (1988) notes the similarity between this pattern 

of adult-child behaviour and Baumrind’s (1967) "authoritative" parenting. 

Teachers, in their interactions with children of anxious histories, behaved in 

a more authoritarian way. They would repeat and intensify directives even 

before the children had a chance to comply; their anger was almost exclusively 

directed towards the avoidant group, while ratings of nurturance and tolerance 

for immature behaviour were highest for the resistant group. Another element 

of social functioning in these children was examined by Pancake (1985), who 

reports that children with secure histories had friendships which both observers 

and teachers described as "deeper and less likely to be tinged with hostility." 

A recent report (Troy & Sroufe, 1989) examined in detail an exploitative 

aspect of preschoolers’ social relations that they term "victimization." This 

data showed that children with histories of secure attachment, according to 

naive observers* reliable ratings, neither victimized playmates nor became the 

object of victimization. In sharp contrast, children with avoidant histories were 

quite likely to victimize either other children with avoidant histories, or 

children with resistant histories. The latter were most likely to find themselves 

the victim. Victimization occurred in each of 5 play-pairs observed where the 

avoidant pattern was combined with either the avoidant or the resistant pattern. 

It was conspicuously absent from the interactions observed in the other 14 

play-pairs.

Two independent laboratories at Berkeley (Main et al., 1985) and at 

Regensburg (Warmer & Grossmann, in prep.) have conducted longitudinal
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studies correlating security of attachment to mother at 12 months with 

children’s reunion behaviours with mother (in a Strange Situation-like 

procedure) at six years. The following behavioural and language-based 

correlates at six years were found to correspond with the three infant 

classifications. Children regarded as secure at six years treated their parents 

in a relaxed and friendly way, entered into easy and subtle intimacies with 

them, and engaged in free-flowing conversation. Anxious resistance at six was 

shown by a mixture of insecurity (including sadness and fear) and of intimacy 

alternating with hostility, was either subtle or overt. A child showing anxious 

avoidance at six tended quietly to keep the parent at a distance, topics of 

conversation were impersonal and the child tended to keep busy with toys, 

ignoring or even dismissing parents’ initiatives. For the 32 child-mother pairs 

studied in the Berkeley investigation (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985), there 

was 90% agreement between early security versus insecurity with mother, and 

six-year olds’ behavioural/discourse groupings (secure versus insecure). There 

was an 81% match for the 36 child-mother pairs studied in the Regensburg 

follow-up (Warmer & Grossmann, in prep.). There is, therefore, an impressive 

correspondence between attachment security assessed at one year, via 

observation of pre-verbal behavioural, and the assessment of attachment 

security at six years, via study of verbal behaviour. In both cases the 

behaviour sampled followed a separation from mother. This evidence of 

continuity has established new foundations for the study of individual 

differences in speech patterns as an index of security of attachment. 

Assessment of the attachment status of older children, adolescents and adults
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is increasingly thought to depend on how speakers use language to 

communicate and/or to censor information regarding feelings and relationships.

The theories and findings reviewed above took the child-mother 

relationship during infancy as their starting point. These studies certainly serve 

to underline the fundamental importance of the early parent-child relationship 

for later personality development and functioning.

The remainder of this introductory chapter focuses upon research which 

takes adulthood as its starting point, in the search for signs of childhood’s 

influence upon the life course. This literature spans the epidemiological 

findings concerning cycles of disadvantage (e.g. Rutter & Madge, 1976), 

developmental findings on the impact of adult mental ill-health on children’s 

well-being (e.g. Radke-Yarrow et al., 1985) and studies of normative (middle- 

class) adults’ socio-emotional status as related to their children’s security of 

attachment (e.g. Morris, 1981). This research draws attention to the need to 

measure both an adult’s objective relationship history and, still more 

importantly, the subjective representation and meaning of that history to the 

individual. It is argued that distortions in recall may in themselves constitute 

meaningful data. Finally, a recent advance in the measurement of adults’ 

cognitions and affects concerning attachment is outlined (George et al., 1985; 

Main et al., 1985).
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THE INTERGENERATIONAL EVIDENCE: CYCLES OF DISADVANTAGE

Associations between objective features of past experience and current 

parenting difficulties

As noted at the outset, there is a wealth of clinical psychoanalytic 

theory and case reports concerning the central importance of childhood 

experience for later personality development and functioning, particularly in 

the parental role (Freud, 1940; Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973, 1980; Fraiberg, 

Shapiro & Adelson, 1975). However, what clinicians have long regarded as 

a truism, empiricists have long assumed to be largely untestable given the wide 

range of experience intervening between early childhood and adulthood, and 

the unreliability of recall. One way forward toward the empirical consideration 

of mothers’ developmental history has been charted by a series of British 

epidemiological studies, linking current distress in the maternal role with past 

distress in childhood, usually indexed by objective occurrences of separation, 

loss or divorce, in the mothers’ families of origin (Frommer & O’Shea 1973a, 

1973b; Hall, Pawlby & Wolkind, 1979; Rutter, Quinton & Liddle, 1983; Cox 

et al., 1987).

Frommer & O’Shea (1973a and b), in a study designed to examine the 

association between childhood separations and parenting difficulties, asked 58
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young mothers "Were you separated from one or both of your parents before 

the age of 11?" While no data concerning the cause or duration of separation 

is reported, the previously separated mothers were significantly different from 

the non-separated mothers on a range of behavioural indices. They were more 

likely to wean their babies early, to be over-anxious or lacking in care, to be 

pregnant again by one-year follow-up, to be depressed and to have marital and 

sexual problems. Notably, the difficulties in parenting were most marked 

when marital or mental problems were also present. Thus, while the effect of 

the mother’s developmental history is clearly operative, the relative weight to 

be assigned to her early experience as compared to current marital experience 

is unclear. The influence of early experience appears to have been powerfully 

mediated by current marital experience. Yet the absence of more subjective 

data, i.e. the nature and meaning of the early separation experience for these 

mothers, precludes a fuller interpretation of effects.

A more detailed accounting of early experience is provided in a series 

of reports by Hall, Pawlby, and Wolkind, (e.g. 1979). Mothers from an inner- 

city area of London were classified as coming from a disrupted family of 

origin if, prior to the age of 16, parents had divorced or separated, if one or 

both parents had died, or if there had been separation in terms of care away 

from both parents for more than one month before the age of 16. Parenting 

measures were collected for a sample of 81 women, among whom a substantial 

proportion had met the criteria of a disrupted family of origin. Mothers from 

disrupted families of origin were less likely than mothers from non-disrupted
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families to be observed in close, stimulating, and contingent interaction with 

their five-month-old infants. In terms of the early disruption of attachment 

relationships, not surprisingly, what appeared to be critical were the more 

serious adversities e.g. death, divorce or long-term separation from parents, 

rather than the experience of short-term separation. As with the Frommer and 

O’Shea (1973) study, the work of these researchers focuses more upon the 

objective occurrence of disruption in a mother’s developmental history than on 

her current construction of that experience. From an attachment perspective, 

it is unfortunate that neither study included Strange Situation assessments of 

infant security of attachment.

A well-controlled study by Rutter, Quinton and Liddle, (1983) 

compared the early childhood experience of parents who had serious family 

difficulties, defined as having had a child taken into the care of local 

government twice, with a control group of similar socio-economic status. 

Adversities found in families with children in care were consistently associated 

with difficulties in mother’s developmental history. 25% had been in care 

themselves as children, in contrast to 7% of the controls, and 40% had been 

separated from their parents because of "discord" or "rejection" in contrast to 

17% of the controls. In a second study by this group (Quinton and Rutter, 

1988) institution-raised women were compared with non-institution-raised 

women matched for socio-economic status. Parenting difficulties, defined as 

having had a child taken into care, were more likely to occur in the institution- 

raised group, and were also more likely when marital support was lacking.
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Again, we have a finding pointing to the influence of mother’s developmental 

history, but we do not know to what extent this is a direct effect or to what 

extent it is mediated by current marital experience and socio-economic factors. 

It is noteworthy that Quinton and Rutter (1988) define parenting difficulty in 

terms of having had a child in care rather than their direct interview measure. 

This measure was coded for the proportion of parent-child conflicts which 

ended in a reconciliation, or in an authoritarian establishment of parental 

control. Presumably their interview measure yielded less significant contrasts 

than their "better index of serious parenting problems" (p. 47.) It is unclear to 

what extent the interview or their coding of it is at fault. To rely solely on 

whether a local government has decided to take a child into care as the 

dependent variable may be under-inclusive or perhaps at times over-inclusive, 

and in any case seems a rather crude objective criterion of parenting difficulty.

In comparing the group of parents whose children were taken into care 

(N=47) with those children were not (N=46), Quinton & Rutter (1988) noted 

a surprisingly high proportion of control group parents who had experienced 

childhood adversities. In 40% of the families one or both parents had 

experienced two or more of the following: admissions to care, harsh

parenting, parental marital discord (including separations), and parental 

deviance or psychiatric disorder. Thus despite quite serious adversities in 

childhood, individuals became ordinarily well-functioning adults or, at the very 

least (according to Rutter’s criterion), were not in danger of having a child 

taken into care.
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This seemingly paradoxical finding may be due to the fact that studies 

on loss and family disruption which focus on parents’ objective childhood 

experience have failed to take into account the adult’s subjective experience. 

In other words, the individual’s representational models of attachment 

experiences and relationships, which Bowlby’s theory posits as central. It is 

these internal representations of early experience, and the modifications they 

undergo in the course of later significant relationships, which are likely to be 

incorporated into the models which guide parental behaviour.

Perhaps ironically, some of the strongest evidence for the view that an 

adult’s current construction of past experience is more important than the 

experience itself comes from the literature on cycles of abuse. The notion that 

abused children grow up to be abusing parents has been widely cited in the 

literature (Steele & Pollock, 1968; Kempe & Kempe, 1978). Although most 

of these claims have been based on clinical case histories, the few empirical 

investigations do find support for this proposition. For example, Herrenkohl, 

Herrenkohl & Toedter (1983) found that 47% of parents who were abused as 

children abuse their own children, a percentage which was significantly higher 

than among non-abused parents. However, Egeland, Jacobvitz & Sroufe 

(1988) drew attention to the fact that many parents who were abused as 

children do not abuse their own children (53% in the Herrenkohl study). The 

Egeland group followed a sample of impoverished mothers who had been 

abused as children for three years. 70% maltreated or provided borderline care 

(i.e. were suspected of maltreatment) to their children. The higher rate of
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intergenerational concordance was attributed to the fact that poverty is 

associated with a higher incidence of abuse. Still, 30% did not repeat the 

pattern. Abuse clearly does not inevitably lead to abuse. A major variable 

distinguishing the abused-continuity group from the exception group was 

mother’s relationship with her own parents and her current relationship with 

her husband/boyfriend. Most of the mothers who broke the cycle of abuse 

were cuirendy in an intact, long-term stable relationship with a partner. 

Compared to the abused-continuity group, they described their relationships as 

more satisfying, were rated higher on emotional support, and were significantly 

less likely to be in an abusive relationship with a partner. Those mothers who 

broke the cycle were also likely to have reported that foster parents, a relative, 

or one of their parents, provided them with emotional support as children. 

Those mothers who were apparently unable to break the cycle of abuse scored 

higher on indices of stressful life events, tending to live in more chaotic and 

disrupted environments.

Some of the mothers who broke the cycle of abuse were in 

psychotherapy as adolescents or young adults. Egeland et al. describe these 

mothers as very aware of their past history of abuse, were able to recall it in 

great detail, spoke of the abuse with much emotion and were generally highly 

verbal about the way in which they intended to raise their children. In 

contrast, the continuity group spoke in generalities about their history of abuse, 

their recall was vague, and they lacked understanding of the association 

between their attachment history and the care they provided to their children.
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The affects and cognitions deriving from their attachment history did not seem 

integrated into their current view of the self, as was so evident in the group 

who broke the cycle.

Parental mental ill-health and child attachment status

While Bowlby’s attachment theory explicitly predicts that maternal 

psychopathology should be linked to anxious patterns of attachment in infancy, 

there have been few studies of this association and those that do exist lack 

methodological rigour.

Three studies focus on the risk factor of parental mental illness in the 

development of insecure infant-parent attachments. Two of these studies 

(Gaensbauer et al., 1984; Radke-Yarrow et al., 1985) provide evidence to 

suggest that parental mental illness has a negative impact upon infant-parent 

attachment patterns. The third study (Sameroff, Seifer and Zax, 1982) 

involved an unusual use of the Strange Situation with only one rather than two 

separations and a peculiar modification to the standard coding system. These 

methodological difficulties cast doubt on their findings of no association 

between maternal psychopathology and infant attachment suspect.

These later investigators, in the Rochester Longitudinal Study, looked 

at the attachment status of infants whose mothers differed according to the
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following: diagnosis (no mental illness, schizophrenia, neurotic depression, and 

personality disorder), severity of illness (absent, low, medium and high), illness 

duration (none, low, medium, and high), socio-economic and racial status (high 

SES and white, low SES and white, low SES and black). No differences were 

reported in attachment security according to diagnosis of mental illness, 

severity or duration, or SES. The following distribution of attachment patterns 

for their sample of 292 infant-mother pairs was reported: 10% avoidant, 10% 

borderline avoidant, 51% secure, 15% borderline insecure, 14% insecure. One 

surprising finding was that depression was the diagnosis associated with 

greatest risk in the children at 30 months, although no depression-associated 

differences in attachment appeared at 12 months. These results contrast with 

those reported in the next two studies.

For a very small sample (N=14), Gaensbauer et al (1984) reported an 

association between bi-polar depressive illness in the parent [either mother 

(N=4) or father (N=3)], and insecurity of attachment to mother in a modified 

Strange Situation assessment at 12, 15 and 18 months. Differences appeared 

between this sample and that of 7 matched controls at 15 and 18 months. 

However, as the Strange Situation was only conducted with mother, and as she 

was not always the mentally ill parent, it is not possible to assess and 

distinguish direct versus indirect effects of parental illness on the child’s 

attachment to each parent.

A more impressive association between maternal depression and child-
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mother attachments is reported in Radke-Yarrow et al. (1985). They studied 

99 mothers with varying diagnoses: bipolar depression N=14, unipolar 

depression N=42, minor depression N=12, and no depression N=31, in 

conjunction with assessments of their toddlers security of attachment. They 

found no difference in attachment by SES, sex or race. They did however find 

that 55% of the infants of mothers with unipolar and 79% of those with 

bipolar disorders were insecure.

In a more recent study of 60 women, Spieker and Booth (1988) report 

an association between higher ratings on the Beck Inventory of Depression at 

6 weeks postpartum and anxious-resistant patterns in the Strange Situation at 

one year. During pregnancy assessments, mothers whose infants were to 

develop an anxious-resistant pattern of attachment were distinguished by their 

significantly lower scores on the Beck Inventory, in contrast to the mothers of 

the securely attached group. This may indicate that mothers of securely 

attached children had freer access to their emotional state in comparison to the 

mothers of the anxiously attached group.

In the wider literature on attachment patterns in normative samples 

there is a striking absence of data on maternal personality characteristics, e.g. 

levels of psychopathological symptoms. Our understanding of contextual 

influences upon the development of insecure patterns of infant attachment may 

be enhanced by widening the scope of investigations to include this factor.
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Associations between parents' subjective evaluations of past experience and 

current quality of the child-parent attachment

(i) recollection and distortion

The view has earlier in this chapter been presented that one’s 

relationship history as encoded in internal working models of self and others 

(Bowlby, 1969) serves both to integrate and, also, defensively to exclude 

information. The importance of this issue is corroborated by psychiatric and 

population survey research which has shown, moreover, that bias in the 

reporting of information is a quantifiable variable.

Data concerning systematic influences upon the reporting of childhood 

experience are mixed. Wolkind & Coleman (1983) found that women 

currently suffering from depression or anxiety reported conflict between their 

parents more frequently than did women who had previously been depressed 

or anxious but were now well. Robins (1966) found that adverse childhood 

events, as noted in clinical records, were more reliably reported by those with 

current psychosocial problems than by those who were now well. However, 

in a more systematic evaluation of the recall of childhood environment by 

siblings, with and without current psychiatric problems, Robins et al. (1985) 

has not replicated this effect Agreement between siblings was good for 

factual data such as the number of homes lived in, schools attended, family
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SES. Agreement was also good for parental behaviours, such as marital 

disputes or involvement in community activities. Robins et al. conclude that 

what is customarily attributed to forgetting may be better understood in terms 

of feelings and attitudes that are intrinsically dependent on personal 

interpretations of past events.

Wadsworth (1988), commenting on his experience as Director of the 

MRC National Survey of Health and Development (with a subject pool of 

5000 individuals), has highlighted the empirical usefulness of adults’ subjective 

distortions in recall. He notes that at some point in longitudinal study, where 

there is contemporaneously collected data on earlier events, which subjects are 

later asked to recall, distortion may itself usefully be seen as data, in the sense 

that comparison of individual’s tendencies to distort, and the kind of distortion 

that occurs can be informative about the interpretation of past and current 

events.

While Wadsworth suggests that the measurement of extent of distortion 

depends on having privileged access to the record of real events the subject is 

later asked to recall, there may be another approach. This is derived from 

Bowlby’s writing concerning internal working models of attachment and 

defensive processes (Bowlby, 1973, 1980). This approach would not depend 

on a privileged access to the adult’s past history but rather, on a detailed 

assessment of defensiveness (e.g. contradictions and denials) present in the 

adult’s subjective recollection of the past.
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(ii) parents' subjective representations of their developmental history and 

current quality of parenting

In recent years developmental psychologists have turned their attention 

to the task of assessing adult’s security of attachment, thought to be mentally 

represented and organized by internal working models. This line of research 

complements and extends the abundance of findings based on behavioural 

assessments of infants in the Strange Situation. Indeed the validity of these 

new approaches, designed to tap the adults’ mental representations of 

attachment relationships, derives from their association with this robust index 

of infants* security of attachment Two early studies compared mothers* 

security of attachment with their children’s Strange Situation classifications. 

The first involved an interview-based assessment of maternal attachment 

security (Morris, 1980, 1981), the other a self-report measure (Ricks, 1985).

Morris (1980, 1981) selected 36 mothers from Sroufe and Egeland’s 

sample of 267 economically disadvantaged mothers, in order to investigate 

how maternal relationship history would compare with repeated assessments 

of their children’s security of attachment. These assessments were based on 

Strange Situation classifications at 12 and 18 months as well as the ‘tool-using 

task’ at 24 months (Matas, Arend, and Sroufe, 1978). The tool-using task 

involves an observation of toddler and mother in a playroom. The toddler is 

faced with interesting but complicated toys or tools, the mastery of which
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requires advice or assistance from mother who, as in the Strange Situation, is 

asked to respond to her child but not to initiate interactions. Children’s 

behaviour in this potentially frustrating situation lends itself to coding as 

secure, avoidant, or resistant. Concurrent with this child assessment at two 

years, Moms assessed maternal relationship history by a 160-item interview. 

This semi-structured interview aimed at attaining information concerning 

relationships in childhood, mothers’ current relationship to her mother, and 

current social support network. Interviews were coded by two clinically 

trained judges applying distinctly different criteria. The first judge used 

criteria that stressed the quality of the relationship to mother, the quality of the 

home milieu, the presence of severe crisis and the mother’s sense of how she 

coped with these crises. The second judge used criteria exclusively concerned 

with the objective amount of crisis in the mother’s history and in her current 

experience. In terms of associations with child variables, the first judge was 

overwhelmingly more successful, accurately predicting 31 of 36 Strange 

Situation classifications. It is important to note that there were some striking 

‘misses’ in the designations thought appropriate by the second judge. Some 

of the mothers whose histories involved sexual abuse, role reversal, marital 

discord, and an overall hostile home environment did well on the three child 

outcome variables. The opposite also applied. Some mothers who reported 

harmonious families of origin, little or no crisis, and abundant support 

nevertheless did not have securely attached children. This confirms the 

importance of considering the subjective meaning of a mother’s developmental 

history rather than solely relying on objective reports.



45

An apparently successful attempt to obtain questionnaire-based 

assessments of both a mother’s developmental history, and her current 

construction of that experience, is reported by Ricks (1985). Ricks studied 28 

middle-class mother-infant dyads, administering the Sources of Self-Esteem 

Inventory (SOSE: O’Brien, 1981), and the Mother-Father-Peer Scale (MFP: 

Epstein, 1983), and the Strange Situation assessment at 12 months. Mothers 

of securely attached infants were found to have higher self-esteem scores and 

more positive recollections of their childhood relationships to parents and peers 

than did mothers of anxiously attached infants. This finding is consistent in 

a general way with attachment theory, positive childhood experiences giving 

rise to an individual with high self-esteem, who is then able to facilitate a 

secure attachment in her infant.

A crucial question concerning Ricks’ finding is whether or not 

questionnaire-based measures can distinguish those mothers who are inclined 

defensively to idealize, or otherwise distort the meaning of their past 

experience. While the two questionnaires employed together possessed three 

discrete scales designed to assess defensive idealization, only one of these 

scales distinguished the groups. Paradoxically, it was the mothers of the 

securely attached children who were higher on this scale (i.e. idealization of 

father). This finding contrasts with the work of Spieker and Booth (1988), 

who provide longitudinal evidence to suggest that it is mothers of anxiously 

attached infants who are prone to underestimate psychosocial difficulties and,
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correspondingly, may be expected to score higher on an index of idealization. 

While Ricks gives no explanation for her finding, which may be an artifact, 

it may be beyond the scope of a self-report measure to assess accurately the 

construct of defensive idealization and related features of the organization of 

internal working models.

A similar conclusion regarding the limitations of self-report measures

in attachment research was reached by Hazan & Shaver, themselves authors

of an attachment-style questionnaire (1987):

. . . there are reasons to suspect that no amount of psychometric 
improvement will solve all the problems associated with self-report 
assessment of attachment-related variables. First of all, subjects may 
be unable to articulate exactly how they feel in love relationships. 
Second, subjects are unlikely to have anything like perfect memory for 
their love experiences or for the nature of their relationships with 
parents, especially those during the preschool years. Third, subjects are 
likely to be defensive and self-serving in their recall and description of 
some of the events we wish to inquire about (Hazan & Shaver, 1987, 
p. 522).

Hazan & Shaver note that their system of classifying attachment styles 

by self-designation assessed only consciously-held beliefs, different from the 

expressed aim of the Adult Attachment Interview (George et al., 1985) to 

"surprise the unconscious," and assess how information is processed and

distorted.
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THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW: origins, reliability and validity

The Adult Attachment Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985) is a 

recently developed procedure which addresses the difficulties suggested by the 

above-mentioned studies. It involves the systematic analysis of adults’ 

linguistic responses to questions and repeated probes concerning salient 

childhood attachment experiences. Following a detailed rating and 

classification procedure (Main & Goldwyn, in press), interview-responses are 

classified as secure or insecure in terms of the adult’s organization of 

cognitions and affects concerning attachment. The classification is dependent 

on adults’ current state of mind with regard to their developmental history, 

rather than on the objective details of the recollected history. Validation of 

this interview technique is based on reported associations between this adult 

attachment measure with previously and concurrently collected assessments of 

the child-parent attachment, derived from the Strange Situation (Main, Kaplan 

& Cassidy, 1985; Grossmann et al., 1988; Ainsworth & Eichberg, in prep.). 

These findings support Bowlby’s (1973) view that relationship patterns within 

families are continuous across generations.

It was in the context of the Berkeley longitudinal study of attachment 

processes, that Mary Main and her colleagues for the first time focused on 

linguistic manifestations of adults’ internal working models of attachment. The 

section below considers in detail the observed patterns of discourse assumed
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by adults when speaking about their attachment history and the presumed 

consequences of this for their current relationships.

The Adult Attachment Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985) asks 

a series of questions and probes designed to elicit as full a story as possible 

about the individual’s childhood attachment experiences and evaluations of the 

effects of those experiences on present functioning. The manner in which 

these experiences are conveyed, rather than the nature of the experiences 

themselves, yields an overall classification of the adult’s current state of mind 

with respect to attachment.

Adults are asked both to describe the quality of their relationship to 

each parent during childhood, and, also, to think of biographical episodes 

which support the general descriptions they provide. The interview is 

audiotaped and later transcribed verbatim. The transcription is then rated on 

two sets of scales, one pertaining to probable past experience in childhood, e.g. 

how loving or rejecting was the parent; the other scales apply to present state 

of mind concerning attachment, e.g. extent of idealization, derogation, and 

overall coherence. After the judge has rated the interview, he/she assigns an 

overall classification to the text.

The classification, Secure/Free-Autonomous (F), Insecure-Dismissing 

(D) or Preoccupied-Entangled (E), has been shown to have a significant 

association to the observed behaviour of the infant in the Ainsworth (1978)
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Strange Situation. Main, Kaplan & Cassidy (1985) show that mothers of 

securely attached children, in describing their childhood, share the common 

characteristic of having achieved some integration between current feeling and 

past experiences relevant to attachment. They are objective and show a 

balance in their evaluation of childhood experiences in much the same way as 

securely attached (B) children alternately express attachment behaviours openly 

and freely explore the environment in the Strange Situation. Secure mothers’ 

autonomy from-as well as free access to—their own childhood experience may 

be a primary source of their ability to respond sensitively to their infants’ 

signals. Insecure-Dismissing interviews reflect a common history of some 

rejection and an organization of thought which permits the importance of 

attachment to be diminished. In the interview-context this is achieved through 

self-deception (leading to high idealization and poor recall), grandiosity 

(leading to a derogatory attitude) or denial (leading to a view of the self as 

unaffected by malignant experiences). Individuals whose interviews are 

classified Dismissing seem cut off from attachment in much the same way as 

anxiously avoidant (A) infants adopt a strategy of inhibiting attachment 

behaviour. This reluctance to acknowledge their attachment needs may make 

such parents insensitive and unresponsive to their infants’ signals. Interviews 

judged Insecure-Preoccupied are strongly characterized by ambivalence, 

confusion, unfinished sentences, and either a marked passivity or an intense 

current resentment toward the parent. In a similar way, anxiously resistant (C) 

infants appear to be overwhelmed both by novelty and by their own anger 

towards the parent with whom there is an ambivalent attachment.
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Main & Goldwyn (in press) report a concordance coefficient of .61 (p 

^  .001) between mother and child attachment classifications (N=32 pairs), and 

a coefficient of .37 (p < .05) between father and child (N=35 pairs). The 

figure for mother and child is particularly impressive since these interviews 

were conducted with parents of six-year olds, and then correlated with their 

child’s security of attachment as measured five years previously (Main et al., 

1985). Given the important implications of this finding, in terms of the 

possibility of forecasting children’s emotional development, other independent 

laboratories quickly took up the challenge of replication.

The first of these efforts to utilize the new technique was undertaken 

by the Grossmanns’ laboratory in West Germany. While they adhered to the 

sequence and content of questions as outlined by George et al. (1985), they did 

not apply the Main and Goldwyn (in press) Adult Attachment Interview 

Classification System. They reasoned that because of linguistic and cultural 

differences they needed to modify the coding of their interviews. They 

employed a two-way classification system, where interviews were described 

as either valuing (secure) or devaluing (insecure), (Grossmann et al. 1988). 

Drawing heavily on psychoanalytic theories of defensive processes (Freud, 

1901; A. Freud, 1936; Bowlby, 1980), the interviews rated as valuing of 

attachment shared a non-defensive and open pattern of communication while 

those rated devaluing had in common an inconsistent or repressive pattern of 

communication concerning attachment. The groups were distinguished by
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significantly different amounts of narrative relevant to attachment and 

readiness to recall and reflect upon childhood experiences during the interview. 

Twenty mothers from their Bielefeld longitudinal study and forty five from 

their Regensburg study were interviewed when their children were 6 years-old. 

Of the 31 mothers with interviews judged to reflect a valuing of attachment, 

25 had infants who were rated as secure five years previously in the Strange 

Situation. Of the 34 mothers with interviews judged to reflect a non-valuing 

stance toward attachment relationships, 27 had infants who had been rated as 

insecurely attached, 5 years earlier. There were other features of the mothers’ 

behaviour, recorded during the child’s first two years, which also correlated 

with the AAI five years later. Interviews reflecting a valuing of attachment 

were significantly associated with maternal sensitivity (r=.60, p < .001), 

acceptance of her baby during the first year (r=.47, p < .05), and acceptance 

of her toddler’s autonomy at two years, (r= .56, p < .01).

Grossmann et al. (1988, p. 258) point out that "an unsupportive 

parenting pattern, as reported in the Adult Attachment Interview, was passed 

on to the next generation only if the mother showed a strong defensiveness 

against the interview and had not shown any substantial reflections on her 

experiences as a child." Thus, despite differences in approach to classification 

from the Berkeley study, the German investigation drew similar conclusions 

regarding the central importance of adults’ current organization of cognitions 

and affects with respect to their development history.
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A point of difference between the Regensburg and Berkeley studies is 

that of a two-way as opposed to a three-way classification of the Adult 

Attachment Interviews. Main et al. (1985) distinguish between two types of 

insecure representations of attachment in adulthood—the Dismissing and the 

Preoccupied patterns, while Grossmann et al. (1988) pool these into one 

insecure group. This may be due to the relative absence of the predicted infant 

correlate (i.e., anxious-resistance-C) of the Preoccupied pattern, in the West 

German study. Future studies will need to verify the usefulness of 

conceptualizing insecurity along two dimensions rather than a single one.

The retrospective associations found by Main et al. (1985) and 

Grossmann et al. (1988) have been replicated by Ainsworth and Eichberg (in 

prep.). They administered the Adult Attachment Interview 2-6 months after 

Strange Situations assessments were conducted with 45 mother-infant pairs. 

They found an 80% match between Strange Situation classifications (A/B/C) 

and Adult Attachment Interview classifications (D/E/F). Of the 45 infants six 

were coded anxiously resistant and four of these had mothers whose interviews 

were classified Preoccupied, the remaining two had mothers whose interviews 

were classified Autonomous. Eight infants were coded anxiously-avoidant, six 

of these had mothers with Dismissing interviews, the remaining two divided 

between Preoccupied and Autonomous maternal interviews. Thirty-one infants 

were coded securely attached, 26 of these belonging to mothers with 

Autonomous interviews, three with Dismissing interviews and two with 

Preoccupied.
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One study has reported concurrent administration of the AAI and 

assessments of mother-child interactions; this involved three year-olds and their 

mothers (Crowell & Feldman, 1988). Sixty-four mother-child pairs were 

observed in free play sessions coded in terms of the extent of maternal support, 

and exchange of positive and negative affect. They found a significant 

association between child and mother behaviours in the observational setting 

and mothers’ working models of attachment as assessed by the AAI. Maternal 

supportiveness and the exchange of positive affect was more commonly 

observed in mother-child pairs from which came maternal interviews classified 

Secure-Autonomous as opposed to Insecure-Dismissing or Preoccupied.

The promising results of these studies comparing AAI interview- 

responses with concurrently or previously collected child and parent-child data 

have not, indeed could not have controlled for an important, possibly 

mediating variable. That is the evolving effect of the child upon the parent’s 

state of mind, reflections concerning past attachment experiences, and 

behaviour in the AAI-context. In other words, internal working models of 

attachment may change as a consequence of adults’ evolving relationships to 

their children. To control for this possibly significant variable, it is necessary 

to administer the AAI to adults before they become parents and then compare 

these interview results with subsequent assessments of the parent-child 

attachment relationship.
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One study has provided evidence for the concurrent validity of the 

Adult Attachment interview by interviewing college students and independently 

collecting peers* social evaluations of the interviewees (Kobak and Sceery, 

1988). Two acquaintances of each interviewed subject (N=53) described him 

or her by using a Q-sort procedure, and the two sets of results were averaged. 

Subjects attachment classifications (D/E/F) were associated to these third-party 

descriptions in theoretically expectable ways. Individuals who had produced 

Secure (F) interviews were described as more socially competent, charming, 

cheerful, and likeable than those subject whose interviews were classified 

Dismissing or Preoccupied. The Dismissing group was described as more 

hostile and defensive while the Preoccupied group was described as more self- 

conscious and more preoccupied with relationship issues. Further work is 

needed to clarify the extent of overlap between adults’ personality 

characteristics and their security of attachment, as measured by the AAI 

system.

Because the AAI system of assessment relies, in part, on adults’ 

recollections and evaluations of their childhood experiences, it may be edifying 

to consider cognitive research indicating that quality of recall for past events 

may be substantially influenced by current affective state. There is the widely 

replicated finding from laboratory research with normal subjects, 

predominantly involving recall for material recently learned (over the last hour 

or day), or events recently experienced (over the last week or month), which 

robustly indicates that being in a pleasant affective state facilitates recall for
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material which subjects themselves (as well as independent raters) would 

regard as pleasant (e.g. Isen et al., 1978; Teasdale & Fogarty, 1979; Teasdale, 

Taylor & Fogarty, 1980; Bower, 1981; Laird et al., 1982; Natale & Hantas, 

1982; Isen, 1985). Only one study, reported in the context of Bower’s (1981) 

review on mood and memory, involved subjects’ recall of childhood memories.

Bower (1981) reports that in his laboratory, subjects (size of sample is 

not mentioned) were hypnotically induced into a happy or sad mood and then 

asked to describe a series of unrelated events from pre-high-school days 

(before age 15). Subjects were asked to "hop around" through their memories 

for ten minutes, pausing to give a one or two sentence description of an event 

before moving on to an unrelated incident. The following day, subjects 

categorized each incident as pleasant, unpleasant or neutral while in a neutral 

mood, so that their mood would not contaminate the labelling of the recalled 

events. After discarding the few neutral events, Bower and colleagues found 

that happy subjects retrieved many more pleasant than unpleasant events—a 

92% bias. Consistent with the literature on the asymmetry of mood-effects on 

memory (e.g. Isen, 1985), there was a substantially smaller bias in the reverse 

direction, such that sad subjects retrieved only slightly more unpleasant events 

than pleasant events—55% of total recalled.

Bower (1981) reports on a similar finding which, like the one above, 

directly relates to the tasks involved in the administration of the Adult 

Attachment Interview, namely that of providing a quick "thumbnail personality
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sketch" of familiar people (family members and close friends) in one’s life. 

Subjects in a happy mood were judged by two independent judges to have 

provided happy character descriptions 84% of the time, while angry subjects 

were judged to have provided angry character descriptions 59% of the time.

These findings should alert investigators of both childhood events and 

character descriptions provided by subjects, to the possibility that quality of 

recall, especially when it is positive, may be substantially mediated by current 

affective state. In other words, we cannot immediately assume that the adult 

who reports a happy set of childhood attachment experiences does so because 

of a stable and enduring Secure-Autonomous organization of affects and 

cognitions concerning attachment. It is necessary to control for the possibility 

that the positive memories, which may in part may have led to the judge’s 

Secure-Autonomous classification, could be due to a recent positive experience 

such as a rewarding day at work, a pleasing piece of news, or a satisfying 

meal. Controlling for current affective state in conjunction with administration 

of the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) would be an important test of the 

discriminant validity of the AAI.



57

SUMMARY

Retrospective and concurrent associations to the Adult Attachment 

Interview leave open the possibility that adults’ recollections may have been 

moderated by factors other than the internalization of one’s early childhood 

attachment history. Most important among these factors may be influences 

deriving from the current context of the evolving relationship existing between 

parent and child. This variable could be well-controlled for in a prospective 

design. Attachment theory predicts that there should be an association between 

expectant parents* representations of relationships and the subsequent quality 

of the infant-parent attachment. Were such an association found between the 

AAI and the Strange Situation, it would constitute new and important evidence 

for the predictive validity of the Adult Attachment Interview.

Being a newly evolved instrument, introduced by developmental 

theorists and not psychometricians, the Adult Attachment Interview has not as 

yet been exposed to rigorous investigations of its reliability and validity 

beyond the limited concurrent and retrospective associations noted above. For 

example, the stability over time of subjects (inferred) internal working models 

of attachment has not yet been reported. A repeated measures, test-retest 

design would provide a useful basis for exploring these questions concerning 

the stability of the instrument. Also lacking in the existing literature are data 

concerning the discriminant validity of the Adult Attachment Interview. For 

example, given the central importance of the adult’s coherence of response to
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the judge’s classification of the interview, it would seem essential to 

distinguish incoherence due to unsettled insecurities in one's internalized 

attachment history, from incoherence due to poor vocabulary skills. Also, it 

is as yet unknown to what extent recall in the interview context is moderated 

by the subject’s affective state at the time of the interview. Another 

discriminant validity issue, critical to the claim that the interview assesses 

attachment security deriving from the internalisation of experience, is the 

possibility that interview responses reflect personality traits deriving from 

biologically-determined predispositions. This could be readily investigated by 

comparing interview responses with scores obtained from a previously 

validated measure of these predispositions, such as the EPQ (Eysenck & 

Eysenck, 1985). Finally, assuming the AAI is both reliable and valid, 

researchers need to know if the significance of the adult's developmental 

history can be assessed using self-report measures, or whether the more 

laborious and costly interview-based assessment is necessary? An answer to 

this question can only come through concurrent administrations of the AAI 

with self-report measures aimed at assessing attachment security (e.g. Epstein’s 

Mother-Father-Peer Scale, 1983), which can then both be tested against the 

same external criterion (e.g. the Strange Situation). The research reported in 

subsequent chapters addresses each of these concerns.



CHAPTER TWO

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY 

OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW
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CHAPTER TWO

There has been an increased interest over recent years in the influence 

of parents* childhood experiences, memories and expectations on observed 

characteristics of parent-child interaction as well as child characteristics and 

behaviour (Goodyer, 1990; Zeanah & Barton, 1989; Grossmann et al., 1988; 

Ricks, 1985; Rutter et al., 1983). A theoretical framework for the study of the 

social transmission of parental behaviour is provided by Bowlby’s (1980) 

concept of internal mental representations or "working models" of the self and 

others. Internal working models are formed on the basis of the child’s 

adaptation to the caregiving environment and constitute a temporally stable set 

of representations of both parent and child roles as experienced by the 

individual in childhood (Sroufe and Fleeson, 1986). As indicated in the 

introductory chapters, the Strange Situation (Ainsworth & Wittig, 1969) is a 

well-established behaviour-based index of how these internal models function 

in early childhood. Yet it was only recently, with the introduction of a 

structured interview technique (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985), and an 

accompanying method of analysis (Main & Goldwyn, in press), that the 

systematic assessment of these models in adulthood was attempted.

Empirical investigations of internal working models have thus been 

greatly facilitated by the development of the Adult Attachment Interview, and 

its associated method of classifying and rating adults’ internal working models 

of relationships. Inter-rater reliabilities have been reported as high in the
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previously published work on the Adult Attachment Interview (Main, Kaplan 

& Cassidy, 1985; Kobak & Sceery, 1988). However, test-retest reliability has 

not so far been reported and, accordingly, an important element of research 

design has not yet been investigated. The aim of the work reported in this 

chapter was therefore to examine the stability over time of classification and 

rating of adult patterns of attachment by a number of trained raters. Given the 

assumptions of attachment theory, one would expect the status of an adult’s 

internal working models of attachment to remain substantially the same over 

a reasonably short period of time, such as one month. A test-retest design, 

involving a number of trained raters, also affords the possibility of multiply 

confirming the inter-rater reliability of the Adult Attachment Interview 

classification and rating scheme.
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METHOD

Subjects

Twenty-six subjects (12 male, 14 female) with a mean age of 28 years 

(range=20 to 51 years), of whom nine were parents, agreed to be interviewed. 

The subjects were all students or staff in the Psychology Department of 

University College, London. One subject spoke Portuguese as her native 

tongue, but her English was judged competent enough to participate. The 

remainder of the subjects were native English speakers. None of them 

remembered having been abused as children and six had lost a parent or 

sibling, three of these during childhood years.

Materials

The interview schedule administered to all subjects closely followed 

that outlined by George, Kaplan & Main (1985), see Appendix 2.1. Subjects 

were asked to provide five adjectives that described their childhood 

relationship with their mother, and five adjectives for their relationship with 

their father. They were then asked to provide supporting memories for each 

of the adjectives suggested; they were asked to say which parent they were 

closer to during childhood, and why; how they reacted when they were 

emotionally hurt as a child, physically hurt as a child and ill as a child; what 

they recall as their first separation from their parents; whether they ever felt 

rejected by their parents as a child and, if so, whether they think their parents 

knew how they felt. Subjects were asked to describe the possible motives
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guiding their parents behaviour and whether childhood has had any long-lasting 

positive or deleterious effects upon their adult personality; occurrence of and 

reactions to childhood and/or adult losses were explored; changes in their 

relationship to their parents since childhood were asked about, and the current 

status of their relationship to their parents was probed; finally, their 

wishes/hopes concerning their own children (where applicable) were inquired 

after.

Procedure

The interviews were administered by two interviewers, one male, one 

female. All subjects were interviewed twice, the second interview being 

administered one month after the first. Half the subjects were first interviewed 

by the male interviewer, and vice versa.

The interviews were conducted in a uniform office setting where an 

attempt was made to ensure that subjects were relaxed without allowing the 

interviews to become over informal.

All interview protocols were transcribed verbatim before rating. The 

rating and classification scheme applied to the transcriptions was based on the 

techniques of Main and Goldwyn (in press).

Four judges read every interview, three of whom had attended Mary 

Main’s (1987, Tavistock Clinic) two-week long training course in the use of
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the rating and classification procedure. The fourth rater, a consultant 

psychiatrist, received a similar course of instruction from the three trained 

judges. Consistent with the Main & Goldwyn (in press) guidelines, judges 

rated each interview on three Probable Experience scales, the likelihood of 

having been parented in a loving, rejecting, or role reversing manner by each 

parent and on four State of Mind scales. Two of these scales were parent- 

specific, assessing the presence of idealization and/or preoccupying anger 

toward each parent. The other two State of Mind scales were more global, 

assessing the extent of coherence in the narrative, and the extent to which the 

interviewee insisted on an inability to recall. Each interview was also assigned 

to one of the three major categories, Secure, Dismissing or Preoccupied, and 

to the best-fitting of the sub-categories.

Judges rated the 52 interviews in two batches, separated by a time 

interval of at least three months. Each batch contained thirteen first interviews 

and thirteen second interviews with only one interview from each subject in 

each batch. The assignment was counterbalanced so that two judges received 

a subject’s first interview in the first batch whilst the other two received it in 

their second. The judges worked independently without access to identifying 

information concerning whether the transcript was a first or second interview, 

demographic details of the interviewee such as age, gender or occupation. 

Additionally and importantly, during the period between reading a first and 

second interview from a subject, judges not only waited at least three months, 

but also, during this time each judge typically read about 30 different
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interviews (from another sample to be introduced in Chapter 4). In these 

circumstances it would have been very difficult for a judge to be able to match 

up two interviews as deriving from the same subject, let alone to recall a 

previous classification.

RESULTS

The results are presented in four sections. The first concerns the inter

rater reliabilities for the scales and classifications scheme. The second section 

reports the percent distribution of the overall classifications, Secure and 

Insecure (Dismissing or Preoccupied), for each set of interviews (time 1 and 

time 2). The third section of results details the test-retest reliabilities in terms 

of the scales and classifications. The final section of results examines the 

question of stability over time in terms of the factor analytic structure 

underlying each judge’s ratings of the two sets of interviews.

Agreement within and between judges for their ratings of the 

interviews, assigned for both the Probable Experience Scales and the State of 

Mind Scales, is expressed in terms of the Pearson Product-Moment correlation 

coefficient. Agreement within and between judges for their classifications of 

the interviews is expressed in terms of Cohen’s Kappa coefficient (Cohen, 

1968). Kappa is a form of correlation, a measure of reliability often used 

when a categorical variable is being judged by two or more raters. It provides
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a measure of reliability by focusing on the diagonal of a frequency matrix, to 

see whether it contains more counts than are expected by chance. Fleiss 

(1981) has suggested that values of Kappa less than .40 reflect poor agreement, 

while Kappa values between .40-.75 and above .75 reflect fair to good and 

excellent agreement, respectively.

With respect to possible gender differences, no systematic differences 

in either interview-classification or interview-rating were observed.

(i) inter-rater reliabilities

Between-rater reliabilities reported below did not differ significantly for 

the test or retest interviews and so global medians for the full set of 52 

interviews are reported. With four raters or judges being compared each with 

every other, each batch of interviews yielded six comparisons. Inter-rater 

agreements on classification (D/E/F) of the 52 interviews was excellent, 

median Kappa = .75 (range =.59 to 1.00). There were rather less impressive 

levels of inter-rater agreements for the subcategories. Six separate cross

tabulations were performed for each subcategory, median Kappa = .49 (range 

= .32 to .78). These disagreements between judges were not so systematic as 

to suggest that they may be related to differences in training and experience. 

Judges were in consistent agreement as to whether an interview was 

Dismissing, Preoccupied or Autonomous with respect to attachment, their
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differences in opinion being primarily on questions of subcategory assignment.

Means and standard deviations for judges* usage of the ratings scales 

of both Probable Experience and current State of Mind appear in Appendix 

2.2. Study of these means and standard deviations suggests that judges were 

applying similar metrics in their assessment of the interviews. Correlations of 

each judge with every other judge in their ratings at Time 1 and Time 2 appear 

in Appendices 2.3 and 2.4. There were high levels of inter-rater agreement on 

the scales for both Probable Experience (median = .80, range = .64 - .98) and 

State of Mind (median = .73, range = .56 - .96). These coefficients suggest 

it was perhaps easier to agree on matters to do with attachment history, e.g. 

loving versus unloving parents, and somewhat more difficult to reach a 

consensus on the meaning of that history to the interviewee, e.g. coherence and 

insistence on the inability to recall.

(ii) observed distribution of the attachment classifications

Table 2.1 shows the three-way assignment made by each judge to the 

26 test (time 1) and 26 retest (time 2) interviews. Table 2.1 indicates that 42% 

of judges assignments of the test (time 1) interviews were to the Autonomous 

or Secure category, with 30% and 28% to the Insecure, Dismissing and 

Preoccupied, categories respectively. Table 2.1 also indicates that judges 

showed a tendency toward assigning more (55%) of the retest (time 2)
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Table 2.1

ASSIGNMENT OF THE 26 INTERVIEWS TO AAI CLASSIFICATION SCHEME 

BY EACH JUDGE, TIME 1 AND TIME 2

TIME 1 

JUDGE A 

B 

C 

D

AAI CLASSIFICATION SCHEME 

DISMISSING PREOCCUPIED AUTONOMOUS

11

10

12

11

TIME 2 

JUDGE A 

B 

C 

D

15

14

14

14
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interviews to the Autonomous category, with less (only 19%) of the interviews 

being assigned to the Preoccupied group, and a relatively unchanged frequency 

of assignment (26%) to the Dismissing group.

(iii) test-retest reliabilities

The within-rater reliability of the three major categories or patterns of 

attachment was good for all four raters, with 77% of the classifications (D/E/F) 

remaining stable across interviews (median Kappa=.63, range = .54-.65). A 

change in secure/insecure classification across interviews occurred in six cases 

for three of the judges and in seven cases for the remaining judge. Of these 

twenty-five shifts in classification, 19 (or 76%) consisted of a shift from an 

insecure rating to a secure rating. Table 2.1 illustrates that this was usually a 

shift away from a Preoccupied to the Autonomous assignment.

Examination of the within-rater stability of the subcategories revealed 

poor to fair levels of agreement, median Kappa .40, range = .26 to .50). These 

coefficients contrast both with the substantially higher levels of stability for 

major category assignment and, also, with the somewhat higher levels of inter- 

rater agreement for subcategories themselves. This suggests that while judges 

do not always agree with one another on subcategory assignment for a batch 

of (test) interviews, they find it harder to agree with their prior subcategory 

assignment when reading a second batch of (retest) interviews collected one
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month later. This points to a good deal of within-interviewee fluidity with 

respect to this level of assessment over the period of one month.

Stability in judges’ ratings of the Probable Experience and State of 

Mind scales is detailed in Appendices 2.5 and 2.6. Overall, judges showed a 

good level of intra-rater consistency for the Probable Experience scales 

(median r = .66, range = .01 - .85). Specifically, there was consistently high 

stability in judges* ratings of the Loving and Rejecting scales, while there was 

a uniform lack of stability for the Role Reversal scales. Overall, judges 

showed a poor to fair level of stability in their ratings of the six State of Mind 

Scales (median r = .42, range = .01 - .75). Current preoccupying anger toward 

mother was the scale which proved most stable over time. The scales 

assessing coherence of the transcript and idealisation of father also showed 

tendencies toward stability. However, the scales assessing idealisation of 

mother, preoccupying anger toward father and insistence on the inability to 

recall all yielded disappointingly low levels of stability over time.

(iv) Stability in terms of factor analytic structure

Because of the generally disappointing test-retest results for individual 

State of Mind scales, it was decided that questions of stability over time might 

be more fully addressed by factor analyzing each judge’s set of ratings of the 

first and second batches of interviews so that stability in terms of underlying
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factor structure may be examined. This further step was indicated by the 

observations that (a) there was strong stability over time in terms of the major 

categories, and (b) the AAI classification scheme urges judges to base their 

categorisations, at least in part, upon State of Mind scale-ratings in conjunction 

with the Probable Experience scale-ratings.

Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was performed 

through SPSSPC on each judge’s 12 AAI scale ratings of each batch of 

interviews. Orthogonal rotation was retained because of conceptual simplicity 

and ease of description. Communalities, percentage of variance accounted for, 

loading of AAI scales on factors and coefficients of consistency (alphas) are 

shown in Table 2.2. Factors have been ordered and grouped by size of loading 

to facilitate interpretation. Based on the factor analyses shown in Table 2.2, 

factor scores were saved allowing for subsequent within-judge, across-time, 

comparisons. Intercorrelations of factor scores for each judge are shown in 

Table 2.3. Interpretive comments on the factor structures appearing in Table 

2.2 will be offered in relation to Table 2.3. In this way, stability in the 

structure of judges’ ratings of the two batches of interviews may be examined.

Table 2.3 reveals, with respect to judge A, highly significant 

consistency over time between factors one and four at time 1 with factors one 

and three at time 2 respectively. Factor one from time 1 correlated negatively 

(-.61, 2  < .001, 2-tailed) with factor one from time 2. Factor one from time 1 

concerns a favourable past experience with father, high coherence and an
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Table  2 .2

SELECTED SPSSPC OUTPUTS OF PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS 

FACTOR ANALYSES OF FOUR JUDGES (A,B,C,D)

RATINGS OF THE 26 TEST- RETEST INTERVIEWS (TIME 1/TIME 2)

JUDGE A; TIME 1

AAI Scale Communali ty Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var

LOVING MOTHER .79347 1 3.57061 29.8
FATHER .84445 2 1.90150 15.8

REJECTING MOTHER .84670 3 1.53559 12.8
FATHER .52767 4 1.46888 12.2

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .81400 5 1.02297 8.5
FATHER .83730

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .92308
OF FATHER .85065

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .61521
POOR RECALL .75684
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .84264

AT FATHER .84754

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4

POOR RECALL .84623 .11119 -.10052 .09247
LOVING FATHER .83862 .11569 -.32852 -.00080
REJECTING FATHER .71208 .01303 .07054 .02399
LOVING MOTHER .68550 .00113 -.25389 >.50630
COHERENCE .59971 .28190 .13601 -.37378

IDEALISATION of M .02242 .93467 -.00733 -.07116
IDEALISATION of F .05659 .84758 .16745 .15576

ANGER at MOTHER .03773 .06026 .87358 .26964
ANGER at FATHER .14331 .23498 .84811 -.22857

REJECTING MOTHER .41600 .01791 .06466 .80991
REVERSING MOTHER .14194 .07187 -.04939 .66021

REVERSING FATHER .03200 .03816 .06879 -.05578

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha) .83 .78 .70 .53

Cum Pet

29.8
45.6 
58.4
70.6 
79.2

FACTOR 5

.09857

.14092

.12204

.05253

.13376

.20938

.27705

.04156

.01579

.11484

.59192

.90938

.72
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Table 2.2 cont.

JUDGE B; TIME 1

AAI Scale Communali ty Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

LOVING MOTHER .80944 1 3.95396 32.9 32.9
FATHER .83726 2 1.64634 13.7 46.7

REJECTING MOTHER .75227 3 1.54450 12.9 59.5
FATHER .69011 4 1.27351 10.6 70.2

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .71801
FATHER .45815

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .59515
OF FATHER .69014

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .53161
POOR RECALL .79630
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .78564

AT FATHER .75424

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1

POOR RECALL .88311
LOVING FATHER -.86381
REJECTING FATHER .80847
LOVING MOTHER -.75353
COHERENCE -.60301

REVERSING MOTHER -.03670
REJECTING MOTHER .48358

IDEALISATION of F -.04723
IDEALISATION of M -.00972
REVERSING FATHER .20467

ANGER at MOTHER .04125
ANGER at FATHER .16572

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha) .82

FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

-.10870 -.05508 -.03949
-.01140 .12492 -.27451
.07472 -.17202 .03616

-.39173 -.09542 -.28121
-.40229 .00508 .07824

.84027 -.10273 .00722

.71444 .08631 -.02348

.11641 .79240 .21555
-.03011 .76594 -.08646
.25848 -.54210 .23577

.20689 -.16242 .84543
-.37513 .16851 .74677

.62 .60 .52
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Table 2 .2  con t .

JUDGE C; TIME 1

AAI Scale Communality Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

LOVING MOTHER .72987 1 4.35186 36.3
FATHER .83820 2 2.15676 18.0

REJECTING MOTHER .88681 3 1.63889 13.7
FATHER .66530 4 1.14461 9.5

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .78727
FATHER .65649

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .86691
OF FATHER .90645

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .71985
POOR RECALL .80321
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .66590

AT FATHER .76585

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

REVERSING MOTHER .88325 .00542 -.05495 -.06390
REVERSING FATHER .79295 .15622 -.04735 -.03276
REJECTING MOTHER .71298 .27771 .50900 -.20560
ANGER at MOTHER .52574 .35631 .45320 -.23909

LOVING FATHER -.15791 -.89443 -.06149 .09733
ANGER at FATHER .16421 .76177 -.31417 .24474
REJECTING FATHER .33617 .69998 .23541 -.08315
COHERENCE .22183 -.59980 -.54601 .11292

IDEALISATION of F -.00865 -.13625 .93129 .14321
LOVING MOTHER -.53419 -.35341 -.53606 .17958

IDEALISATION of M -.25189 .05406 .05712 .89291
POOR RECALL -.49680 .51622 .12234 -.52436

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha) .85 .78 .57 .30
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Table 2 .2  con t .

JUDGE D; TIME 1

AAI Scale Commmunality Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

LOVING MOTHER .80689 1 5.13478 42.8 42.8
FATHER .83511 2 1.99471 16.6 59.4

REJECTING MOTHER .91792 3 1.64162 13.7 73.1
FATHER .91522 4 1.12847 9.4 82.5

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .74746
FATHER .93094

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .66003
FATHER .94166

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .82004
POOR RECALL .89991
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .56389

AT FATHER .86052

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

REVERSING FATHER .94998 .09422 -.11207 .08392
REJECTING MOTHER .89532 .16205 .12852 .27118
REVERSING MOTHER .83585 .09970 .10398 -.16750
LOVING MOTHER *.68856 -.21137 -.26610 -.46615
ANGER at MOTHER .60873 .29788 .31551 -.07111

ANGER at FATHER .07859 .86254 -.31308 -.11112
LOVING FATHER -.19926 -.79770 -.23480 -.32241
REJECTING FATHER .44611 .76453 .25402 .25919

IDEALISATION of F .14125 -.01164 .94735 -.15522
IDEALISATION of M .09237 -.01581 .69753 .40583

POOR RECALL .01826 .08891 -.03171 .94375
COHERENCE -.12501 -.27661 -.57593 -.62944

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha)

oCO CO .75 .79



76

l

Table 2.2 cont.

JUDGE A; TIME 2

AAI Scale Communali ty

LOVING MOTHER .81342
FATHER .78338

REJECTING MOTHER .78093
FATHER .91557

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .84273
FATHER .74559

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .84013
FATHER .85686

COHERENCE OF TRANCRIPT .78455
POOR RECALL .91606
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .79546

FATHER .78680

Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

1 3.34170 27.8 27.8
2 2.46698 20.6 48.4
3 1.51605 12.6 61.0
4 1.36017 11.3 72.4
5 1.17659 9.8 82.2

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5

REJECTING FATHER 
LOVING FATHER 
ANGER at FATHER

.95155
-.84943
.72980

.06384

.07318

.00134

-.06199
-.20160
.32759

.01494
-.05570
-.38109

.04453

.11286

.04059

IDEALISATION of M 
IDEALISATION of F 
REVERSING MOTHER

.07947
-.17119
.04905

.90364

.72050

.65151

-.02592
.03560
.09931

.10051
-.32194
.63706

-.08048
.45113

-.01227

LOVING MOTHER 
ANGER at MOTHER 
REJECTING MOTHER

-.13504
.09274
.32579

-.07561
-.18071
.28747

-.86229
.75335
.57230

-.18627
-.42349
.44547

.10599

.08560

.25728

REVERSING FATHER 
POOR RECALL 
COHERENCE

-.10135
-.05383
-.49725

-.05107
-.10340
-.28026

.01203
-.07802
-.35284

.84587
-.23510
-.18454

.13066
-.91712
.54790

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .84 .70 .66 .67 .45
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Table  2 .2  con t .

JUDGE B; TIME 2

Variable Communality Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

LOVING MOTHER .63212 1 3.62010 30.2
FATHER .76449 2 2.40483 20.0

REJECTING MOTHER .73637 3 1.46402 12.2
FATHER .84835 4 1.27154 10.6

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .78095
FATHER .75688

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .83827
FATHER .88725

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .49585
POOR RECALL .59949
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER .75186

FATHER .66860

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

REJECTING FATHER .90552 -.02154 .06737 .15291
LOVING FATHER -.85168 .06565 .03184 .18387
ANGER at FATHER .71306 -.14058 -.05784 -.37020
COHERENCE -.67769 -.03446 -.17235 .07542

IDEALISATION of M .07214 .88846 .08108 .19270
IDEALISATION of F -.29819 .87436 -.03532 -.18050

REVERSING FATHER -.15298 -.15643 .81465 .21297
POOR RECALL -.14708 -.14789 -.68755 .28856
REJECTING MOTHER .52151 .17764 .57652 -.31695
REVERSING MOTHER .23055 .50531 .55911 .39981

ANGER at MOTHER .08421 -.19088 -.04282 -.84053
LOVING MOTHER -.37444 -.29433 -.21225 .60020

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha) .83 .81 .52 .51
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Table 2.2 cont.

JUDGE C; TIME 2

Final Statistics:

AAI Scale

LOVING MOTHER 
FATHER 

REJECTING MOTHER 
FATHER 

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER 
FATHER 

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER 
FATHER

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT 
POOR RECALL
CURRENT ANGER AT MOTHER 

FATHER

Communality Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

.76179

.85313

.88247

.72010

.90993

.82731

.70119

.73997

.58678

.64283

.77495

.73948

4.66071
2.09335
1.24683
1.13905

38.8
17.4
10.4 
9.5

38.8
56.3
66.7
76.2

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR

LOVING FATHER -.88919 .00988 -.13418 .21064
REJECTING FATHER .77447 .28602 .07159 -.18267
COHERENCE -.69529 -.32122 .00878 .00919
ANGER at FATHER .65220 .15235 -.15013 -.51805
POOR RECALL .64199 -.24202 -.17572 .37580

IDEALISATION of F -.10933 .83513 -.02196 .17348
REJECTING MOTHER .43210 .72885 .30495 -.26746
ANGER at MOTHER .34860 .64007 .18007 -.45968
LOVING MOTHER -.52199 -.63766 -.27845 .07194

REVERSING MOTHER .04329 .22689 .92302 .06789
REVERSING FATHER -.02578 .01547 .89811 -.14075

IDEALISATION of M -.08386 .03546 -.06063 .83019

Coefficient of
consistency (alpha) .66 CO .84 .48
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JUDGE D; TIME 2

Table 2.2 cont.

AAI Scale Communali ty Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var

LOVING MOTHER .79437 1 4.77714 39.8
FATHER .66185 2 2.32277 19.4

REJECTING MOTHER .65696 3 1.87006 15.6
FATHER .79986

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER .89141
FATHER .85523

IDEALISATION OF MOTHER .87524
FATHER .82090

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT .78418
POOR RECALL .74223
CURRENT ANTER AT MOTHER .44571

FATHER .64203

Rotated Factor Matrix:

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3

REJECTING FATHER .87092 .13163 .15502
LOVING MOTHER .86243 -.19413 -.11353
LOVING FATHER .80814 -.09034 -.02466
REJECTING MOTHER .74051 .16617 .28461
ANGER at FATHER .73694 -.28235 -.13868
ANGER at MOTHER .65253 .10793 .09093

IDEALISATION of F .01048 .90508 .04040
IDEALISATION of M .01518 .87090 .34139
COHERENCE .43112 -.77284 .03207

REVERSING FATHER .18031 .22844 .87780
REVERSING MOTHER .33941 .22957 .85059
POOR RECALL .22821 .49143 -.66981

Cum Pet

39.8
59.2
74.7

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .88 .85 .72
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Table 2 .3

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES FOR EACH JUDGE (A,B,CfD)
IN TERMS OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTOR STRUCTURES 

DERIVED FROM THEIR RATINGS OF INTERVIEWS AT TIME 1 AND TIME 2 
(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

JUDGE A
TIME 2

:TORS: 1 2 3 4 5

1 -.6091** -.1605 -.2412 -.0638 .3079
2 .0690 .3942 -.0989 .2001 .5261*
3 .0886 -.3487 .2397 -.1542 .0878
4 -.1836 .2566 .6387** .3297 .0970
5 .2809 -.0742 -.0200 -.0615 -.2013

JUDGE B

FACTORS: 1

TIME 1 1 .6778**
2 .1291
3 -.1979
4 -.0600

TIME 2

2 3 4

.0011 -.0744 -.0790

.1372 .4843 -.3645

.4897 .1157 .0823
-.4033 .2906 -.4206

JUDGE C

FACTORS: 1

TIME 1 1 -.1669
2 .7102**
3 .2320
4 -.2592

TIME 2

2 3 4

.2323 .6897** -.1539
-.1348 .1112 -.2640
.7258** .1410 .0661

-.1816 .1594 .2197

JUDGE D

FACTORS: 1

TIME 2

TIME 1 1 .5175* .0600 .4892
2 .2643 -.3686 .2292
3 .1309 .6686** .0328
4 .4847 .2657 .0576



81

absence of difficulties with recall. Factor one from time 2 concerns high 

current anger toward father and an unloving/rejecting father during one’s 

childhood. Notably, low ratings for coherence cross-loads (-.50) on this 

negative-father factor. Thus, these two father-factors, derived from interview- 

transcripts collected one month a part, are strongly negatively correlated. 

These first factors from each set of ratings were strongly internally consistent 

(alphas of .83 and .84 respectively), accounting for 30% and 28% of the 

variance in their respective batches.

Also for Judge A, factor four at time 1 correlated positively (.64, £  < 

.001, 2-tailed) with factor three at time 2. Factor four at time 1 represented 

a negative past experience with mother, particularly a mother who was 

rejecting, who reversed roles, and who was unloving. Factor three at time 2 

was a composite of similar mother-related scales (particularly a mother who 

was unloving and rejecting), and, also, the State of Mind scale indexing current 

anger toward mother. These two factors from time 1 and time 2 indexing 

negativity in one’s relationship to mother had acceptable levels of internal 

consistency, alphas of .53 and .66 respectively, accounting for approximately 

15% of the variance in their respective batches.

Thus for Judge A, two clearly interpretable factors concerning past 

experience with, and current representation of, each parent, showed strong 

stability over time. Together these factors accounted for nearly half the 

variance in Judge A’s ratings of the two batches of interviews.
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With respect to Judge B, Table 2.3 indicates that factor one from time 

1 was highly positively correlated with factor one from time 2 (r = .68, p  < 

.001, 2-tailed). This strong first factor in both batches concerned low levels 

of coherence and an unsupportive father. At time 1 this includes a strong 

insistence on the inability to recall, while at time 2 poor recall is dropped from 

the factor and, in its place, appears high current anger with father. These 

multiply determined father-related factors from time 1 and time 2, each with 

definite internal consistency (alphas of .82 and .83 respectively) account for 

33% and 30% of the variance in their respective batches.

It is also noteworthy that, for Judge B, there are two other pairs of 

factors which show consistency over time, though these do not reach 

significance for the small sample being considered. Nonetheless, there are 

distinct mother-related factors at both test and re-test, based on assessments of 

role reversal and rejection. This pair of factors had acceptable internal 

consistency at both times (alphas of .62 and .52 respectively) and they were 

moderately correlated, r = .48. A similar correlation coefficient was obtained 

for comparisons between a second pair of test and re-test factors indexing 

judge B’s assessments of idealisation.

Table 2.3 reveals, with respect to Judge C, that factors one, two and 

three from time 1 are highly positively correlated with factors three, one and 

two respectively from time 2 (r = .69, .71 and .73, all p  < .001, 2-tailed).



Factor one at time 1 is associated with factor three at time 2 because both of 

these factors involve an unsupportive, role reversing mother and a role 

reversing father. Both have very strong internal consistency, alphas of .85 and 

.84 at time 1 and time 2, respectively. At time 1, current anger toward mother 

also loads on this factor which accounts for 36% of the variance. Consistency 

across time in judge C’s ratings is also observable in terms of an unsupportive 

father factor, on which are loaded low levels of coherence and high levels of 

current anger toward father. This is factor two (alpha = .78) at time 1, and 

factor one (alpha = .66) at time 2. This low coherence, negative relationship 

with father factor accounts for 18% of the variance at time 1 and 39% of the 

variance at time 2. Consistency for judge C may also be observed in terms of 

a factor indexing an unloving mother and a father who is idealised. This is 

factor three (alpha = .57) at time 1, and factor two (alpha = .78) at time 2. 

This disappointment-with-motherAdealised-father factor accounts for 

approximately 15% of the variance in Judge C’s ratings of both batches of 

interviews.

Finally, table 2.3. reveals two clear domains of consistency in Judge 

D’s ratings of the test-retest interviews. These are observable in the 

correlations between factor one at both times (r= .52, £  < .01, 2-tailed) and 

between factor three at time 1 and factor two at time 2 (r = .67, £  < .001, 2- 

tailed). The first of these areas of overlap concerns a negative attachment 

history factor with strong internal consistency (alpha = .89 at time 1 and .88 

at time 2). At time 1, the factor mainly has to do with current anger toward
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mother, who was an unsupportive attachment figure, and a father who reversed 

roles with the child. At time 2, mother and father are not clearly 

distinguished. Both parents were rejecting, role reversing and unloving, while 

current anger is directed toward both parents. Low coherence cross-loads on 

this factor at time 2. The second factor which shows consistency for Judge D 

is a low coherence and high idealisation factor with strong internal consistency 

at both time 1 (alpha = .75) and time 2 (alpha = .85). Together these low 

coherence/high idealisation and negative attachment history factors account for 

nearly 60% of the variance in judge D’s ratings of the two batches of 

interviews.

DISCUSSION

The current study examined the stability over time of four judges 

ratings and classifications of 26 test and 26 retest Adult Attachment Interviews, 

with one month separating the assessments. The Adult Attachment Interview 

was found to have good test-retest reliability in terms of its primary task of 

classifying adults’ internal working models of attachment as Dismissing, 

Preoccupied or Autonomous. Additionally, strong stability was found for the 

Probable Experience rating scales with less marked stability observed for the 

State of Mind Scales. However, when each judge’s ratings were factor 

analyzed, there emerged clear sets of internally consistent factors which 

included State of Mind scales. Moreover, for each judge, the factors derived



85

from the test interviews were significantly and strongly correlated with 

conceptually similar factors derived from the retest interviews. Discussion 

focuses on the details of the observed test-retest reliabilities, while also 

commenting on the exceptions. Based on examination of these exceptions, 

extensions to the existing AAI scoring scheme are proposed.

Of obvious initial interest is whether or not the distribution of subjects, 

in terms of the Main & Goldwyn (D/E/F) classification system, resembles 

previous findings. The distribution of secure classifications assigned to the 

interviews is certainly in line with previous findings with middle-class subjects. 

At initial testing, 42%, and at retesting, 55% of the interviews were classified 

secure; this compares with 48% secure in the Main & Goldwyn (1989) sample, 

53% secure in the Kobak & Sceery (1988) sample, 48% secure in the 

Grossmann et al. (1988) sample, and 64% secure in the Ainsworth & Eichberg 

(in prep.).

It is perhaps surprising that so few of the initial test interviews were 

classified secure relative to the substantially greater number that were 

described as secure one month later.

The increase in numbers assigned to the Secure category derives almost 

entirely from interviews which were initially classified Insecure-Preoccupied. 

This is noteworthy, as it serves to underline the greater stability observed for 

the Insecure-Dismissing classification, relative to the Preoccupied type of 

insecurity. But why should the Preoccupied status be more likely to appear
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Autonomous at retest than the Dismissing? Is it possible that the Dismissing 

status constitutes a more entrenched strategy than the Preoccupied status? It 

is clearly the case that interviews classified as Preoccupied (especially E2, 

angry-preoccupied) are indicative of an individual who is in touch with, if also 

overwhelmed by, emotion. This cannot be said of the interviews classified 

Dismissing; indeed, the signal feature of the Dismissing interviews is a striking 

attempt to keep attachment-related feelings at bay. Where this is observed, the 

current study suggests, it is likely to reflect a habitual strategy which is 

unlikely to vary between assessments conducted one month a part. As to why 

the Preoccupied interviews were more likely to show a shift toward 

Autonomy/Security, two possible explanations present themselves. The first 

explanation leans on the possibility that state-dependent (e.g. mood) effects 

may account for the apparent discrepancy in attachment status between 

assessments. The tradition of memory research associated with Bower (1981) 

makes this a compelling possibility. As no concurrent assessments of mood- 

state were collected in the current study, this explanation must remain a 

hypothesis to be tested in future research. The second explanation of the 

Preoccupied-Autonomous shift locates the discrepancy in the interviewee’s 

experience of being interviewed for the first time. If this led to the arousal of 

unpleasant affect, incoherence and preoccupation with recalled attachment- 

related experiences, then it may be a natural response to defend against a 

repetition of this experience. From a clinical perspective, it is the stated aim 

of the Adult Attachment Interview to "surprise the unconscious" (George, 

Kaplan & Main, 1985, p.6). In this light, the situation of the retest interview
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would have been less likely to surprise the unconscious and, in turn, would 

have provided more opportunity for conscious selection of response style by 

the interviewee. A further possible explanation for the shift in 10% of the 

interviewees from Preoccupation to Autonomy would rely on a view of the 

interview as a therapeutic experience, to some degree. While interviewers and 

interviewees alike often report anecdotally that the interview experience is a 

moving one, there is little to support the view that the interview constitutes, 

in any formal sense, an intervention. From the perspective of attachment 

theory, the interview aims to assess internal working models of self and others 

which are considered resistant to change, especially in adulthood.

The high levels of intra-judge consistency for the three-way application 

of the American-developed classification system developed (Main & Goldwyn, 

in press) augurs well for its cross-cultural validity. Particularly noteworthy is 

the fact that judges generally applied and found consistency in the distinction 

between dismissal and preoccupation. This contrasts with the only other non- 

American sample (Grossmann et al., 1988), where evidence of the Preoccupied 

classification could not be found. It points to a possible cultural difference in 

the distribution of insecure adult patterns of attachment, whereby Germany is 

more consistently prone to dismissal with England/America more prone to 

either dismissal or preoccupation. Much further investigation would be 

necessary to confirm this hypothesis.

Relative to the high levels of consistency for the Secure, Dismissing
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and Preoccupied categorizations, there was substantially less agreement, both 

within and between judges, on decisions as to the most relevant subcategory. 

Judges failed to agree in a substantial proportion of cases as to the most 

appropriate subcategory for a particular interview. An individual was likely 

to be assigned to different subcategories even by the same judge on the basis 

of two independent interviews, on as many as half of the occasions. These 

were, however, fairly stringent tests of agreement, involving a negative 

weighting for chance agreements due to asymmetrical base rates, and a high 

number of possible categories without the possibility of multiple assignments. 

Higher coefficients might well have been obtained if the reliability of sets of 

subcategories within each major class had been assessed separately, taking for 

example peripheral versus mainstream subcategories (e.g. F1/F2/F5 contrasted 

with F3/F4). It should also be noted that Main and Goldwyn acknowledge that 

a proportion of subjects may fit only poorly in any of the subcategories, whilst 

fitting well with the descriptions of the overall category. The instructions 

require judges to make a forced choice in such cases, and this may well be an 

explanation for the low levels of subcategory agreement. The problem might 

be overcome if judges were instructed to assign confidence ratings for each 

subcategory for each interview. In this way the tasks involved in conferencing 

disagreements, which were not attempted in this study, could proceed on the 

basis of far more thorough information than is available from the present 

scoring system (Main & Goldwyn, in press). Interviews which a judge 

perceived as fitting into a number of subcategories would automatically be 

distinguishable from those which s/he regarded as unequivocally fitting into



89

one subcategory.

The Probable Experience scales could be very reliably rated according 

to the Main & Goldwyn criteria, and these scale-ratings proved highly stable 

across time, with the exception of role reversal with respect to father. 

Anecdotal reports from the team of judges suggested that there was not a 

strong consensus on the meaning of the role reversal scale. Two quite 

different situations could be implied by the term role reversal: (1) a situation 

in which a child was placed in the role of caring for a parent, i.e. acting as an 

attachment figure for one or other parent; and (2) a situation in which a child 

was expected to fill the role of an absent parent, and is likely to include acting 

as an attachment figure for one or more younger children. The former is much 

more damaging to the child, more commonly occurs with mother than father, 

and alone fulfils the requirements of the term role reversal (Bowlby, 1973). 

The second seems more to constitute a role transversal rather than a reversal. 

Role transversal may be expected to happen quite naturally, and often without 

detrimental consequences, in large families. A further possible source of 

confusion concerning the use of the role reversal scale may have arose because 

of its apparent similarity to parental overprotection. However, overprotection 

should be distinguished from role reversal, the former having to do with over- 

exertion of the parental role and the latter having to do with abdication of the 

parental role. Role reversal would have far more negative implications for a 

child’s development than overprotection. This distinction between 

overprotection and role reversal is a hypothesis to be tested in further research.
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In particular, it would be interesting to rate a sizable number of Adult 

Attachment Interviews for the presence of both overprotection and role 

reversal. Given the argument suggested here, these ratings should yield 

independent sets of results.

Judges’ ratings of the State of Mind scales were shown to be reliable, 

though notably more so in terms of inter-rater agreement than intra-rater 

agreement In other words, judges found it easier to agree with other judges 

concerning the state of mind underlying the same interview, and more difficult 

to agree with themselves on their (blind) ratings of two interviews from the 

same individual, even when they could agree with themselves concerning the 

overall classification. This certainly suggests that the State of Mind scales are 

appropriately named, i.e. that one’s attachment-related state of mind may shift 

over the period of one month. The data on intra-rater stability of classification 

do not support the view that this shift should be conceptualized as a change 

in the individual’s internal working model. Rather, it would be more 

compatible with the data to postulate attachment-related states of mind, 

evidenced in the current study by coherence, insistence on inability to recall, 

and idealisation. These would fluctuate according to differing levels of 

activation occasioned by the individual’s response to situational or state- 

dependent factors (e.g. particular characteristics of the interviewer, or of the 

day on which the interview took place). At the same time there may be other 

more stable qualities to an individual’s attachment-related state of mind, 

exemplified in the current study by preoccupying anger, which are less likely
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to fluctuate in response to situational factors, and more likely to be directly 

influenced by the stable, underlying organization of affects and cognitions 

concerning attachment. In this light, it may be convenient to distinguish 

between attachment-relevant traits, the underlying structure of the internal 

working model(s), and attachment-relevant states, the activation and 

functioning of different aspects of the internal working model(s).

The suggestion that coherence is significantly more likely to fluctuate 

than preoccupying anger may seem contentious in view of the Main, Kaplan 

& Cassidy (1985) finding that rating of coherence was more strongly 

associated with overall classification than was any other scale concerning state 

of mind or probable experience. Main et al. suggested that more important 

"than the occurrence of attachment-relevant experience is the way in which that 

experience comes to be represented in the mind. Hence the focus, in rating 

AAIs, upon how a person reports their past, rather than on what actually 

occurred. That the coherence scale did not stand out as the most reliable State 

of Mind Scale in this study may have to do with the original definition of the 

coherence scale. Main & Goldwyn’s (in press) first delineation of the scale 

concerned the coherence of the transcript. That is, how well-organized and 

free-flowing were the adult’s recollections of, and reflections upon, their 

attachment history. More recently, Main has suggested a distinction between 

Coherence of Transcript and Coherence of Mind, the latter involving guessing 

at the mind behind the script. Making such a distinction allows for the 

possibility that some individuals, e.g. because of impoverished verbal skills or
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an organic speech deficit, will simply not be able to produce a well-organized 

and free-flowing narrative. Such an individual will likely be rated lower on 

Coherence of Transcript and higher on Coherence of Mind. A clinical judge 

might feel the reverse observation to be appropriate with a highly verbal 

individual, who appears defensively to gloss over an underlying incoherence 

of mind. Further research should be able to elaborate more fully on the 

differences between these two forms of coherence.

The factor analytic results of judges’ ratings provide further hints as to 

the sources of stability in classification over time and, also, as to the internal 

organisation of working models of attachment Notably, for all judges, factors 

tended to be differentiated along parental lines. In other words judges found 

consistent evidence of parent-specific attachment experiences and states of 

mind. The current study showed, as attachment theory would predict, that an 

attachment history involving a parent who was unsupportive (particularly if 

this was father) is likely to be associated with low levels of coherence in the 

interview context, coupled with either preoccupying anger or high idealisation 

and poor recall. This was particularly evident in the factor structure which 

emerged from Judge B’s ratings. In this judge’s ratings of both test and retest 

interviews, there emerged an internally consistent first factor largely 

determined by assessments of an unsupportive father and low levels of 

coherence. Notably, at time 1, this factor also carried insistence on an inability 

to recall but, at time 2, this scale was replaced by high current anger. This 

provides an illustration of the way in which attachment-traits may be seen to



interact with attachment-states. To have had an unsupportive father during 

one’s childhood constitutes an attachment-traiL To insist on an inability to 

recall attachment-experiences involving one’s father or to be preoccupied with 

current anger toward one’s father are, the ratings of Judge B suggest, 

somewhat incompatible attachment-states. Insisting on the inability to recall 

keeps anger at bay. However, memories linked to attachment-traits cannot be 

erased, and when allowed expression tend to arouse strong feelings, including 

anger. In this example, attachment-states may be seen as strategies for coping 

with attachment-traits.

An intriguing interaction between attachment-traits could be observed 

in the factor structure which emerged from Judge C’s ratings. This involved 

the incorporation of mother-related and father-related scales, particularly an 

unsupportive mother and a role reversing father in one factor and, in another 

factor, an unloving mother and an idealised father. These factors point to the 

way in which attachment-related experiences are both dyadic and triadic. The 

mother-child relationship may have strong and systematic implications for the 

father-child relationship, with the mother-father (spousal) relationship being 

seen as the intermediate variable. This is an area of theorising which has 

properly received much attention from family systems theorists (e.g. Minuchin, 

1988), and from developmental psychologists concerned with family processes 

(e.g. Belsky, 1984). The suggestion that attachment theory has much in 

common with systems approaches is increasingly and appropriately being made 

(e.g. Stevenson-Hinde, 1990; Marvin & Stewart, 1990).
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SUMMARY

The preliminary work reported here confirms the reliability of the Adult 

Attachment Interview in terms of its primary task of classifying Autonomous, 

Dismissing and Preoccupied patterns of attachment. The instrument may be 

regarded as a rich source of reliable data concerning an adult’s perceptions of 

his or her own’s childhood attachment experiences, and as a stimulus to further 

exploration of the adult’s internal working models of attachment relationships. 

Discussion has provided elaborations of existing scales and some ideas for new 

scales have been suggested, aimed at further delineating issues of significance 

to the adult’s construction of attachment-relevant experience.
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CHAPTER THREE

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed description of the 

guidelines for rating and classifying Adult Attachment Interviews. The rating 

scales and classification criteria have been operationalized and assembled into 

a manual (Appendix 3.1). This manual is based on the original formulations 

for rating interviews, as provided by the pioneering contributions of Mary 

Main and colleagues (Main & Goldwyn, in press). The Main version, however, 

benefitted from further work in several important areas. With the results and 

experience of working with the original manual in the reliability investigation 

reported in the previous chapter, the development of a UCL version proceeded 

along the following lines: elaboration and clarification of the operational 

definitions for existing rating scales and the introduction of a further five 

scales to cover areas not encompassed by the Main system.

A variety of distinctions is made in the assessment of the Adult 

Attachment interviews, divided into rating scales and overall classifications. 

The rating scales are divided into two categories: Probable Past Experience and 

Current State of Mind. These specific ratings of the interviews are taken into 

account when the more global classification of the interviews is assigned.

These assessments are arrived at only after several readings of the 

verbatim transcriptions of the Adult Attachment Interview. The first reading 

requires the judge to appraise the likely quality of the individual’s attachment-
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related experiences. After a second reading of the text, the judge assesses the 

current quality of the individual’s state of mind with respect to his or her 

attachment experience. Finally, and in part based on the scale ratings assigned 

for Probable Experience and State of Mind, the judge assigns the interview to 

one of the Secure or Insecure categories.

PROBABLE PAST EXPERIENCE

The first set of nine-point rating scales is designed to assess the 

individual’s likely childhood experience, and together they constitute the 

Probable Past Experience Scales. Every second point is anchored with an 

operational definition. Mary Main delineated five separate scales which cover 

distinctive but related areas of experience, which include the following areas: 

the degree to which, during their childhood, interviewees experienced parents 

who were loving; rejecting; neglecting; role-reversing; and pressuring to 

achieve. The UCL manual includes a sixth scale, that is a rating of the extent 

to which the parenting provided was overprotective. The six Probable 

Experience Scales may be considered ‘parent-specific’ as each of the scales is 

separately applied to consideration of the parenting provided by the subject’s 

mother, and father. What follows are definitions of each of these Probable 

Experience Scales, with descriptions of interview material that would indicate 

low, moderate or high scores on each of the scales.
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LOVING

The Loving Scale assesses the extent to which the adult is likely to 

have experienced a supportive childhood. The rating is based both on the 

global assessments the adult provides, and on the presentation of specific 

incidents which support a picture of a loving relationship. It is not imperative 

that the adult describe the parent using the adjective "loving", but rather that 

the overall picture conveys this experience.

At the low end of this scale, the interview content is judged as unloving 

where a parent is deemed to have provided only physical or even educational 

care, without affection, emotional support or interest. In the middle range, 

there are some indications of affection and adequate parenting was probably 

provided, but there is a distinct paucity of special memories to support a view 

of a loving childhood. There may be a consistent set of moderate signs of love, 

but these are balanced by negative signs (e.g. parent was at times absent or 

frightening). At the high end of the scale, the individual is rated as having 

experienced a firm sense of emotional support from the parent. Furthermore, 

the parent was someone who could be trusted in times of trouble and was 

actively loving. These transcripts provide consistent evidence (i.e. memories 

of physical affection, comfort) of loving experiences which outweigh negative 

aspects. Direct statements such as those below, especially when "volunteered" 

rather than given as a response to a question, are clear indicators of high
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ratings on the Loving Scale:

- "I always knew she/he was there for me";

- "No matter what, I could depend on him/her."

REJECTION

The Rejection Scale addresses the issue of a parent having actively 

engaged in rejecting the child. It is designed to assess the degree to which the 

parent is likely to have rebuffed and avoided the child.

At the low end of the scale the individual presents some evidence of 

mildly rejecting experience. For example, memories of parents who stressed 

early or inappropriate independence, or memories of quarrels involving the 

child. At the moderate level there is evidence of a parent having been reserved, 

cool, stem or inexpressive with a conspicuous absence of overt encouragement. 

At the high end of this scale there is evidence for a real and pervasive turning 

away from the child. Parent seems to have wanted to be rid of the child. 

Subjects scoring high on this scale recall active rejection by the parent, having 

been the recipient of degrading or abusive treatment, being told to leave, or 

receiving an unusually unsympathetic response when hurt.
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NEGLECT

This scale allows for the possibility that neglect may be independent 

of rejection. For example, a parent may give little or no attention to a child 

without being actively and highly rejecting. Neglect due to parental illness or 

professional preoccupations need not involve active rejection. Conversely, a 

highly rejecting parent need not also be highly neglecting. A child who is 

highly rejected will often not be completely neglected, as attention and 

responsiveness may be negative. Neglect may involve physical absence and/or 

psychological unresponsiveness.

The Neglect Scale assesses the extent to which the parent was 

inattentive, inaccessible or otherwise occupied. Reasons for the parental 

neglect may have included a large household; time-consuming professional 

activity on the part of the parent; parent being away for long periods; parent 

depressed or ill. At the low end of the scale, the child missed out on play, 

interaction, or conversation. The parent was, in a limited way, preoccupied 

with work or household; absent for brief or intermittent periods. At the middle 

of the scaleA there was definitely insufficient parental attentiveness. The parent 

was extensively preoccupied with work or household. However, there were 

interruptions to this pattern: the parental failure was consistent but only partial, 

or there was a brief period of complete parental failure (e.g. prolonged absence 

but reunited). At the high end of the scale, the child’s needs, interests, failures
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and achievements were unnoticed. The parent and child were unknown to one 

another, because of repeated parental absences and/or because of a profound 

lack of connection. The highly neglecting parent was either not physically 

present or present but emotionally inaccessible to the child.

INVOLVING/ROLE REVERSING

The involving/role-reversing scale is designed to assess the degree to 

which the parent-child relationship was reversed so that it was the child who 

felt responsible for the parent and not vice versa. Indications for this scale 

include memories of parental incompetence, conspicuous worrying by the 

child, and feeling responsible toward the parent.

At the low end of this scale the individual presents a picture of the 

parent as slightly incompetent and/or the child having been worried about or 

having, in slight ways, protected the parent. The parent may at times have been 

disorganised or confused, and the child may have had to take on some adult

like responsibilities (such as caring for younger siblings) but the child was not 

called upon to care for the parent. At the moderate end of the scale, the 

individual’s experience seems to have been of having a parent who may have 

been clearly incompetent but could be relied upon in emergencies. The subject 

expresses having felt some responsibility for the parent but this did not become 

an outstanding feature of the relationship. At the high end of the scale the
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individual presents a childhood history where the parent either manifested (or 

was seen to manifest) such a degree of incompetence that the child could not 

avoid having the parent’s welfare as their primary concern or, for reasons 

which may not be clear, the child continuously appeared to take responsibility 

for the parent. It is important to note that severe signs may co-exist with 

evidence that the parent provided physical care/warmth.

PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE

This scale is designed to assess the degree to which the individual 

experienced pressure to achieve some particular status or position, or was 

pushed to exceed other children or family members during childhood.

At the low end of the scale, the individual presents a picture of the 

parent as having been overly but not unreasonably concerned with grades or 

school performance, but this was limited to exam time. Failure to achieve was 

not connected to punishment and the child was not continuously pushed. At 

the moderate level, the pressure to achieve was a consistent feature of the 

parent-child relationship, but did not wholly determine it. The parent was 

clearly invested in the child’s performance, but did not withdraw from the 

child if this was not achieved. At the high end of the scale, the child’s 

achievements were the basis for the parent-child relationship and little or no 

concern was shown for the deleterious effects this would have on the child.
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OVERPROTECTION

An addition made to the Main system is the UCL Overprotection Scale. 

This scale assesses the extent to which the subject experienced excessively 

over-protecting parenting, such that it greatly restricted the individual’s 

freedom to enjoy ordinary childhood pleasures.

At the low end of the scale, the parent was mildly overprotective in 

general, perhaps overconcemed about safety issues. The parent was somewhat 

excessive in his/her worries for the child’s welfare, but this had a limited 

influence on behaviour; e.g. was restricted to a single issue such as crossing 

the street alone. At the mid-range of this scale the individual seems to have 

had parents who consistently worried about the child’s welfare in a variety of 

situations; and, while this had a wide influence on the parent’s behaviour 

toward the child, there was an appreciation of the child’s need for 

independence. At the high end of this scale, the individual conveys a picture 

where the parent restricted the child’s behaviour in definite ways; e.g. routine 

prohibition to join peers on outings considered by the parent as "too 

dangerous." The parent’s overwhelming worries severely restricted the child 

and the overprotectiveness took the form of cruel or highly unreasonable 

interference, where the child’s freedom to explore was severely restricted.
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PRESENT STATE OF MIND ABOUT ATTACHMENT

The second set of ratings focuses on the degree to which the individual 

has an objective and affectively appropriate account of their childhood history 

and current thinking about attachment The ratings are based on nine-point 

scales, with the mid-point marking moderate levels of the mental state being 

considered. This set of ratings is meant to describe the way in which subjects 

organise and understand their attachment-related experiences, the probable 

nature of which was the focus of the first set of ratings. More than the 

Probable Experience ratings, the State of Mind ratings are crucial to the overall 

classification decision. Mary Main’s original manual contains nine nine-point 

scales designed to assess the individual’s current state of mind with regard to 

attachment. Some of these scales are parent-specific (e.g. Idealization), i.e. 

rated separately with respect to the individual’s representation of mother, and 

father. Other of these scales are not parent-specific, i.e. rated with respect to 

the quality of the individual’s general attitude (e.g. Passivity of Thought) 

toward attachment-related topics evidenced by the narrative quality of their 

answers to the AAI questions. The UCL version includes, in addition to those 

scales enumerated by Main et al., one global scale (Aggression) and two 

parent-specific scales (Guilt and Quality of the Present-day Relationship with 

Parents). What follows are definitions and descriptions of each of the 12 State 

of Mind Scales.
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PARENT-SPECIFIC STATE OF MIND SCALES •

IDEALIZATION

The Idealization Scale focuses on the degree to which the individual’s 

account of his or her childhood experience is objective and consistent. 

Specifically, this scale assesses the amount of distance in the transcript 

between generalized or semantic representations (e.g. "my parents were 

loving") and actual memories (e.g. "I was afraid to talk to them when I was 

upset"). High idealization is rated where there is evidence of praise which is 

out of context, unsupported or extreme, or the subject is unable to 

acknowledge any difficulties in the parent-child relationship.

At the low end of the Idealization Scale the individual seems aware of 

slight faults/difficulties with their parents, and presents one or two only 

partially supported adjectives or statements of praise, or at least one instance 

of praise which is extreme or out of context. This kind of evidence may be 

expected in the early part of the interview when subject is "settling in." 

Moderate ratings of idealization are assigned when there is a lack of 

acknowledgement or normalizing of at least one significant negative 

experience. There are indications of an inability to allow for realistic and 

expectable difficulties, in conjunction with extreme or out of context praise. 

At the high end of the scale, the individual normalizes extreme negative
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experiences, or makes no allowance for expectable difficulties, in conjunction 

with extreme positive statements. Idealization at this high level appears to the 

reader as a sign of irrational thought processes.

ACTIVE DISMISSAL/DEROGATION OF ATTACHMENT EXPERIENCES 

OR RELATIONSHIPS

The Derogation Scale assesses the extent to which the individual 

presents evidence which understates the importance and influence of their 

childhood history and of attachment relationships.

At the low end of the scale there is evidence of a cool dismissal belied 

by an underlying valuing of attachment. There may also be a lack of full 

acknowledgement of the significance of attachment-related experiences. In the 

moderate range of the scale, there are signs of a dismissing attitude towards 

attachment experiences or loss, with some limited acknowledgement of the 

influence upon the self of attachment-related experiences. At the high end of 

the scale, the individual shows an active, cool dismissal, without any 

mitigating acknowledgement of the effects (either positive or negative) of 

attachment-related experiences. In the extreme case, there is evidence of 

thematic, continued reference to how little value is attached by the individual 

to the representation of the parent.
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CURRENT PREOCCUPYING ANGER

The Preoccupying Anger Scale is designed to assess the degree to 

which the individual expresses anger toward attachment figures within the 

interview context. The presence of unmodulated affect is often indicated by 

incoherencies and contradictions in the discourse.

At the low end of this scale is the expression of anger towards the 

parent in a form which indicates some current preoccupation such as recalling 

incidents of unfavourable parenting, but these are clearly placed in the past. 

Recent examples of anger are either dismissed, or described with reflection, 

humour and self-containment. There may also be instances where the subject 

shows irritation or surprise at still sensing anger about the past, or a continuing 

offence, but the anger is acknowledged and the effort to gain interviewer 

agreement, where present, is momentary. In the moderate range, there is 

expression of anger but it is contained, perhaps accompanied and mitigated by 

humour. Involving anger towards the parent is not a theme of the interview. 

At the high end of the scale, strong anger may run throughout the interview 

or suddenly make a brazen appearance. In extreme cases, subjects are only 

able to discuss the offending parent in terms of their preoccupying anger, and 

make implicit efforts to elicit interviewer agreement with an emotionally 

charged denigration of the parent.
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PRESENT GUILT

This UCL scale assesses the extent to which the individual carries a 

sense of blame, deserved punishment or being culpable with respect to 

attachment-related experiences or relationships.

At the low end of the scale, the subject expresses some regrets/concerns 

in relation to attachment figures. The subject may share a feeling of an 

irrational sense of responsibility, which they recognize as excessive, and 

convey the sense that the burden of responsibility lies with the parent. In the 

moderate range of the scale, the subject offers self-reproachful comments or 

repeated reference to the role of the self in attachment-related difficulties; 

importantly, the subject does not seem to recognize that this sense of personal 

responsibility for the parent’s behaviour is excessive. At the severe end of the 

scale, the subject indicates an oppressive sense of having carried the burden 

of responsibility both for difficulties in the relationship to the parent and, 

overall, for maintaining the relationship.
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QUALITY OF PRESENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP WITH PARENT

The motivation for developing this UCL scale comes from a recent 

article by Ainsworth (1989) in which she notes that attachment research has 

yet to establish the extent to which parent-child relationships develop over time 

into symmetrical relationships. This scale was thus designed to assess the 

extent to which the adult has entered into a symmetrical relationship with the 

parent. Symmetry in this context means that each person, in some ways and 

at some times, views the other as stronger and wiser, so that each can gain 

security in the relationship and can give care to the other.

At the low end of the scale, there is little pleasure in interactions with 

the parent and these interactions occur infrequently, if at all. When the parent 

requests help from the child (e.g. parent is weak, old or otherwise in need of 

care) the subject resents the role of parenting the parent. In the moderate 

range, the subject is aware that ‘old’ dispositions exist and actively seeks to 

achieve a more symmetrical relationship. There is some pleasure derived from 

interactions with the parent. In cases where the adult must care for the parent, 

they may do so but with some resentment. At the high end of the scale the 

individual and their parent seem to share equally in a sense of pleasure and 

security derived from interactions, which tend to occur frequently. Both subject 

and parent serve as sources of support and understanding to one another. If the 

parent needs to be parented, the subject performs this duty without excessive
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resentment.
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NON-PARENT-SPECIFIC STATE OF MIND SCALES:

INABILITY TO RECALL CHILDHOOD ATTACHMENT EXPERIENCES

Inability to recall in the context of the AAI appears to have two distinct 

dimensions. The first was identified in the Main system in terms of the 

Insistence upon an Inability to Recall Scale. This scale assesses the degree to 

which an individual repeatedly, and strenuously, reports difficulties with the 

recollection of childhood attachment experiences. The UCL manual has added 

a further assessment of recall to allow for those cases where, objectively, 

memory is noticeably impoverished, but the subject is not distressed and does 

not insist on an inability to remember. Thus, actual or objective inability to 

recall may merit distinction from the subjective insistence upon an inability to 

recall.

ACTUAL OR OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL

At the low end of the scale, the subject offers relevant memories 

including ones from early childhood, often with vivid, perceptual detail. 

These memories are central to the general feeling of the individual’s childhood. 

In the moderate range of the scale, individual offers only somewhat relevant 

memories (more of adolescence than of childhood), or a number of childhood
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memories, many of which are only incidental to attachment. At the high end 

of this scale, there is an absence of relevant memories. Where there are 

memories of childhood, they tend to be dim and irrelevant with perhaps 

somewhat more relevant memories of adolescence.

SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE UPON INABILITY TO RECALL

At the low end of this scale there are few or no references to 

difficulties in recall. Often, these references are more a reflection of the 

subject’s high standards than a reflection of poor recall; discourse is not 

restricted. At the moderate level, the subject makes reference to a difficulty 

in recall, frequently stated in spite of relative ease of recall; discourse around 

certain issues (e.g. separation) may seem restricted by these references to 

inability in recall. At the high end of the scale, the subject insists on, and may 

make continuous reference to, the difficulty in recall. References to difficulty 

in recall are frequently stated as the first response to a query, and are only 

rarely followed by relative ease of recall. At this high end of the scale, there 

is no doubt that an insistence on the inability to recall is a primary quality of 

the transcript, serving to restrict discourse.
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COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT

This scale assesses the extent to which the subject’s use of language in 

the transcript is organized, consistent and clear so that the interview flows 

naturally and is easy to follow. Rating focuses on the presence and extent of 

contradictions or disjointedness.

At the low end of the scale, in a substantial portion or key passages 

of the text, the reader is engaged in a struggle to understand and interpret what 

the subject has in mind. In the moderate range, there are instances in the 

transcript showing strong signs of incoherence, but, with effort, the reader can 

interpret the interview. At the high end of the scale, the transcript is coherent 

and well organized, with only very slight signs of disjointedness.

COHERENCE OF MIND

This scale was developed in order to allow for the possibility that 

coherence of the transcript may not accurately reflect the coherence of the 

mind which produced the transcript (Main & Goldwyn, in press). Coherence 

of mind may exceed that of transcript in cases where the individual is not 

particularly well-schooled, but is nonetheless well-organised with respect to 

feelings and thoughts concerning attachment. Coherence of Transcript may
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exceed that of Mind in cases where the individual’s verbal skills somewhat 

successfully disguise an underlying lack of integration with respect to 

attachment.

The Coherence of Mind Scale thus concentrates upon the degree to 

which the individual presents an organised, believable and consistent account 

of their childhood history. It aims to assess the stability and reliability of the 

individual’s mental representation of attachment relationships.

At the low end of the scale, there is an apparent lack of mental 

cohesion, i.e. a failure to integrate diverse experiences and a consequent lack 

of internal consistency. The subject’s mind seems confused and governed 

largely by irrational thinking. In some cases there may be severe evidence 

around a single issue such as loss or separation. At the moderate level, the 

subject shows some ability to think about their own thought processes but is 

not particularly objective, rational or reflective. At the high end of the scale, 

the subject demonstrates a good reflective awareness of their own thought 

processes concerning attachment and is at once spontaneous, organized and 

reflective.
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METACOGNITIVE PROCESSES

This scale represents an extension of the notions underlying the 

distinction between coherence of transcript and of mind. In particular, this 

scale aims to assess the presence of mental processes which may be the 

hallmark of a coherent mind. Main (in press) defines metacognition in terms 

of the capacity to monitor one’s thoughts. The definition of metacognition 

proposed here differs from Main’s insofar as the role of emotional and 

motivational processes is given central consideration. In addition, systematic 

reference is made to the distinction between conscious and unconscious 

processes (Freud, 1940; Bowlby, 1980), and to the developmental differences 

between child and adult thought processes.

The Metacognitive Processes Scale assesses the ability to think about 

the motivational function of beliefs and cognitions, and of feelings based upon 

them. The quality of understanding of intentionality is rated, as well as its 

depth in the sense of a conscious recognition of the role of unconscious 

factors.

At the low end of the scale, there is the presence of truisms and banal 

attributions which are unconvincingly metacognitive. There is scant evidence 

that the individual thinks either about the motives which guided their parents’ 

behaviour toward them, or about their own actions and responses.
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In the moderate range, there is either a general understanding of human 

motives but this is not applied to the subject’s own experiences, or (where 

there is a consideration of the motivations guiding child-parent interactions 

relevant to the self) the conclusions drawn are inaccurate and/or do not 

distinguish between child and adult thought processes. At the high end of the 

scale, there is organized and consistent understanding of the conscious (and 

unconscious) motivations guiding one’s own behaviour (as a child and as an 

adult), and of the parent (then and now), and of the interdependence of these 

processes.

PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT PROCESSES RELEVANT TO ATTACHMENT

This scale assesses the individual’s general tendency to receive external 

attachment-related influences without resistance or opposition, to yield to the 

will of another, and to be submissive and predisposed to inactivity and inertia. 

This tendency will be manifest at two levels: at the level of content, in terms 

of quality of stressful experiences and the individual’s interpretations and 

attributions based on these experiences, and at the level of style of expression.

At the low end of the scale, there is some vagueness of speech, failure 

to be specific and a tendency to be immature and overly dependent in the 

description of one or two attachment experiences from childhood. In the 

moderate range, passivity of thought approaches a thematic level. There are
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many unfinished sentences which the interviewer feels compelled to fill in, and 

which the subject immediately agrees with, compulsive changes in point of 

view, and an inability to make up one’s mind. At the high end of the scale, 

the subject seems lost in thought and greatly dependent upon the interviewer 

to retrieve concentration which is easily lost again. There is a preponderance 

of unfinished questions, and a marked and repeated inability to seize upon and 

specify a meaning.

AGGRESSION

This scale was designed to assess aggression of which the subject need 

not be aware. This allows for the consideration of negative affect which is 

neither ‘hot’ preoccupying anger, nor ‘cool’ derogation of a parent The 

subject’s attitude toward the interviewer is particularly important to this 

assessment of the transcript’s overall aggressive content.

At the low end, the scale identifies individuals with some unresolved 

feelings about aggression. In the moderate range, there is a tendency to turn 

against parental values when such a stance seems unwarranted. There may be 

detailed descriptions of verbal arguments; mention of people being threatened; 

unwarranted use of swear-words; criticisms of individuals or institutions. In 

terms of the individual’s attitude toward the interviewer, there is evidence of 

out-talking the interviewer and being unresponsive to directions, or disrupting



the interview in other ways (e.g. repeatedly attending to other matters). At the 

high end are placed individuals with a predominantly destructive stance toward 

relationships. The individual may also state his or her intention to be 

aggressive (e.g. 'T il hit my child so as not to spoil him"), denigrate the 

interviewer (e.g. "What gives you license to ask these intrusive questions!?"), 

or shows repeated metaphoric use of aggressive terms (e.g. "I could have killed 

her for that").

OVERALL CLASSIFICATIONS AND SUB-CLASSIFICATIONS

After the transcripts have been rated along the Experience and State of 

Mind dimensions described above, a further reading of the interview is 

undertaken in order to arrive at one of three main classifications, and one of 

a number of alternative subclassifications. The overall classification is 

intended as a global indication of the adult’s internal working model(s) of 

attachment. The major categorical labels are Detached/Dismissing (D); 

Entangled/Preoccupied (E) or Free-Autonomous (F). These major 

Classifications are further divided into sub-classifications, which are intended 

to elucidate the more specific nature of these global attachment groupings.
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THE INSECURE-DETACHED/DISMISSING CLASSIFICATION

One of the two major classifications for an insecure attachment history 

is the "D" category, which is based on the following general characteristics: 

a false claim to normality, invulnerability, independence; deleterious 

consequences of negative experiences go unacknowledged.

There are four sub-classifications for "D" transcripts-Dl, D2, D3 or D4.

D1 Dismissing of Attachment

This type of transcript shows evidence of rejection but this surfaces 

indirectly. There is strong idealization of the parent, often taking the form of 

a claim to normalcy, and a failure to question early experiences so that these 

individuals do not appear angry.

D2 Devaluing of attachment

Individuals in this subcategory exhibit a pervasive devaluing of 

attachment and its effects, with a coolness towards relationships in general, 

which perhaps includes signs of manipulativeness. Their narrative usually 

includes references to, and perhaps explicit claims of, personal strength.

D3 Restricted in feeling

These individuals speak of at least moderate rejection or neglect, but 

they show a reluctance to acknowledge the influence of early experiences,
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despite perhaps a very good cognitive account of difficulties. The adult 

recognizes unfavourable attachment experiences cognitively but not 

emotionally, so that present hurt, anger or dependency needs are relatively 

absent There may also be inappropriate claims to normalcy.

D4 Detached: Cut-off from fear or loss

These individuals are confused and fearful regarding death or loss of 

a loved one (e.g. spouse or child), yet they are unable to articulate a rational 

account of their overwhelming fears. Their current fears are thought to be 

determined by an unconscious preoccupation with past loss or trauma. This 

is thought to lead these individuals to be consciously "cut-off* from healthful 

attachment-related concerns and behaviours.

THE INSECURE-PREOCCUPIED CLASSIFICATION

The "E" Entangled/Preoccupied classification describes individuals with 

an insecure attachment history as they are predominantly preoccupied with 

early attachments or past experiences. The general indicators are the following: 

Descriptions of parents who were lacking in love yet not notably rejecting; the 

interview length tends to be long; there are extensive but confused discussions 

of relationships.

The main classification of "E" is divided into 3 sub-classifications, El, 

E2, and E3.
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El Passive

These individual describe their parents* behaviour during childhood as 

being good, or childhood in general in vague, idealized terms. There is 

however, an underlying negative attitude. There is also evidence of a weak or 

absent sense of personal identity, and the struggle for autonomy has been 

limited and has remained inaccessible to awareness.

E2 Angry/Conflicted

These individuals show a tendency to use psycho-analytical speech 

defensively. They are characterized by denial, both of a continued wish to 

please, and of continuing over-involvement with attachment figures. The 

hallmark of these interviews is thought to be strong preoccupying anger toward 

one or both parents.

E3 Fearfully preoccupied by traumatic events

These individual describe past experiences which involve actual loss, 

abuse, and/or trauma. These events currently preoccupy attention and lead to 

overwhelming fearfulness with respect to attachment.
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THE SECURE-AUTONOMOUS CLASSIFICATION

Those individuals whose Adult Attachment History is considered secure 

fall within the Free-Autonomous classification which is a description of their 

attitudes and memories with respect to attachment. These individuals are freely 

valuing and yet objective, and the topic of attachment is familiar to the subject. 

Their speech is neither rehearsed, nor stereotypical and they convey a strong 

sense of personal identity involving understanding of the self and others. There 

are five principal sub-classifications, three with further sub-groupings. The 

need for so many sub-groupings of security reflects both the diversity of 

human experience and, also, the fact that so many interviews, approximately 

50%, are judged Secure. Additionally the eight sub-groupings of security 

suggest that there are multiple pathways to the achievement of security with 

regard to attachment in adulthood.

FI Some setting aside of attachment

These individuals describe difficult or harsh childhoods and the result 

is some setting aside of attachment which is active. There is a clear sense that 

the individual has worked hard to escape the deleterious consequences of their 

attachment history. This contrasts with the non-deliberate setting aside of 

attachment which is typical of the Dismissing classification.

There are two sub-groups to this sub-classification, F la and Fib. Fla
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show signs of having re-evaluated and re-directed their lives despite painful 

attachment experiences during childhood. Fib interviews suggest a limited 

involvement with attachment figures during childhood, often as a natural 

consequence of a strained background in which parents had little, or made 

little, time for attending to relationships within the family.

F2 Somewhat Restricting of Attachment

The F2 sub-group refers to individuals who are somewhat dismissing 

or restricting of attachment. They show a defensive and almost belligerent 

stance toward attachment which is belied by an underlying affection, admission 

of concern, humour, compassion or other evidence of an underlying valuing 

of attachment.

F3 Secure!Autonomous

This sub-classification is considered the hallmark of security and is 

divided into two sub-groups: F3a and F3b. F3a individuals convey having 

grown up in largely supportive families and childhood circumstances. They 

speak with extreme simplicity, objectivity, economy and clarity. F3b-classified 

interviews suggest that very difficult experiences were faced during childhood. 

Despite this, they show exceptional thoughtfulness in recalling these 

difficulties, and the reader has the strong sense that these individuals have 

emotionally come to terms with their childhood experiences.
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F4 Strong valuing of relationships, with some accompanying preoccupation 

with attachment figures, with separations or with past traumas

These individuals show some tendency to intellectualize, and to be 

sentimental. They are mildly, but not excessively (either positively or 

negatively) preoccupied with the past, or past relationships, or with attachment 

experiences in general. This sub-classification is divided into 2 sub-groups, F4a 

and F4b. F4a

transcripts describe individuals from largely supportive backgrounds with 

perhaps slight difficulty in parental character or experience. Full personal 

autonomy seems lacking and the subject seems immature. F4b individuals have 

had traumatic childhood experiences which currently preoccupy attention, but 

have the mitigating factor of having had at least one highly supportive 

attachment figure during childhood. These subjects are aware of the causes and 

the consequences of their past trauma.

F5 Somewhat resentfullconflicted

These individuals do not deny their continued wish to please but 

acknowledge it, and moreover are calm about it. Similarly, these subjects 

acknowledge their anger, but lack the capacity fully to fully move beyond it.
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SUMMARY

The Adult Attachment Interview rating and classification manual 

outlined above has three basic components. There are two series of nine-point 

scales for the assessment of an adult’s probable past attachment experience, 

and his current state of mind with respect to these and current attachment 

experiences. Additionally, there is a third component consisting of a tripartite 

classification system, which is further divided into 15 sub-groups. The major 

classifications of attachment security, Dismissing, Preoccupied, or 

Autonomous, are informed by the ratings of the nine-point scales, but also 

allow for a more global assessment which may take into account other 

considerations.

Approximately sixty per cent of subjects in middle class samples tested 

fall into the Autonomous/Secure category (e.g. Main, Kaplan and Cassidy, 

1985; Grossmann et al. 1988). The remaining forty per cent split into Insecure 

Dismissing (25%) and Insecure Preoccupied (15%). Main and Goldwyn (in 

press) postulate 15 sub-categories, because they believe that a diverse range of 

attachment experiences may lead to the same global category of attachment 

security. For example, membership in the mainstream Autonomous group 

need not be based on a supportive attachment history. There is an important 

proviso here. That is, where there is current security inspite of painful past 

experience, one expects to find evidence of a remarkable effort having been
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spent in coming to terms with this painful history. This is thought to be 

indicated by high levels of coherence in the Adult Attachment Interview 

context (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985).

The definition of sub-classifications in the Main system assumes that 

attachment security in adulthood falls along a continuous dimension. The sub

groups of the Secure classification include a wide range of characteristics 

which fall along a continuum, from somewhat dismissing, through ‘absolute* 

secure characteristics, to somewhat preoccupied characteristics. Despite the 

apparent overlap with the insecure classifications, there are important 

distinctions to be made when, for example, the rater assigns one of the 

somewhat dismissing secure sub-classifications, as compared with assigning an 

Insecure-Dismissing classification. Thus, the two sub-groups Fla/b and F2 

include some characteristics which are descriptive of the Dismissing 

classification. These subjects are however, quite different from the "D" 

subjects because, while somewhat dismissive, they have satisfied the rater’s 

criterion of coherence and objectivity. Also, and most importantly, they are 

aware of their "setting aside of some attachment experiences", rather than 

being cut-off from them. Similarly, the subjects who receive secure 

classifications of F4a/b or F5 carry some of the characteristics of the 

Preoccupied category, such as being overly involved, preoccupied and even 

resentful. However, the rater may hold back from placing such an interview 

in the Insecure-Preoccupied group, and instead consider it Autonomous, if the 

rater is satisfied that the interviewee is aware of his over-involving feelings
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These distinctions serve to highlight the hallmark of the Adult 

Attachment Interview rating and classification system, namely consideration 

of the overall organization of memories and affects concerning attachment. 

The rater must assess the extent to which the interviewee is able to convey his 

attachment experiences in a coherent and reflective manner, rather than 

needing to be either cut-off from these experiences and affects or overwhelmed 

by them. Because of the difficulty in assessing this global organization, the 

rater must rely on a range of sources to inform classification choice. The 9- 

point rating scales are designed to highlight specific aspects of experience 

(both negative and positive), and also the quality of the discourse in terms of 

coherence and the metacognitive components. These are then used as markers 

for whether the individual seems to have come to terms with his attachment 

history. If he has, there is a minimal reliance on defensive postures which 

serve to obscure the interview, and prevent a spontaneous, believable, objective 

account.

A further point which needs to be highlighted is that security of 

attachment may be attained by a variety of routes. The main pathway may 

well be by way of having experienced a positive and supportive family 

background, predisposing the individual to security of attachment. However, 

the Adult Attachment Interview can perhaps highlight a contrasting view, 

namely that there are other identifiable roads to emotional security.
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Individuals whose experiences included neglecting, rejecting, abusing or 

otherwise harsh childhoods, may be able to work through the deleterious 

consequences of these experiences so that they present objective, autonomous 

narratives. Again, it is not so much what happened that is of consequence, but 

the way in which the ‘story’ is told.

There are several questions which arise when exploring the nature of 

the manual outlined above. For example, what is the association between the 

nine-point rating scales and the overall classifications? Is it indeed the case 

that some scales (e.g. coherence) are capable, more than other scales, of 

reliably predicting the overall classification? Can inter-rater reliability be 

established for the range of twenty-nine nine-point scales outlined above? 

Finally, while previous research, including the test-retest investigation reported 

in chapter two, has established strong inter-rater reliability for the major 

classifications, to what extent may the sub-classifications be considered 

reliable?



CHAPTER FOUR

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE MULTI-DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE 

OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW: 

INTER-RATER RELIABILITIES AND INTERNAL CONSISTENCIES
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CHAPTER FOUR

This chapter introduces the first of a series of studies based upon the 

administration of the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) to 200 adults. The 

interviews of these adults were rated and classified by four independent judges 

according to the system outlined in the previous chapter. This chapter 

examines the reliability of these judges’ ratings and classifications.

The AAIs on which results in this and subsequent chapters are based, 

were collected from 100 married or cohabiting couples expecting their first 

child. This sample was sought out because of the multiple research 

opportunities they would present both in terms of their numbers, more than 

twice that of any previous study, and in terms of their transitional stage of 

development. In particular, the initiation of a longitudinal research project 

involving primiparous mothers and their partners offered the opportunity 

systematically to investigate the construct, concurrent, predictive and 

discriminant validity of the Adult Attachment Interview. Subsequent chapters 

will take up each of these related psychometric issues. This chapter will focus 

on the inter-rater reliability and internal consistency of the AAI rating and 

classification scheme.

As the previous chapters indicated, the AAI rating and classification 

system (Main & Goldwyn, 1984; Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Main & 

Goldwyn, in press) assumes a multi-dimensional approach to the subject. A
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number of discrete scales for rating past experience and present state of mind 

are proposed. However, the extent to which these scales are actually 

independent has not so far been systematically investigated. Indeed, factor 

anaysis has not yet been applied to a set of AAI ratings. The current study 

applies factor analysis to the AAI ratings made by a number of independent 

raters. In this way, the current chapter explores the assumed multi-dimensional 

structure of the Adult Attachment Interview.

METHOD

Subjects

women

One hundred pregnant women were recruited for the London Parent- 

Child Project, which was described as "a study aimed at better understanding 

how one’s own experience of childhood influences the parenting of the next 

generation." Recruitment took place during antenatal classes at the Obstetrics 

and Gynaecology Department of University College Hospital, during Autumn 

and Winter 1987. Selection criteria included primiparous status, current 

cohabitation with the father of the child, fluency in the English language, age 

above 20, and participation of the expectant father. About 50% of those to 

whom the study was described agreed to participate.
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The sample (N=1Q0) turned out to be a group of mainly older first-time 

mothers, well-educated, white, and predominantly middle-class. Seventy of the 

women held university degrees; all 100 had received further education. The 

expectant mothers’ median age was 31 (range 22-42). Eighty-two of the 

women were married to the expectant father at the time of recruitment or 

married subsequently. At prenatal assessment, median length of residence with 

the expectant father was five years (range 1-19). Twenty-one of the women 

represented social class I (professional and managerial); 65 social class II 

(intermediate occupations); 9 social class III (skilled occupations); and 5 social 

class IV (partly skilled occupations), according to the criteria of the U.K.
C l  a f  : - f r e e , f-'o-v o f  O c c L ^ . p c - 1 - i ' o ^ i

Government Office of Population Censuses and Surveys (^980). The Registrar 

General’s Classification includes a separate 12-point coding of subjects’ 

occupation, allowing for further coding into lower, middle and upper income 

groups. 65 of the women were in the middle income group, 21 in the upper 

income group and 14 in the lower income group.

men

Like their female partners, the sample of expectant fathers (N=100) 

constituted a highly homogeneous educated, middle and upper-middle class 

group. Seventy-one were university educated, only one had no further 

education. Their median age was 33 (range 20-57). Twenty-five of the men 

represented social class I (professional and managerial); 57 social class II 

(intermediate occupations); 16 social class III (skilled occupations); and 2 

social class IV (partly skilled occupations), according to the criteria of the
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U.K. Government Office of Population Censuses and Surveys (1980). In terms 

of the income groups referred to above for the women, 60 of the men were in 

the middle income group, 24 in the upper income group and 16 in the lower 

income group.1

Design

During the last trimester of a first pregnancy, the Adult Attachment 

Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985) was administered to 100 women and 

100 men; 98 of these couples were interviewed in their homes, while the 

remaining subjects were interviewed in the laboratory. Interviews in the home 

were preferred for the added degree of personal contact involved. The men 

and women were visited by two researchers (male and female), the male 

interviewed all the men, while the female interviewed all the women. 

Interviews were conducted concurrently in different rooms of the house, 

ensuring independence of response. A copy of the consent form completed by 

all subjects appears in Appendix 4.1.

1 The associations between these demographic 
characteristics of the men and women, and other assessments made, 
are reported in Chapter Eight.
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The prenatal interview schedule administered to all subjects followed 

the schedule outlined by George Kaplan & Main (1985). Appendix 2.1 lists 

the established series of questions and probes. In summary, subjects were 

asked to provide five adjectives that described their childhood relationship with 

their mother, and five adjectives for their relationship with their father. They 

were then asked to provide supporting memories for each of the adjectives 

suggested; they were asked to say which parent they were closer to during 

childhood, and why; how they reacted when they were emotionally hurt as a 

child, physically hurt as a child and ill as a child; what they recall as their first 

separation from their parents; whether they ever felt rejected by their parents 

as a child and, if so, whether they think their parents knew how they felt. 

Subjects were asked to describe the possible motives guiding their parents 

behaviour and whether childhood has had any long-lasting positive or 

deleterious effects upon their adult personality; occurrence of and reactions to 

childhood and/or adult losses were explored; changes in their relationship to 

their parents since childhood were asked about, and the current status of their 

relationship to their parents was probed; finally, subjects were asked about 

their wishes/hopes concerning the expected child.

The rating procedure closely followed the guidelines set forward in the 

previous chapter. The heart of the procedure involves two sets of ratings and 

an overall classification. The ratings assess the subject’s Probable Past
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Experience and Current State of Mind with respect to attachment. The overall 

classification assigns the interviews to one of the Insecure categories 

(Dismissing or Preoccupied) or the Secure (Autonomous) category. Being 

used for the first time, were the newly developed UCL scales for assessing 

Overprotection, Objective Inability to Recall, Aggression, Guilt and Quality of 

Present-Day Relationship to Parents. Full definitions of all rating scales and 

classifications employed appear in Appendix 3.1.

All interviews of expectant mothers were independently rated by the 

same four judges who rated the test-retest interviews reported on in Chapter 

3. The interviews of the expectant fathers were independently rated by three 

judges. As well as making a decision as to what major and minor class best 

fitted each transcript, judges also provided a confidence rating as to how well 

the transcript under consideration fit with each sub-category, thus providing a 

differential classification. Confidence was expressed as 1 (certainly not), 2 

(unlikely), 3 (don’t know), 4 (likely) or 5 (certainly). This could later serve 

as a quantitative basis for combining raters’ possibly different classifications 

and subclassifications.
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RESULTS

The results are presented in three sections. The first section concerns 

the descriptive statistics and reliabilities for the interval data, namely the AAI 

rating scale-scores assigned by each judge. The second section of results 

focuses on the categorical data, namely the AAI classifications and 

subclassifications. The third section of results considers the internal 

consistency of the AAI rating system.

(1) The AAI rating scales

The means, standard deviations and ranges of judges’ AAI rating scale- 

scores of the expectant mothers and fathers interviews appear in Appendices 

4.2 and 4.3, respectively. These appendices indicate that judges were 

employing similar metrics when assigning their respective ratings. Low to 

moderate scores were most frequently assigned when judges applied the 

‘negative’ scales, including the Probable Experience rating of having been 

rejected, and the State of Mind rating of preoccupying anger. Moderate to 

high scores were most commonly assigned when judges used the ‘positive’ 

scales, including the Experience rating of having had a loving mother and the 

State of Mind rating of coherence. Judges tended to use all points of the nine- 

point scales. There were some exceptions to this pattern. For example, judges 

ratings did not exceed seven when using the State of Mind scale assessing 

passivity of thought; and, conversely, most judges ratings of the Coherence
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scales did not use the lowest two points. No gender differences were 

observed, with respect to either the judge or the interviewee.

With respect to judges’ ratings of the 100 interviews from the expectant 

mothers, inter-rater reliabilities were high (median r = .75, range =.52 - .97). 

A complete list of these reliabilities for the Probable Experience, State of Mind 

and newly devised UCL AAI scales are displayed in Appendices 4.4, 4.5 and 

4.6 respectively. For the Probable Experience scales, the strongest consensus 

among raters was for the Loving scales (median r = .87) and the closely 

associated Rejection scales (median r = .85). Agreement was lowest for the 

Pressuring to Achieve scales (median r = .59). For the State of Mind scales, 

agreement was most easily achieved in rating the Coherence of Transcript 

scale (median r = .88) and Preoccupying Anger (median r = .87). Of the 

newly devised UCL scales, agreement was highest when rating Quality of 

Present-Day Relationship to Parents (median r = .77), and lowest when rating 

Guilt toward father (median r = .64) and overall Aggression (median r = .68).

A similar pattern of agreement appeared with respect to judges’ ratings 

of the 100 interviews from the expectant fathers. Averaging across the 29 

rating scales, inter-rater reliability was consistently high (median r = .80, range 

= 56 - .94). A complete list of these reliabilities are displayed in Appendices 

4.7, 4.8 and 4.9. Inter-rater reliability was high for both Probable Experience 

scales and State of Mind scales, particularly the extent to which parents were 

role reversing (median r = .86) and the extent of preoccupying anger toward
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parents (median r = .89). Of the newly devised UCL scales, judges reached 

agreement most readily when rating Quality of Present-Day Relationship to 

parents (median r = .85). Agreement was less easily achieved when rating 

Overprotection from father (r = .57), Guilt (median r = .65), and Aggression 

(median r = .70).

(2) The AAI classifications and subclassifications

Interviews were coded as either Secure (Autonomous) or Insecure 

(Dismissing or Preoccupied), allowing for both a two-way and three-way 

categorization. Levels of agreement amongst the four raters on the women’s 

interviews were consistently high. High levels of agreement were attained 

across the four raters on the two-way categorization, median kappa .90 (range 

.72 - .92) and on the three-way categorization, median kappa .76 (range .71 - 

.93). Still higher levels of agreement among judges were obtained for their 

ratings of the men’s interviews. On the two-way categorization, median kappa 

was .93 (range .76 - .96) and on the three-way categorization, median kappa 

was .80 (range .74 - .94).

In order to assess which subcategories judges felt most confident in 

using, and whether some judges were more confident than others, mean 

confidence ratings for each judge’s use of each subcategory were calculated. 

For this analysis the five-point scale was collapsed into a three-point index
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(3=certainly yes/no; 2=likely/unlikely; and l=don’t know). These mean scores 

for confidence ratings did not reveal any systematic differences between 

judges, one judge being slightly more confident in assigning one subcategory, 

while another judge was marginally more confident in assigning another 

subcategory. The overall mean confidence rating across the four judges for the 

fifteen subclassifications was 2.50 (sd = .21). For the four Dismissing 

classifications, the overall mean was 2.64 (sd = .18); for the three Preoccupied 

classifications, 2.73 (sd = .08); and for the eight Secure-Autonomous 

classifications 2.34 (sd = .12). Judges were more confident when classifying 

an interview Insecure as opposed to Secure. This may in part be due to the 

fact that there were twice as many Secure subclassifications than either 

Dismissing or Preoccupied subclassifications. Additionally, judges had the 

most confidence in the little-used D4 and E3 subclassifications, i.e. they were 

relatively certain that these did not apply to the interviews, thus inflating 

overall confidence in the Insecure groupings.

Based on confidence ratings in their subclass assignments, judges 

conferenced their differences to arrive at a single agreed subcategory 

assignment for each interview. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 display the frequency of 

AAI subclass assignments to the women’s and men’s interviews respectively. 

Agreement on these sub-category assignments was much less marked than that 

obtained for the major categories. Calculated for each of the three categories 

separately, overall median kappa was .56 (range .05 - 1.00) for the women’s 

AAIs; median kappa .57 (range .08 - 1.00) for the men’s AAIs. These are, in
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Table 4.1

FREQUENCY OF THE 100 MOTHER INTERVIEWS 

ASSIGNEO TO EACH OF THE AAI SUBCLASSIFICATIONS

AAI
S u b classifica tion  Frequency

D1 9

D2 4

D3 9

04 1

E1 6

E2 10

E3 0

Fla 6

Fib 1

F2 10

F3a 23

F3b 2

F4a 8

F4b 10

F5 1
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Table 4 . 2

FREQUENCY OF THE 100 FATHER INTERVIEWS 

ASSIGNED TO EACH OF THE AAI SUBCLASSIFICATIONS

AAI
S u b class ifica tion  Frequency

D1 6

D2 6

D3 7

D4 0

E1 6

E2 7

E3 0

F1a 4

F1b 5

F2 9

F3a 23

F3b 5

F4a 15

F4b 2

F5 5
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fact, inflated estimates of the central tendency, because agreement was easily 

achieved on those categories with few subcategories. For example, the 

Preoccupied category has three subgroups, only two of which were employed, 

making it relatively easy to agree if the interview was passively (El) or angrily 

(El) preoccupied, median kappas .78 and .75 for the women’s and men’s AAIs 

respectively. This contrasts sharply with the Autonomous category with its 

eight subgroups, all of which were employed. Accordingly, judges had poor 

levels of agreement as to the appropriate Autonomous subclass (median kappas 

.41 and .38 for the women’s and men’s AAIs respectively). There was poor- 

to-fair agreement on the four Dismissing subcategories, only three of which 

were employed, median kappas .45 and .48 for women and men, 

respectively.

Owing to the generally disappointing levels of agreement on 

subcategory, only major category distinctions were regarded as reliable for 

consideration in future comparisons and analyses involving the classification 

of the interviews. Summing across the subclassifications appearing in Tables 

4.1 and 4.2, one sees that 60-70% of the AAIs were judged secure, and 30- 

40% of the interviews were judged insecure. Sixty-one per cent of the 

women’s interviews and 68% of the men’s interviews were judged Secure- 

Autonomous. Twenty-three per cent of the women’s and 19% of the men’s 

interviews were judged Insecure-Dismissing. Sixteen per cent of the women’s 

AAIs and 13% of the men’s AAIs were judged Insecure-Preoccupied.
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(3) The internal consistency of judges' AAI rating-scale scores

In order to assess the extent of correspondence in factor structure 

between male and female subjects, separate analyses were conducted for the 

women’s and men’s interviews. Beyond this, the internal consistency of the 

AAI could be approached in two ways. The first of these ways would require 

factor analysis of each judge’s ratings separately, a strategy that would be 

called for if inter-rater reliability were not known, or not sufficiently strong. 

The second approach would be to average judges* ratings, and to factor 

analyze these scores. The latter approach was adopted because of the high 

reliabilities amongst judges reported in the first section of results, and the 

simplicity of presentation that would follow from two rather than seven sets 

of results.

Principal factors extraction with varimax rotation was first performed 

through SPSSPC on the averaged ratings of the women’s and men’s AAIs. 

Scale-scores were missing for some subjects on a number of the scales. For 

example, some data (less than 5%) was missing for some of the Probable 

Experience scales, where a parent had died during the adult’s early childhood. 

In such cases, the judge would typically regard the Experience scales as not 

applicable. To prevent case-wise deletion, grand-mean substitution was used. 

Where missing values substantially exceeded 5%, it was not deemed 

appropriate to try to estimate the missing values. This was the case for the 

Quality of Present-Day Relationship to Mother and/or Father scale. Eighteen
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per cent of women and 23% of men lacked scores on these scales because the 

parent was no longer alive. This scale was not included in the present 

analysis. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 portray the results of the Principal Components 

analyses of the averaged ratings of the 100 women’s and 100 men’s interviews 

respectively. Orthogonal rotation was retained for conceptual simplicity and 

ease of description. Oblique rotation had been requested as well, but because 

interpretation of factors was near-identical, and because the highest inter-factor 

correlation was .30 (between an Overprotection factor and a Mother factor for 

the women), orthogonal rotation was deemed adequate.

Tables 4.3 and 4.4 reveal a striking correspondence between the factor 

structures obtained from ratings of women’s and men’s interviews. Six nearly 

identical factors were extracted from both sets of interviews, which accounted 

for over 70% of the variance in ratings for each set of 100 interviews. The 

first factor for men and the second factor for women drew together the State 

of Mind scales which are not parent-specific, such as coherence, 

metacognition, poor recall and passivity of thought. These are scales which 

assess the overall quality of the narrative and, by inference, the mind which 

produced it. This factor was highly internally consistent (alpha = .88 for 

women and .90 for men). Given that the multiple assessments of coherence 

loaded most strongly on this factor, it would seem to merit the label ‘Coherent 

Internal Working Model (IWM) of attachments’ or ‘Degree of Integration of 

IWMs of Attachment’.
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Table 4 .3

EIGENVALUES, COMMUNALITIES AND PROPORTIONS OF VARIANCE FOR 

THE FIRST SIX COMPONENTS OF 

THE AVERAGED RATINGS (ACROSS THE FOUR JUDGES) OF THE 

ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED WITH THE 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS: 

SELECTED SPSSPC OUTPUT

AAI Scales Communali ty Factor Eigenvalue Pet o f Var Cum Pet

LOVING MOTHER .86678 1 8.24384 30.5 30.5
FATHER .87623 2 3.09656 11.5 42.0

REJECTING MOTHER .84924 3 2.59452 9.6 51.6
FATHER .78427 4 2.17007 8.0 59.6

NEGLECTING MOTHER .62240 5 1.77792 6.6 66.2
FATHER .70403 6 1.51350 5.6 71.8

REVERSING MOTHER .48753
FATHER .33657

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M .84591
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F .84275
OVER-PROTECTION: M .79812
OVER-PROTECTION: F .67095
IDEALISATION OF M .75969
IDEALISATION OF F .70733
DEROGATION: MOTHER .66872

FATHER .69776
ANGER: MOTHER .73275

FATHER .65329
GUILT: MOTHER .80926

FATHER .78625
POOR RECALL: Obj .67057
POOR RECALL: Sbj .66875
COHERENCE: MIND .85968

TRANSCRIPT .82371
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT .53808
METACOGNITION .84800
AGGRESSION .54777
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Tab le  4 . 3  con t .

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 

FOR THE AVERAGED RATINGS 

OF THE 100 MOTHER INTERVIEWS:

Selected SPSSPC output

NEGATIVE IWM 
OF MOTHER

COHERENT 
IWM OF 

ATTACHMENTS

NEGATIVE IWM 
OF FATHER

OVERPRO
TECTION GUILT

REJECTING MOTHER 
LOVING MOTHER 
ANGER: MOTHER 
DEROGATION: MOTHER 
NEGLECTING MOTHER 
AGGRESSION 
REVERSING FATHER

.86650
-.79240
.79151
.76903
.68586
.62996
.33006

.13271
-.37497
-.03197
.06852
.24919
.06505
.13585

.16474
-.16616
.14252
.14566
.18439
.25475
.13079

-.23019
.24372
.20249

-.09695
-.22974
.24201

-.02657

-.02516
.08116
.20932

-.16447
.02555
.12939
.30381

METACOGNITION 
COHERENCE: MIND 
POOR RECALL: Sbj 
POOR RECALL: Obj 
IDEALISATION OF M 
COHERENCE: TRANS. 
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT

-.25868
-.43919
.08562

-.02411
-.20979
-.51508
.22035

-.87424
-.77346
.74642
.72602
.69428

-.67162
.51021

-.10973
-.19626
.20391
.11230

-.03840
-.15936
.21645

.03393
-.10238
-.14136
-.13853
-.07567
-.23833
.42226

.01007
-.13333
-.13393
-.32323
.25470

-.15039
-.02670

REJECTING FATHER 
DEROGATION: FATHER 
NEGLECTING FATHER 
LOVING FATHER 
ANGER: FATHER 
REVERSING MOTHER 
IDEALISATION OF F

.19979

.15186

.33394
-.35511
.32836
.16956
.34116

.23956

.17558

.22158
-.46122
-.05172
.18111
.34678

.78600

.71625

.70909
-.68149
.66370
.57715

-.55374

-.25978
-.08294
-.19117
.26783
.09806
.10054

-.14080

.00699
-.05114
.05700

-.02044
.18756
.28205
.30245

OVER-PROTECT I ON: M 
OVER-PROTECTION: F

-.12586
-.08633

.01981
-.11459

-.10632
-.16446

.86931

.77269
.06601
.07221

GUILT: MOTHER 
FATHER

-.00961
.02340

-.04567
-.09536

.20410
-.03680

.02574

.10598
.87450
.87387

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M 
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F

.06215

.05422
-.06579
-.05178

.10313

.07643
.07649
.18019

.07285
-.03299

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .87 .88 .84 .85 .86



147

Table 4 .3  co n t .

REJECTING MOTHER

PRESSURE 
TO ACHIEVE

.00746
LOVING MOTHER .06852
ANGER: MOTHER .01011
DEROGATION: MOTHER .12228
NEGLECTING MOTHER -.04963
AGGRESSION .08046
REVERSING MOTHER .19764
REVERSING FATHER .19764

METACOGNITION .05920
COHERENCE: MIND -.04215
POOR RECALL: Sbj -.15740
POOR RECALL: Obj -.08128
IDEALISATION OF M .40197
COHERENCE: TRANS. -.05017
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT -.05774

REJECT FATHER .04044
DEROGATION: FATHER .34837
NEGLECTING FATHER -.02851
LOVING FATHER .02890
ANGER: FATHER .23979
REVERSING MOTHER -.05673
IDEALISATION OF F .22969

OVER-PROTECTION: M .10262
OVER-PROTECTION: F .14512

GUILT: MOTHER -.00392
FATHER .01928

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M .90329
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F .89316

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .90
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Table 4 .4

EIGENVALUES, COMMUNAIITIES AND PROPORTIONS OF VARIANCE FOR 

THE FIRST SIX COMPONENTS OF 

THE AVERAGED RATINGS (ACROSS THREE JUDGES) OF THE 

ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED WITH THE 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS: 

SELECTED SPSSPC OUTPUT

AAI Scales Communali ty Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet

AGRESSION .52402 1 6.61564 24.5 24.5
ANGER: FATHER .79549 2 4.21887 15.6 40.1

MOTHER .71733 3 2.60217 9.6 49.8
COHERENCE: MIND .84755 4 2.35413 8.7 58.5

TRANSCRIPT .88060 5 1.62209 6.0 64.5
DEROGATION: FATHER .80640 6 1.53734 5.7 70.2

MOTHER .80612
GUILT: FATHER .53916

MOTHER .70651
IDEALISATION OF F .67484
IDEALISATION OF M .66632
METCOGNITION .87037
POOR RECALL: Obj .71499
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT .60858
POOR RECALL: Sbj .71442
LOVING FATHER .85022

MOTHER .88972
NEGLECTING FATHER .84411

MOTHER .74755
OVER-PROTECTION: F .29554
OVER-PROTECTION: M .64853
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F .60155
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M .60385
REJECTING FATHER .80494

MOTHER .62857
REVERSING FATHER .41164

MOTHER .75133
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Table 4 .4  con t .

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 

FOR THE AVERAGED RATINGS 

OF THE 100 FATHER INTERVIEWS:

Selected SPSSPC output 

COHERENT AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY OVERPRO- PRESSURE
IWM OF 
ATTACHMENTS

FROM/TO
MOTHER FATHER

TECTION TO ACHI

COHERENCE: TRANS.
MIND 

METCOGNITION 
POOR RECALL: Obj 
POOR RECALL: Sbj 
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT

.93338

.90556

.88044
-.79577
-.67290
-.58711

.05778

.13064
-.07191
-.38476
-.21936
.09896

-.01849
-.00333
.07299
.00856

-.55352
.28102

.05007
-.06555
.16649
.26210
.16840
.34226

-.05204
-.04354
-.13810
.19910
.06769
.21256

LOVING MOTHER 
DEROGATION: MOTHER 
REJECTING MOTHER 
NEGLECTING MOTHER 
ANGER: MOTHER 
AGRESSION 
IDEALISATION OF M 
REVERSING FATHER

.32311
-.23568
-.11889
-.24382
.09442
.04826

-.38579
-.22169

-.89079
.85207
.79767
.78805
.69336
.68667

-.58901
.44798

-.02007 
.12820 
.15202 
.34309 
.21930 
.47643 
.28099 
.07629

-.09290
-.10224
-.06269
.05317
.55566
.15355
.03751
.21869

.27432

.19077

.04719

.14548
-.30471
.18454
.24344
.02966

LOVING FATHER 
DEROGATION: FATHER 
ANGER: FATHER 
REJECTING FATHER 
NEGLECTING FATHER 
IDEALISATION OF F 
REVERSING MOTHER

.34969
-.10059
.07156
.08987
.04718

-.22143
.05388

-.25797
.15204
.12677
.37079
.43609
.11654
.24660

-.88862
.85668
.84225
.78215
.76912

-.56983
.52398

-.10997
-.06425
.20521
.10296
.14578
.25815
.27079

.26854

.23443

.04654

.18841

.19662

.21815
-.12021

OVER-PROTECTION: M 
OVER-PROTECTION: F

.15425

.14668
-.03231
-.22570

-.03337
.02404

.78318

.55936
-.06497
.07398

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F 
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M

-.04926
.16762

-.05102
.12136

.19183
-.05282

.00267
-.04398

.71453

.55172

GUILT: FATHER 
MOTHER

.02761
-.14712

-.08106
-.00873

-.05771
.03576

.26189

.15541
.33101
.26492

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .90 .86 .76 .79 .75
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Table 4 .4 cont .

GUILT

COHERENCE: TRANS. -.02236
MIND .06505

METCOGNITION .19469
POOR RECALL: Obj .00499
POOR RECALL: Sbj .09991
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT -.03196

LOVING MOTHER .08715
DEROGATION: MOTHER .01897
REJECTING MOTHER -.04628
NEGLECTING MOTHER -.08767
ANGER: MOTHER -.01513
AGRESSION .14368
IDEALISATION OF M .03897
REVERSING FATHER -.01610

LOVING FATHER -.03125
DEROGATION: FATHER .07062
ANGER: FATHER -.00220
REJECTING FATHER .24929
NEGLECTING FATHER .07759
IDEALISATION OF F .06454
REVERSING MOTHER .08508

OVER-PROTECTION: M .16909
OVER-PROTECTION: F -.10834

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: .26539
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: .18977

GUILT: FATHER .74800
MOTHER .74406

Coefficient of 
consistency (alpha) .79
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The first and second factors for women are highly similar to the second 

and third factors for men. For women, the first factor pertained to the quality 

of their past experience with and current attitude toward their mothers; it 

accounted for 31% of the variance and had high internal consistency (alpha = 

.87). This was the second factor for men, accounting for 16% of the variance, 

and also having high internal consistency (alpha = .86). The second factor for 

women, and the third for men, pulled together Experience scales and State of 

Mind scales specific to their fathers. This factor was internally consistent for 

both men and women (alphas = .84 and .76 respectively). The scales which 

loaded positively on these factors were indices of a negative, unsupportive past 

experience and a generally angry state of mind toward the parent. The image 

of the parent portrayed in the interview tends not to be idealised. Thus, the 

label ‘Negative Internal Working Model (IWM) of Mother/Father’ is suggested 

as an appropriate label for these factors. The scale assessing Aggression 

loaded on the Negative IWM-Mother factor for both women (.63) and men 

(.69). For men, this scale also cross-loaded on the Negative IWM of Father 

factor (.48). For both men and women, the scale assessing past experience of 

a role reversing mother loaded (.52 and .58 respectively) on the Negative 

IWM-Father factor. Less prominently, for both men and women, past 

experience of a role reversing father loaded (.44 and .33 respectively) on the 

Negative IWM of Mother factor.

Overprotection, Guilt and Pressure to Achieve formed independent and
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internally consistent factors for both men and women. Notably, ratings of 

Overprotection did not cross-load on the Negative IWM of parent factors. For 

men, ratings of Guilt toward father and mother cross-loaded (.33 and .26) on 

the Pressure to Achieve factor.

DISCUSSION

The results reported confirm the inter-rater reliability of the AAI Rating 

and Classification system with respect to the middle-class London sample of 

200 subjects studied. Additionally, the results serve to elucidate the multi

dimensional nature of the attachment construct, and the operational definitions 

given it by research strategies based on the Adult Attachment Interview.

The descriptive statistics for the rating scales are in line with previously 

reported data from middle-class samples (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; 

Kobak & Sceery, 1988). In this regard the interview ratings point to a sample 

who were unlikely to have experienced an extremely harsh childhood. 

Similarly, in the opinion of all judges, the narratives provided by both women 

and men, evidenced by their ratings of Coherence, never sink to the level of 

being impossible to understand. This is not surprising given that 70% of the 

sample is university educated. The extent to which coherence concerning 

attachment overlaps with coherence generally, or educational level, is taken up 

in chapter eight in the context of research concerning the discriminant validity
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of the AAI. Therefore it will not be further explored at this point.

Inter-rater reliabilities on the AAI scales, twenty-nine in total, are 

uniformly high. The only possible exceptions are for some of the UCL scales, 

being used for the first time. These scales with perhaps questionable reliability 

concern guilt, overprotection and aggression. As the definitions they are given 

in Appendix 3.1 indicated, the scales for Guilt and Aggression are manifestly 

psychodynamic constructs (Hartmann, Kris & Lowenstein, 1949; Winnicott, 

1958). They are based on the assumption of a dynamic unconscious and 

therefore require a level of inference, greater than that demanded by other 

State of Mind scales. In other words, it may be particularly difficult to 

operationalize the constructs of Guilt and Aggression in the context of AAI- 

ratings. The reliabilities for these scales, while not as high as the others, are 

nonetheless acceptable, and there is therefore no reason to dismiss their 

possible usefulness. The newly developed Overprotection scale was only 

difficult to apply reliably with respect to men’s experience of their fathers. It 

may be that overprotection is simply not a salient dimension to fathers’ 

relationship with their sons. The implication of this view for the AAI is that 

material relevant to the rating of this scale may be both difficult to elicit and 

difficult to rate reliably.

Among the more reliably rated scales is the newly developed scale for 

assessing Quality of Present or Current-Day Relationship to Parents. This scale 

is based on the work of Ainsworth (1989), who has pointed out that we do not
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know to what extent it is possible for an adult to have a symmetrical 

relationship with his or her parents. This is an important research question for 

attachment theory, which (so far) has most to say about the parent-child 

relationship as it exists prior to the child’s passage into adulthood. Attachment 

research has yet to explore what happens to the parent-child relationship when 

the balance of biological and psychological need for caregiving shifts from the 

child to the parent How both the parent and child respond to this 

developmental shift remains to be systematically investigated. The scale for 

assessing Quality of Cuirent-Day Relationship to Parents may contribute to this 

research effort.

Judges’ nominal ratings of the interviews yield two distinctive 

conclusions, based on judgements of category versus subcategory. Excellent 

levels of agreement were achieved for the category judgements, Autonomous, 

Dismissing or Preoccupied. However, judgements as to subcategory could not 

be made reliably. This was particularly true for the eight Autonomous 

subcategories, less marked for the four Dismissing subcategories and not 

relevant to the two Preoccupied subcategories. Clearly, where judges were 

choosing between fewer options, reliability and also confidence was greater. 

With the exception of the angry-versus-passive distinction as it concerns 

preoccupation, the range of other distinctions do not lend themselves to reliable 

judgements. It appears that category distinctions are reliably linked to stable 

characteristics or traits, while the subcategory distinctions hinge upon labile 

states which are likely to shift even within the 1-2 hour long interview context.
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This would explain why two judges could easily agree that an interview was, 

for example, Autonomous (or F)--an attachment trait. However, one of these 

judges might regard the interview as slighdy dismissing and assign it to the F2 

subcategory. The other judge might notice a slightly sentimental and 

somewhat preoccupied quality to the interview, and thus be led to assign it to 

one of the F4 subcategories. It would be inappropriate to say that one or the 

other judge was missing something. Rather, the fault probably lies with the 

requirement that the judge force a subcategory assignment. The burden of this 

task was lessened somewhat by the confidence ratings judges gave to their 

subcategory assignments. This certainly facilitated the conferencing of 

differences among judges. However, it did not by any means remove judges’ 

doubts as to whether a given interview was assigned to the most appropriate 

subcategory. Given this situation of uncertainty with respect to subcategories, 

and strong consensus on categories, the present series of investigations 

concerning the attachment construct will set aside subcategories in favour of 

the much more reliable categories or classifications. This would be in line 

with previous reports of AAI findings which have depended on the three-way 

classification system alone, without empirical reference to subcategories (Main, 

Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Crowell & Felman, 1988; Kobak & Sceery, 1988).

With respect to the observed distribution of interviews in terms of the 

three-way classification system, it is perhaps curious that nearly 70% of men 

and 60% of women were assigned to the Secure-Autonomous classification. 

Relative to previous studies, including the test-retest investigation reported in
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chapter two, these are rather large proportions for security. The sampling 

technique employed would seem to offer an explanation. Unlike some 

previous investigations which involved random sampling (e.g. Grossmann et 

al., 1988), this was a self-selected sample. In 90% of the cases, it was firstly 

the expectant mothers who were informed of the study on ‘family relationship 

patterns’ and invited to participate, provided the expectant father was also 

willing to participate. Willingness to participate may itself be an informal 

index of attachment security.

The results reported in this chapter confirm, for both women and men 

studied, the multi-dimensionality of the attachment construct, as it is 

operationalized by the AAI rating system. Seventy per cent of the variance in 

the ratings of the interviews was accounted for by six factors. These factors 

were observed in the ratings of both the women’s and the men’s interviews. 

They are a confirmation and extension of the factors suggested by the test- 

retest investigation reported in chapter two. Two factors are largely parent- 

specific. The scales entering into these factors suggest an amalgam of 

negativity in the relationship to mother and/or to father. This negativity 

appears to be related both to one’s past experience and, also, to one’s state of 

mind concerning that experience. The Experience scales entering strongly into 

these factors point to a parent who was unloving, rejecting and neglecting 

while the other parent was role reversing. The State of Mind scales pulled 

into these factors suggest that the adult does not idealise the parent but rather, 

is angry and derogatory toward the parent. These factors, which form
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distinctive parent-specific groups, may be usefully regarded as Negative 

Internal Working Model (IWM) of Mother/Father factors. Alternatively, they 

will be referred to as Amalgam of Negativity in the Relationship to 

Mother/Father factors.

In terms of cause and effect, these factors may be explained in terms 

of the negative attitude and behaviour of the parent causing a negative attitude 

in the child. This negative set of recollections and attitudes persists into 

adulthood, and is manifested in the AAI context However, the results suggest 

an important qualification to this parent-child account, namely role reversal 

from the other parent. As Marvin & Stewart (1990) recently suggest, 

relationship patterns within families are perpetuated because "all members . . 

. gain by the predictability of outcome gained from the pattern" (p. 68). 

Predictability confers a sense of control with consequent feelings of security. 

But what is the predictability suggested by the Amalgam of Negativity factor 

outlined above? Two suggestions, each originating with one of the 

parents/spouses are suggested below.

The first account centres on the rejecting parent who needs to push 

others away in order to feel in control and secure. This rejecting parent pushes 

away not only the child but also his or her spouse. In turn, the rejected spouse 

who seeks affection and support turns to the child in a role reversing manner. 

This unnatural arrangement comforts both the child and the role reversing 

parent as it provides an island of predictability in the storm of family
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The second account of this Amalgam of Negativity factor centres on 

the parent who needs to reverse roles with the child in order to feel cared for 

and secure. This role reversing parent seduces the child into having the 

parent’s well-being at the heart of his or her concerns. At the same time, the 

parent who reverses roles with the child is likely to push away his or her 

spouse. The rejected and/or neglected spouse reacts with anger and, in turn, 

rejects both the spouse and the child. The unhealthy pattern persists as each 

member receives a measure of security from the predictability of the pattern.

Fortunately, family relationship patterns do not persist in isolation from 

maturational forces, such as the child’s acquisition of formal operational 

thought during adolescence. This may be an opportune time for re-organizing 

one’s internal working model of attachment(s). The emergence and 

development of socio-cognitive skills may underlie the internally consistent 

factor which drew together the range of State of Mind scales assessing 

Coherence of Transcript, Coherence of Mind, Metacognition, Passivity of 

Thought, and (lack of) Objective and Subjective difficulties with Recall. 

These scales assess mental processes which permit the individual to come to 

terms with, or rise above, the legacy of a negative experience and a (past) 

negative attitude.
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SUMMARY

For both men and women, three almost identical factors emerged which 

accounted for roughly 50% of the variance in the AAI ratings. These first 

three factors lend themselves to interpretation in terms of the metaphor of 

internal working models, which attachment theorists are finding increasingly 

useful (e.g. Ainsworth, 1990; Bretherton, 1990). Two of the factors are parent- 

specific Negativity groupings which reflect independent internal working 

models of the parent, one of mother and another of father. This would be 

consistent with the assessment of attachment in infancy, where attachment has 

been defined as a property of the relationship between child and parent. 

Indeed, infancy research has confirmed that the quality of the child-mother 

relationship is statistically independent of the child-father relationship (e.g. 

Main & Weston, 1981). The current investigation suggests that distinctive 

representations or internal working models of each parent persist into 

adulthood. At the same time, the current research points to meta

representations which are not parent-specific, evidenced by the coherence 

factor which appears to assess the degree of integration of internal working 

models of attachment. So there appear to be three basic factors which 

encompass the overwhelming proportion of AAI rating scales: (1) Negative 

Internal Working Model (IWM) of Mother, (2) Negative IWM of Father; and

(3) Degree of Integration of IWMs of Attachment.
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In addition to these three primary factors, three further subsidiary 

factors emerged from the analyses of both the mothers* and fathers’ interviews. 

These comprise Overprotection, Pressuring to Achieve, and Guilt. While the 

AAI scales for these dimension were rated individually with respect to the 

adult’s experience of each parent, parental ratings did not load on separate 

factors. This contrasts with the AAI ratings of love, rejection and neglect 

which appear to be parent-specific aspects of one’s experience, such that 

negativity in the relationship to one parent is largely independent of the child’s 

relationship to the other parent. Whether parents pressure their child to 

achieve or overprotect their child appears to be truly a parental attitude, shared 

by both parents. Furthermore, parental attitudes of overprotection appear to 

be unrelated to the attitude characterised by pressuring to achieve. The scale 

for Pressuring to Achieve is a recent suggestion by Main & Goldwyn (in 

press). The scale for Overprotection is a UCL contribution, motivated by one 

of the questions posed in the discussion of the test-retest study reported earlier. 

That was to what extent does parental overprotection overlap with role 

reversal? Not very much, current results would suggest. This is significant 

in light of the prominent place given to the construct of overprotection, 

operationalized as the opposite of healthy encouragement toward independence, 

in widely used self-report indices of attachment experience (e.g. Parker et al., 

1979; Epstein, 1983). The UCL scales assessing Guilt formed a separate 

factor, non-parent-specific and unrelated to the Negativity or Coherence 

factors. The reasons for this result are unclear. Given the relatively low 

reliabilities for judges’ ratings of these novel scales, it may be most prudent
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to wait for further results involving this measure before speculating as to its 

possible function in the assessment of attachment in adulthood.

The independent status of these latter three factors invites questions 

about their association with the overall assessment of attachment security. 

While pressuring a child to achieve does not appear to be a manifestly 

negative attitude for the parent to assume, how does it relate to security of 

attachment in adulthood? This and other questions concerning the associations 

between AAI rating scales and AAI classifications concerning attachment 

security in adulthood are the focus of the next chapter.



CHAPTER FIVE

ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW-BASED 

FACTOR SCALES, RATINGS AND CLASSIFICATIONS
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CHAPTER FIVE

This brief chapter concerns the construct validity of the AAI rating and 

classification system. It builds on the findings yielded by the Principal 

Components Analysis of the ratings of the 100 women’s and 100 men’s 

interviews reported in the previous chapter. This is approached by 

investigating the associations between factor-scores, based on the factors 

identified in chapter four, and the overall AAI classifications of attachment 

security. Additionally, the associations among the factor-scores themselves 

and, also between them and the larger set of AAI rating scales is considered.

The pioneering research with the Adult Attachment Interview 

highlighted the strong association between fluency or coherence in the adult’s 

narrative and the overall classification of the adult’s attachment security (Main, 

Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985). This leads to the following question in relation to 

the research introduced in the previous chapter: Does the Coherent IWM of 

Attachments factor show an association with the overall assessment of 

attachment security which surpasses the associations of the other more 

experience-based factors, as Main et al. would predict? Also, to what extent 

may the variance in classifications be accounted for by the Coherence factor? 

This is a particularly relevant issue for attachment research, in light of 

Ainsworth’s (1990) recent comment on her own Strange Situation paradigm, 

that while her seven-point scales proved useful in multivariate statistical 

analyses, "they are no substitute for the classificatory pattems-nor indeed may
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the patterns be inferred solely from scale scores" (p.478). Main and Goldwyn 

(in press) model their system for classifying Adult Attachment Interviews on 

the Ainsworth assessment One would therefore expect a correlation between 

the factor-scales and the classifications, but an exact correspondence would be 

surprising.

METHOD

Subjects

The people whose Adult Attachment Interviews will be the focus of this 

chapter are the 100 women (median age = 31) and 100 men (median age = 33) 

who were introduced in chapter four. At the time of being interviewed, they 

were all awaiting the arrival of their first child. The overwhelming majority 

of them were middle-class, university educated individuals.

Procedure

By way of summarizing the previous chapter, high inter-rater 

reliabilities were obtained for the independent assessments of the interview- 

transcripts. The interview ratings were then averaged and these averages from 

27 scales were reduced to six factors through SPSSPC FACTOR Principal
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Components Analysis. The factor structure for women closely resembled that 

produced for men. The six internally consistent factors were given meaningful 

definitions and these are elaborated in the discussion to chapter four.

For the purposes of this and subsequent chapters, factor-scores were 

created by summing the scores from the contributant scales to each factor. 

Scales with negative loadings were reflexed. The conservative strategy of 

grand mean substitution for missing values insured that all cases were 

included. This yielded the following six factors (with strong internal 

consistencies): (1) Amalgam of Negativity in Relationship to Mother or 

Negative Internal Working Model (IWM) of Mother (alpha = .84 for women; 

.80 for men); (2) Amalgam of Negativity in Relationship to Father or Negative 

IWM of Father (alpha = .85 for women; .82 for men); (3) Coherent IWM of 

Attachments or Degree of Integration of IWMs (alpha = .90 for women; .92 

for men); (4) Pressure to Achieve (alpha = .87 for women; .91 for men); (5) 

Overprotection (alpha = .89 for women; .86 for men); and (6) Guilt (alpha = 

.80 for women; .82 for men). Table 5.1 shows how each of these factor scales 

was created on the basis of various combinations of the 29 scales employed 

in the initial ratings of the interviews.
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T a b l e  5 . 1

COMPOSITION AND INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF AAI FACTOR SCALES

(1) AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY IN RELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER
(ALPHA = .84 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .80 FOR MENS' AAIs)

EXPERIENCE SCALES: STATE OF MIND SCALES:
(UN)LOVING MOTHER 
REJECTING MOTHER 
NEGLECTING MOTHER 
ROLE REVERSING FATHER

DEROGATION OF MOTHER 
ANGER TOWARD MOTHER 
LOW IDEALISATION OF MOTHER 
POOR CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP 
TO MOTHER

(2) AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY IN RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER
(ALPHA = .85 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .82 FOR MENS' AAIs)

EXPERIENCE SCALES: STATE OF MIND SCALES:
(UN)LOVING FATHER 
REJECTING FATHER 
NEGLECTING FATHER 
ROLE REVERSING MOTHER

DEROGATION OF FATHER 
ANGER TOWARD FATHER 
LOW IDEALISATION OF FATHER 
POOR CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP 
TO FATHER

(3) COHERENCE OF INTERNAL WORKING MODEL ( s ) OF ATTACHMENT 
(ALPHA = .90 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .92 FOR MENS' AAIs)

STATE OF MIND SCALES:
COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT 
COHERENCE OF MIND 
METACOGNITION
ABSENCE OF PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT
LACK OF OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL
LACK OF SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE ON INABILITY TO RECALL
(4) PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE

(ALPHA = .87 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .91 FOR MENS' AAIs)
PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE MOTHER 
PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE FATHER
(5) OVERPROTECTION

(ALPHA = .89 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .86 FOR MENS' AAIs)
OVERPROTECTIVE MOTHER 
OVERPROTECTIVE FATHER

(6) GUILT
(ALPHA = .80 FOR WOMENS' AAIs AND .82 FOR MENS' AAIs)

GUILT TOWARD MOTHER 
GUILT TOWARD FATHER
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RESULTS

Results arc presented in three sections. The first section reports on the 

association between the six factor scales and the larger set of AAI scales from 

which the factors originate. The second section presents the inter-correlation 

matrix of the factors. The third section reports on the patterns of association 

between the factors and the overall classifications of attachment security.

(1) The factor scales and the larger set of scales 

women

Table 5.2 illustrates the correlations observed between the factor-scores 

derived from the women’s interviews, and the larger set of Probable 

Experience and State of Mind scales. Predictably, the correlations are highly 

significant. Among the strongest of these are those between the Experience 

scales of Loving, Rejecting and Neglecting parents (rated separately for each 

parent) with the respective factors of Negative IWM of Mother and Father. 

For example, Loving Mother correlates -.90 with Negative IWM of Mother 

(81% of the variance being in common). Loving Mother also correlates -.61 

with Negative IWM of Father, (almost 40% of the variance being held in 

common). The Coherent IWM of Attachments factor is predictably most 

highly correlated with the scales assessing Metacognition (r = .93) and
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Table 5 .2

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SIX FACTOR-ANALYTICALLY DERIVED SCALES

AND THE INITIAL AAI RATING SCALES FOR

THE 100 MOTHER INTERVIEWS

FACTOR SCALES
PROBABLE
EXPERIENCE SCALES:

AMALGAM OF COHERENT PRESSURE OVER
NEGATIVITY FROM/TO IWM OF TO PROTECTION
MOTHER FATHER ATTACHMENTS ACHIEVE GUILT

LOVING MOTHER -.8765** -.6073** .5859** .0457 .3019* .1023
FATHER -.6451** -.8951** .6121** .0315 .3435** .0328

REJECTING MOTHER .8347** .5761** -.3767** .0108 -.2571 -.0871
FATHER .4530** .8226** -.4080** .0091 -.2937* -.0407

NEGLECTING MOTHER .8205** .5952** -.3959** -.0155 -.1699 -.0057
FATHER .5630** .8218** -.3704** -.0014 -.2287 .0103

REVERSING MOTHER .3833** .5857** -.2645* .0603 -.0199 .1439
FATHER .4695** .3175* -.2037 .1810 -.0764 .1727

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M .1324 .0583 .0995 .9415** .1563 .1735
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F .0386 -.0019 .0164 .9463** .1587 .1309
OVER-PROTECTION: M -.1865 -.2113 .0802 .2039 .9097** .1817
OVER-PROTECTION: F -.2022 -.2602 .1697 .2253 .8801** .2654*

STATE OF MIND SCALES:

IDEALISATION OF M .1600 .2295 -.4511** .2272 .0117 .0884
IDEALISATION OF F .3145* .0286 -.1978 .0652 .0685 .1517
DEROGATION: MOTHER .6564** .4384** -.3404** .1178 -.1353 -.0318

FATHER .3597** .6781** -.3337* .2778* -.1475 .0489
ANGER: MOTHER .6457** .4231** -.2685* .0868 .0438 .2187

FATHER .4350** .6283** -.2032 .2470 -.0843 .1911
GUILT: MOTHER .0711 .2175 .0246 .0621 .0516 .9538**

FATHER .0228 -.0146 .0773 .0913 .1008 .9257**
RECALLOA .2394 .2711* -.7090** -.1283 -.0934 -.2523
RECALLSA .3258* .4362** -.7653** -.1733 -.1430 -.1398
COHERENCE: MIND -.6091** -.5927** .9049** -.0933 .0677 -.0979

TRANSCRIPT -.6017** -.5403** .8397** -.1125 -.0150 -.0965
METACOGNITION -.4530** -.4788** .9281** .0680 .1474 .0261
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT .3306* .3658** -.6280** .0341 .1260 -.0320
AGGRESSION .5223** .4342** -.3155* .1639 .0598 .1599

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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Coherence of Mind (r = .90), indicating that over 80% of the variance is held 

in common. Interestingly, the Experience scales which correlate most strongly 

with the Coherence factor are Loving Father (r = .61) and Loving Mother (r 

= .59), suggesting that approximately 35% of the variance is held in common. 

Clearly, the association of the Loving scales to factors other than the ones 

based on them calls for some qualification of the claims to independence for 

the various factors.

In order to investigate this latter question of overlapping variance 

among ‘discrete* AAI scales a series of stepwise multiple regression analyses 

was carried out with the six factor scales as dependent variables and their 

component scales as predictor variables. For the women’s interviews, when 

Negative IWM of Mother was treated as dependent variable, the Loving scale 

was entered first, accounting for 82% of the variance. The Experience scale 

assessing Neglect from mother was entered next, accounting for a further 6% 

of the variance. Current Preoccupying Anger toward Mother was entered third, 

accounting for a further 4% of the variance. Quality of Current-Day 

Relationship to Mother accounted for a further 2% of the variance. The 

remaining scales, entered in successive steps each accounted for a further 1% 

of the variance: Role Reversing Father, Derogation of Mother, Idealisation of 

Mother, and Rejecting Mother (r2 = .98). A further series of regression 

analyses were carried out in order to assess the relative independent 

contributions to the composite factor of each of the component scales. When 

Rejecting Mother was entered first it accounted for 70% of the variance.
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When Neglecting Mother was entered first it accounted for 67% of the 

variance. When Role Reversing Father was entered first it accounted for 22% 

of the variance. When Current Anger toward Mother was entered first it 

accounted for 40% of the variance. When Derogation of Mother was entered 

first it accounted for 42%. Finally, when Idealisation of Mother was entered 

first, it accounted for 23% of the variance. This leaves Loving Mother as the 

single most important contributor to the Negative IWM of Mother Factor, 

accounting for 82% of the variance.

When Negative IWM of Father was treated as the dependent variable 

in a stepwise multiple regression procedure, the Loving scale was entered first, 

accounting for 82% of the variance. Current Anger toward Father was entered 

next, accounting for a further 7% of the variance. Neglecting Father was then 

entered, accounting for a further 5% of the variance. Subsequent steps 

included the remaining variables in succession, each of them accounting for a 

further 1% of the variance: Quality of Current-Day Relationship to Father; 

Idealisation of Father; Role Reversing Mother; Rejecting Father; and 

Derogation of Father (r2 = 1.00). A further series of regression analyses were 

carried out in order to assess the relative independent contributions to the 

composite factor of each of the component scales. When Rejecting Father was 

entered first, 68% of the variance was accounted for. When Neglecting Father 

was entered first, 68% of the variance was accounted for. When Role 

Reversing Mother was entered first, 35% of the variance was accounted for. 

When Current Anger toward Father was entered first, 36% of the variance was
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accounted for. When Derogation of Father was entered first, 42% of the 

variance was accounted for. Thus Loving Father makes the strongest 

independent contribution to the Negative IWM of Father factor, accounting for 

82% of the variance.

When Coherent IWM of Attachments was entered as dependent variable 

with its component scales as predictors, Metacognition was entered first, 

accounting for 86% of the variance. Coherence of Transcript was entered next 

accounting for a further 6% of the variance. Objective Inability to Recall was 

then entered, accounting for a further 5% of the variance. Subsequent steps 

included the remaining scales in successive order, each accounting for 1% of 

the variance: Passivity of Thought; Subjective Inability to Recall; and

Coherence of Mind (if = 1.00). Further regression procedures were carried 

out in order to compare the relative contributions of each of the component 

scales to the composite Coherence factor. When Coherence of Transcript was 

entered first it accounted for 72% of the variance. When Coherence of Mind 

was entered first it accounted for 82% of the variance. Passivity of thought, 

when entered first, accounted for 40% of the variance. Subjective Insistence 

on the Inability to Recall, when entered first, accounted for 58% of the 

variance. Objective Insistence on the Inability to Recall, when entered first, 

accounted for 49% of the variance. This leaves Metacognition as the 

outstanding contributor to the Coherence factor, accounting for 86% of the 

variance when entered first.
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men

Table 5.3 portrays the correlations between the factor-scores derived 

from the men’s interviews and the larger set of Probable Experience and State 

of Mind scales as applied to their interviews. The Experience scales most 

highly correlated with the Negative IWM of Mother are Derogation of Mother 

(r = .83) and Neglecting Mother (r = .84), suggesting that 65-70% of the 

variance is held in common. The Negativity Father factor is most strongly 

correlated with the scales Rejecting Father (r = .80), Neglecting Father (r =.80) 

and Derogation of Father (r = .78), approximately 65% of the variance being 

held in common. The Coherent IWM of Attachment factor was most strongly 

correlated with Objective and Subjective difficulties in recall (r = -.73, and -.67 

respectively), accounting for approximately 50% of the variance.

(2) The inter-correlations among the factors

Table 5.4 shows two correlation matrices, one for women and one for 

men, indicating the extent to which the six factors overlap with one another. 

Negativity Mother and Negativity Father factors correlate significantly for 

women (r = .66), and higher still for men (r = .75). Negativity Mother and 

Father factors correlate with Coherence factors for women (r = -.52 and -.54) 

and also, though less prominently, for men (r = -.49 and -.45). For mothers, 

neither Pressure to Achieve, nor Overprotection, nor Guilt was significantly
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Table  5 .3

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SIX FACTOR-ANALYTICALLY DERIVED SCALES 

AND THE INITIAL AAI RATING SCALES FOR 

THE 100 FATHER INTERVIEWS

FACTOR SCALES
PROBABLE
EXPERIENCE SCALES:

AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY COHERENT PRESSURE OVER
FROM/TO IWM OF TO PROTECTION
MOTHER FATHER ATTACHMENTS ACHIEVE GUILT

LOVING FATHER -.5524** -.7068** .4856** -.0350 .1255 -.0466
MOTHER -.5921** -.3730** .4315** -.1203 .1318 -.0831

REJECTING FATHER .6013** .8003** -.3767** .0282 -.0721 -.0422
MOTHER .7325** .4752** -.2297 .0055 -.2016 -.0719

NEGLECTING FATHER .5843** .7982** -.3898** -.0293 -.1296 -.0534
MOTHER .8442** .6705** -.4716** -.0435 -.1900 .0582

REVERSING FATHER .3369* .3291* .0380 -.0396 -.0774 -.0904
MOTHER .3579** .4957** -.0778 -.0225 .1699 .1505

PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: F .0538 .1249 -.0723 .8430** -.0433 .3306*
PRESS. TO ACHIEVE: M .0590 -.0043 .0997 .7154** .0144 .1996
OVER-PROTECTION: F -.1409 -.0980 .0557 -.0602 .7323** .2408
OVER-PROTECTION: M -.0218 .0320 .0192 -.0653 .7201** .1538

STATE OF MIND SCALES:

IDEALISATION OF M -.0010 -.1581 -.2524 -.0863 -.0159 -.0669
IDEALISATION OF F .1128 .1761 -.3575** -.0847 -.1368 -.1078
DEROGATION: FATHER .7513** .7768** -.3824** -.0333 -.2089 -.1222

MOTHER .8280** .5557** -.3454** -.1075 -.2511 -.0941
ANGER: FATHER .3490** .6849** -.1854 .1464 .0401 .0070

MOTHER .4426** .4369** -.0197 .1395 .2471 .1150
GUILT: FATHER -.0299 .0225 -.1068 .2893* .1716 .8361**

MOTHER .2105 .2007 -.2620 .2959* .3437* .8413**
ORCALLF .3087* .2116 -.7278** -.0806 -.2068 .0273
SRCALLF .3315* .2573 -.6927** -.0636 -.2315 .0673
COHERENCE: MIND -.2153 -.2412 .6216** -.1752 -.1202 -.2304

TRANSCRIPT -.3071* -.2924* .6438** -.1275 -.0287 -.2134
METACOGNITION -.3460** -.2842* .6141** .0587 .0122 -.0551
PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT .3743** .4456** -.6598** -.0653 .0699 .2363
AGGRESSION .5684** .5976** -.2356 .0182 -.1294 -.0601

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - -01 ** - .001)
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Table  5 .4

CORRELATION MATRICES OF INTERVEIW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS FROM 

THE 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS AND 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

MOTHERS:

AMALGAM OF COHERENT PRESSURE OVER
NEGATIVITY FROM/TO IWM OF TO PROTECTION
MOTHER FATHER ATTACHMENTS ACHIEVE GUILT

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY
FROM/TO MOTHER .6622** -.5232** .0892 -.1969 .0200

FATHER -.5418** -.0062 -.2184 .0624

COHERENT IWM
OF ATTACHMENTS .0693 .1043 .0981

PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE .1620 .1610

OVERPROTECTION .2217

FATHERS:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY 
FROM/TO MOTHER 

FATHER
,7490** .4874**

.4497**
.0118
.0458

,1341
,1091

.0523

.0624

COHERENT IWM 
OF ATTACHMENTS

PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE

OVERPROTECTION

.0249 .0396

.0573

-.1912

.3608**

.2663

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f : .01 ** - . 001)
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related to any other factor. For fathers, the Guilt factor was correlated with 

Pressure to Achieve (r = .37, p < .001, 2-tailed). There was a tendency, 

though not significant, for Guilt to be positively associated with Overprotection 

(r = .22 for women and .27 for men).

(3) The associations between the factors and the AAI classifications

Table 5.5 portrays means and standard deviations of the factor-scores 

for the women’s (or mothers’) interviews grouped by their AAI classifications, 

Dismissing, Preoccupied or Autonomous. The Autonomous group was 

strongly distinguished by their low scores on Negative IWM of Mother and 

Father, relative to the higher scores of both the Dismissing and the 

Preoccupied group. However, the most powerful discriminator of attachment 

classifications was the Coherence, or Integration of IWMs of Attachment, 

factor. The Autonomous group scored conspicuously higher on this factor than 

either the Dismissing or Preoccupied groups (univariate F = 62.99, df 2,97, £  

< .001). Pressure to Achieve, Overprotection and Guilt scores did not 

distinguish attachment groups.

Table 5.6 portrays means and standard deviations of the factor-scores 

for the men’s (or fathers’) interviews grouped by their AAI classifications. 

The Autonomous group was powerfully distinguished by their low scores on 

Negative IWM of Mother and Father relative to the higher scores of both the
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TABLE 5.5: FACTOR SCORES BASED ON RATINGS OF MOTHER INTERVIEWS
GROUPED BY AAI CLASSIFICATION

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value

(DF=2,97
Ms -ive IWM of Mother 1.32 1.29 -.03 c 26.21

(SD) .78 .89 .95
Ms -ive IWM of Father 1.60 2.03 .43 _ 23.41

(SD) .98 1.19 .92 C
Ms degree of integrtn of

IWMs .21 .25 1.89 c 62.99
(SD) .77 .65 .72

Ms exp of pressure to
achieve 2.45 3.05 2.56 1.07
(SD) 1.52 1.36 1.24

Ms exp of overprotection 1.38 1.67 1.79 1.79
(SD) .71 1.10 .93

Ms guilt 1.80 2.25 1.73 1.97
(SD) 1.41 .82 .72

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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TABLE 5.6: FACTOR SCORES BASED ON RATINGS OF FATHER INTERVIEWS
GROUPED BY AAI CLASSIFICATION

AAI classification
Dismissing Autonomous Preoccupied F-value 

(DF=2,97
Fs -ive IWM of Mother 1.23 . 87 . 00 B 18 . 63(SD) 1. 09 . 67 .76 . 00
Fs -ive IWM of Father 1. 63 1.96 . 60 B 14 .01(SD) 1.30 . 74 . 97 . 00
Fs degree of integrtn of 

IWMs . 57 . 48 1.81 C 23 . 65(SD) . 69 .75 .91 . 00
Fs exp of pressure to

achieve 2 . 60 3 .18 2 . 63 .91(SD) 1.53 1. 65 1.29 .00
Fs exp of overprotection 1.30 1.71 1. 66 1.19(SD) . 60 . 67 . 98 . 00 i
Fs guilt 1.94 2 . 79 1. 99 3 .20(SD) 1.24 1. 57

J
.91

_____ . 00

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Dismissing and the Preoccupied group. As with the women’s interviews, the 

strongest discriminator of attachment classifications was the Coherence, or 

Integration of IWMs of Attachment factor. The Autonomous group scored 

impressively higher on this factor than either the Dismissing or the 

Preoccupied group (univariate F = 23.65, df 2,97, £  < .001). Attachment 

groups could not be clearly distinguished on the basis of Pressure to Achieve, 

Overprotection or Guilt scores. There was, however, a tendency for Guilt to 

be highest among fathers whose interviews were classified Preoccupied.

Table 5.7 portrays point-biserial correlations between Secure-versus- 

Insecure classification groups, and the six factor scales for mothers’ and 

fathers’ interviews. This confirms the findings presented in Tables 5.5 and 

5.6, insofar as Table 5.7 indicates that the Coherent IWM of Attachments 

factor is most strongly associated with attachment security. This comes out 

most clearly, for mothers, in relation to the Non-F (Preoccupied and 

Dismissing) groups versus the F (Autonomous) group (r = .75), showing that 

assessments of coherence account for more than 55% of the variance in 

judges’ assessments of attachment security. This association is also highly 

significant, but smaller, for fathers (r = .57); coherence accounting for 32% of 

the variance in overall security classifications. This is approximately the same 

amount of variance held in common with the Amalgam of Negativity in 

Relationship to Mother and Father factors.
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MOTHERS:

Table 5.7 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF FACTOR SCALES 

AND DICHOTOMISED MEMBERSHIPS IN AAI CLASSIFICATION SCHEME 

(N=200; 100 MOTHERS AND 100 FATHERS)

MEMBERSHIP IN AAI CLASSIFICATIONS

AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY 
IN RELATIONSHIP:

Non-F 
vs F

Non-D 
vs D

Non-E 
vs E

D vs F

TO MOTHER 
TO FATHER

-.5923**
-.5595**

.4134**

.3037*
.3099*
.3938**

-.4134**
-.3037*

COHERENT IUM 
OF ATTACHMENT .7516** -.5243** -.3936** .5243**

PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE 
OVER-PROTECTION 
GUILT

-.0462
.1598

-.1308

-.0697
-.1830
-.0174

.1429
-.0003
.1951

.0697

.1830

.0174

FATHERS:

AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY 
IN RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER 
TO FATHER

COHERENT IUM 
OF ATTACHMENT

PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE 
OVER-PROTECTION

GUILT

-.5360** .4412**
-.5093** .2771*

.5662** -.3995**

.0323 -.1126

.1019 -.1636

-.1098 -.0384

.2277 -.4412**

.3799** -.2771*

-.3171* .3995**

.0852 .1126

.0484 .1636

.1949 .0384

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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To investigate further which factors were making strong independent 

contributions to the classification of the interviews, a series of stepwise 

multiple regression procedures was carried out, with Insecure versus Secure 

classification of the interviews as the dependent variable.

For the women’s AAIs, when the six factors were entered 

simultaneously in the stepwise regression procedure, the Coherence factor was 

entered first, accounting for 56% of the variance. Women’s Negative IWM 

of Mother was entered second, accounting for a further five per cent of the 

variance. When Guilt was entered, a further four per cent of the variance was 

accounted for (r2 = .65). Negative IWM of Father, Pressure to Achieve and 

Overprotection did not enter the equation.

For the men’s AAIs, the Coherence of IWMs of Attachment factor was 

also entered first, accounting for 32% of the variance. In subsequent steps 

only one of the other five factors was entered, namely men’s Negative IWM 

of Mother, accounting for a further 9% of the variance (r2 = .41).
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DISCUSSION

The pattern of results obtained allows for consideration of the 

fundamental issues underlying the Adult Attachment Interview rating and 

classification system. In particular, the results underline the pivotal importance 

of the operational definitions given to the ratings of ’Coherence’.

The range of Probable Experience and State of Mind scales suggested 

in Chapter Three appear to hinge upon two basic scales: the Loving 

(Experience) and Metacognition (State of Mind) scales. That is, the rating of 

the AAI involves the assessment of how loving or supportive the adult’s 

parents were during childhood, and how organised or coherent the adult can 

be in describing the nature and consequences of this personal attachment 

history.

Given the multiple assessments of coherence that were applied in the 

rating of 200 interviews, it is possible to be more specific about the definition 

of this construct than in Chapter Two when only the Coherence of Transcript 

scale was used in the rating of 52 interviews. The initial report on the use of 

the Adult Attachment Interview (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985) suggested 

that coherence was the signal feature of attachment security in adulthood. 

Coherence was defined as a quality of the Transcript, dependent on the extent 

to which it was organised, free-flowing, spontaneous and reflective.
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Subsequent unpublished suggestions of Main and her colleagues posited a 

difference between Coherence of the Transcript, and Coherence of the Mind 

which produced the transcript. This helped make the assessment of coherence 

in the AAI less tied to verbal skills and schooling experience. The working 

assumption was that even an illiterate adult could provide a coherent AAI if 

he was Autonomous or Secure with respect to attachment. It was this 

approach to the study of attachment in adulthood which led to the 

development, in the current research, of a scale assessing Metacognition. The 

focus of this scale was the capacity for understanding motivational factors 

underlying behaviour in oneself and others. Notably, this scale was observed 

to be the strongest determinant of the composite Coherence factor. In turn, 

this Coherence factor was, of the six composite factors, most strongly 

associated with the overall Secure versus Insecure classification of the 

interviews.

Interestingly, while the Coherence factor was most strongly linked to 

the classification of attachment security, it did not account for all the variance 

in judges’ nominal ratings. Some 40% of the variance in judges’ nominal 

ratings is not accounted for by the Coherence factor. Thus, interval ratings of 

Metacognition or Coherence of Mind alone do not explain judges’ rationale for 

deciding that a given interview does, or does not indicate Autonomy with 

respect to attachment. This would seem to confirm Ainsworth’s (1990) view 

that interval ratings may not serve as a substitute for nominal ratings.
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Notably, two composite factors were found to have no association with 

attachment security in adulthood, for either men or women. These were the 

factors pertaining to Overprotection and Pressure to Achieve. It would appear 

that the extent to which parents are overprotective or pressuring to achieve is 

irrelevant to attachment security. Only one factor other than Coherence 

improved the regression equation predicting overall classification of the 

mothers’ interviews. This was the factor reflecting Guilt toward both parents, 

which was a significant independent contributor to the overall classification of 

women’s (but not men’s) interviews. For men the only factor to complement 

Coherence in the regression equation predicting overall attachment security 

was the Negative IWM of Mother factor.
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SUMMARY

Ratings of Metacognition contributed most strongly to the Coherent 

IWM of Attachments factor which, in turn, accounted for more than half the 

variance in judges’ classifications of attachment security. The history of one’s 

experiences with attachment figures is less important for attachment security 

in adulthood than the understanding one develops of the motives which guide 

attachment-related behaviour. Presumably, the development of this 

understanding is an important determinant of the adult’s sense of self and 

others, including the adult’s functioning in the parental role. Additionally, if 

this ’metacognitive’ capacity is indeed distinct from literacy, then AAI-based 

assessments should be independent of schooling experience and verbal skills. 

These hypotheses concerning concurrent, predictive, and discriminant validity 

of the AAI are the subject of ensuing chapters.



CHAPTER SIX

ON THE CONCURRENT VALIDITY OF THE 

ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW
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CHAPTER SIX

This chapter focuses upon the concurrent validity of the Adult 

Attachment Interview (AAI). Under consideration are the associations between 

AAI classifications and ratings scales, and a range of questionnaires which 

assess personality factors which may arguably overlap with, or possibly 

determine, AAI responses.

The field of inquiry into the significance of adults’ childhood 

experience has been studied by researchers who employ two strategies. The 

first strategy depends on questionnaires (Parker, Tupling & Brown, 1979; 

Epstein, 1983; Rohner, 1980). The second approach depends on interviews, 

particularly the Adult Attachment Interview (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; 

Grossmann et al., 1988; Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Crowell & Feldman, 1988). 

To date, however, no study has simultaneously employed both the Adult 

Attachment Interview and questionnaire assessments of parents’ childhood 

attachment experiences. This gap in the literature is addressed below. A 

previously validated questionnaire assessment of the quality of adults’ 

childhood experience (Epstein, 1983) is compared with the AAI in order to see 

how much these measures have in common.

Given that the internal working model of attachment is understood to 

include mental representations of both self and others (Bowlby, 1969; 

Bretherton, 1985), the AAI may be expected to correlate with self-esteem.
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This chapter will report on a comparison between the AAI and a multi

dimensional questionnaire assessment of self esteem (O’Brien, 1981).

Another factor which may be expected to bear a systematic association 

with the AAI is mood. Teasdale and Fogarty (1979) found that unhappy 

memories were significantly more likely to be retrieved when a depressed 

rather than an elated mood was induced, and happy memories were 

significantly more likely to be retrieved when elated rather than depressed 

mood was induced. With respect to childhood memories, Bower (1981) 

reports that a positive mood state is likely to lead to pleasant recollections and 

a negative mood state to unpleasant recollections. Does a positive mood state 

at the time of being interviewed influence recall in the AAI context? This 

question merits investigation, as the content and quality of recall is an 

important component in the rating and classifying of Adult Attachment 

Interviews.

Another important component in the AAI rating and classification 

system concerns the fit, or match, observed in the interview, between semantic 

and episodic recall. Semantic recall is judged to be evidenced by the 

adjectives the adult uses to describe his relationship to his parents during his 

childhood. Episodic recall is judged to be evidenced by the episodes or 

memories the adult provides in response to queries based on the adjectives 

provided, e.g. ‘You said that your relationship to your mother during your 

childhood was a loving one, what memories come to mind when you think of
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your relationship to her as a loving one?’ While the AAI insists on careful 

consideration of both episodic and semantic recall, other researchers have 

adopted an approach to the study of attachment which places primary emphasis 

upon semantic recall, operationalised as an adjective-checklist (e.g. Hazan & 

Shaver, 1987). Is consideration of semantic recall alone enough? The 

research reported below addressed this question, by analyzing the adjectives 

provided by AAI respondents and comparing Q-sort ratings of these adjectives 

with the rating and classification of the wider interview from which the 

adjectives were drawn.

In summary, this chapter examines the observed associations between 

a number of assessments, administered concurrently with the AAI, which may 

be expected to correlate with the interview.
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METHOD

Design and Subjects

The data referred to in this chapter were collected from the sample 

described previously. That is, the group of 100 women and 100 men who, at 

the time of completing the measures reported below, were expecting their first 

child. They comprised a homogenously middle class sample.

At the time of being interviewed in their homes with the AAI protocol, 

subjects were also asked to complete a number of questionnaires. Both 

immediately prior to and immediately following the administration of the AAI, 

all subjects completed The Affect Grid (Russel, Weiss & Mendelsohn, 1989), 

indicating their current mood-state. Following the interview, all subjects 

completed two previously validated questionnaires, one pertaining to self

esteem (O’Brien, 1979), the other to attachment history (Epstein, 1983).

Measures

Adult Attachment Interview

The AAI protocol involves 18 questions concerning the adult’s 

childhood attachment experiences. These are detailed in Appendix 2.1. 

Questions probe for both episodic and semantic memories by requesting that



190

subjects comment both on what happened during their childhood and how they 

feel about it in the present. The transcript, replete with attempts to elicit 

descriptive and evaluative reflections, is then rated and classified on 

dimensions thought to index attachment security. For current purposes, the 

AAI assessments to be reported are based upon the six factor scales, each with 

high internal consistency, discussed in chapters four and five. These are 

composite indices of Negativity in the Relationship with Mother and Father; 

Degree of Integration of Internal Working Models of Attachment; 

Overprotection; Pressure to Achieve; and Guilt. In addition, the overall 

classifications, Dismissing, Preoccupied or Autonomous with respect to 

attachment are employed.

Attachment History Questionnaire

So that interview-classifications and ratings from the Adult Attachment 

Interviews could be contrasted with subjects’ self-reports of their attachment 

histories, the Mother-Father-Peer (MFP) (Epstein, 1983) scale was 

administered. The MFP scale includes the following five measures: the 

degree to which both mother and father are reported to have been 

independence-encouraging versus overprotective: and the degree to which 

mothers, fathers and peers are recalled as having been accepting versus 

rejecting. Subjects expressed levels of agreement (between 1 and 5) to 

statements reflecting each of these five measures. Appendix 6.1 contains a



191

copy of the Mother-Father-Peer scale, as it was presented to each subject. 

Epstein (1983) reports high internal consistencies for the five MFP dimensions, 

(median alpha = .91, range = .88 - .93).

Self-Esteem Questionnaire

A multi-dimensional 116-item Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory or 

SOSE (O’Brien, 1981) yielded 11 previously validated indices of self-esteem. 

These scales assess global self-esteem; competence versus incompetence; 

lovability versus unlovability; likability versus unlikability; self-control; 

personal power versus powerlessness; moral self-approval versus guilt; pleasure 

in body appearance; pleasure in body functioning; defensive self-enhancement; 

identity and integration versus identity diffusion and inner conflict These 

scales are all of equal length (10 items) with the exception of defensive self

enhancement which had to be increased to 16 items in order to obtain an alpha 

of .80. For the scales as a group, O’Brien (1979) reports internal reliabilities 

between .80 and .90. Appendix 6.3 contains a copy of the questionnaire as it 

was presented to each subject.

Affect-Grid

In order to assess whether mood state, immediately prior to or 

immediately following administration of the AAI, showed a systematic
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association with AAI classifications, the previously validated, single-item, 

Affect-Grid (Russel, Weiss & Mendelsohn, 1990) was employed. The Affect- 

Grid was designed as a quick means of assessing affect along the two 

dimensions of pleasure-displeasure and arousal-sleepiness. In a series of 

studies with undergraduate students, Russell et al. found that the Affect Grid 

showed strong evidence of convergent validity with other measures of pleasure 

and arousal, and discriminant validity between pleasure and arousal. The 

subject is asked to mark one of the 81 squares on the grid, a self-reported 

estimate of their current affective state which lends itself to quick and precise 

coding on the two dimensions. A copy of the grid, as it was presented to each 

subject, appears in Appendix 6.5.

Adjective O-Sort

Adjectives sorted were those provided by each woman in response to 

the AAI question[s]: "Now I’d like to ask you to choose five adjectives that 

reflect your childhood relationship with your mother [father]. I know this may 

take a bit of time, so go ahead and think for a minute . .  . then I’d like to ask 

you why you chose them" (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985, p. 11). This 

normally led to five adjectives provided with respect to mother, and five with 

respect to father. This was not, however, always the case, with the subject 

sometimes providing more or less than ten. The total number of adjectives 

provided by each subject were sorted along three dimensions, chosen in 

accordance with attachment theory (Bowlby, 1958) and semantic differential
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techniques (Osgood, 1957). Three dimensions were chosen for the present 

study. These were secure vs insecure; relaxed versus tense; and active versus 

passive. Two raters independently sorted all adjectives on each of these 

dimensions, by assigning each adjective to one of the poles of each dimension 

or to neither (because it was a poor fit with the poles). Typical ‘secure’ 

adjectives were "loving" or "protective", compared with ‘insecure’ adjectives 

such as "distant" or "rejecting". Adjectives such as "patient" or "calm" were 

rated as ‘relaxed’, while adjectives such as "strained" were typical of the tense 

category. Typical ‘active’ adjectives were "physical" or "demanding", while 

‘passive* adjectives were "indifferent" or "undemanding". Both raters were 

blind to information concerning the ratings and classification of the interview 

from which the adjectives were drawn. Levels of agreement between the two 

raters were consistently high, median r = .85 (range .80 - .92). Raters’ sort- 

scores were averaged in order to arrive at an aggregate score for each subject 

for each of the six polar definitions of the three dimensions. These scores are 

an index of how many of the adjectives provided by a subject could be 

considered indicative of security, insecurity, relaxation, tension, activity and 

passivity respectively. Additionally, a summary score of the total number of 

adjectives provided by each subject was calculated. A sample summary 

scoring sheet from one of the raters (for secure adjectives) is shown in 

Appendix 6.7.
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RESULTS

Results are presented in four sections, each reporting on the 

associations between the AAI and the four concurrently administered 

questionnaire assessments of attachment history, self-esteem, mood state and 

adjective-ratings.

(1) Attachment history

Appendix 6.2 portrays the expectant mothers’ and fathers’ mean scores 

and standard deviations for the Mother-Father-Peer Scale.

Table 6.1 portrays the correlations observed between the six factor 

scores derived from expectant mothers’ AAIs and their self-reported responses 

to the Mother-Father-Peer Scale. The parent-specific Amalgam of Negativity 

factors are predictably correlated with the MFP indices of parental acceptance 

versus rejection. For example, acceptance from father on the MFP is 

negatively and highly significantly correlated (r = -.65, £  < .001,2-tailed) with 

the AAI composite ratings of Negativity in the relationship to father. Table

6.1 also indicates that the AAI rating of overprotection overlaps slightly (r = - 

.31, p < .01, 2-tailed) with the MFP index of this dimension, operationalised 

as the extent to which parents encouraged independence versus overprotection. 

The AAI composite ratings of coherence, pressure to achieve and guilt bear no 

significant association with MFP self-reported ratings.
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Table 6.1

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCORES ON THE EPSTEIN MFP SCALE AND 

THE SIX INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

FOR 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

MOTHER-FATHER-PEER SCALE:

INDEPENDENCE VS. 
OVERPROTECTION 

MOTHER/FATHER
FACTOR
SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER

TO FATHER

COHERENT IWM 
OF
ATTACHMENT

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE -.0700

OVER-
PROTECTION -.3101*

ACCEPTANCE VS.REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER PEERS

GUILT

.0206 -.0638 -.6056** -.3643** -.2024

.0712 -.1688 -.2928* -.6534** -.2130

.0433 -.1127  .0218 .1979 .1119

-.1586 .0025 -.0779 -.0970

-.3155* .0863 .1654 .0761

-.0927  .0298 -.1023 -.1383 .0603

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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Table 6.2 displays expectant mothers’ mean-scores and standard 

deviations on the MFP indices grouped by mothers* AAI classifications. Table

6.2 points to systematic associations between women’s self-report of their 

attachment history with their fathers and the interview-based classification of 

their overall attachment security. Pair-wise Bonferroni tests revealed that 

women whose AAIs were classified Autonomous were more likely to report 

that their fathers were accepting, than were both the Insecure-Dismissing group 

and the Insecure-Preoccupied group (both £  ^  .05). In Bonferroni tests 

comparing the extent to which fathers of the three AAI groups were reported 

to have encouraged independence, it was revealed that women whose 

interviews were classified Insecure-Dismissing scored themselves somewhat 

higher than the Insecure-Preoccupied group, but neither the Overall F nor the 

pair-wise test reached significance (p < .10). Neither Insecure group was 

noticeably different from the Autonomous group on this dimension.

Table 6.3 illustrates the correlations observed between the six factor 

scores derived from expectant fathers’ AAIs and their self-reported responses 

to the MFP Scale. The pattern of associations is similar to that observed for 

expectant mothers. The MFP assessment of both maternal and paternal 

acceptance correlates negatively and significantly with the AAI factors of 

Negativity in the relationship to mother/father (r = -.54 and -.57 respectively, 

p  < .001, 2-tailed). Also similar to mothers’ results, the interview-based 

assessment of overprotection correlates moderately with the questionnaire- 

based assessment of encouragement of independence versus overprotection.



197

TABLE 6 . 2 :  M O T H E R -F A T H E R -P E E R  SC A L E  SC O R ES OF EXPECTA NT MOTHERS
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Independ vs overprotect

(m) 49.54 49.19 47.43 .51
(SD) 8.98 8.42 9.98

Independ vs overprotect
(f) 52.95 46.00 48.79 2.79

(SD) 7 . 67 10.45 9.37
Acceptance vs rejection

(m) 41.46 39.19 42.12 .62
(SD) 7.90 9.53 9.79

Acceptance vs rejection
(f) 41.64 36.80 43.81 A 4.57

(SD) 8.55 11.26 6.77
Accept vs rejection

(peers) 38 . 00 36.88 40.17 1. 84
(SD) 6. 63 7.68 6.82

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Table 6 .3

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN SCORES ON THE EPSTEIN MFP SCALE AND 

THE SIX INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

FOR THE 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

MOTHER-FATHER-PEER-SCALE:

INDEPENDENCE VS.
OVERPROTECTION ACCEPTANCE VS.REJECTION

MOTHER/FATHER MOTHER FATHER PEERS

FACTOR SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER -.1958 -.0617 -.5363** -.3519* .0102

TO FATHER -.1135 -.0087  -.3473* -.5721** -.1027

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT -.1483 -.1719 .1187 .2283 -.1800

PRESSURE TO
ACHIEVE -.1083 -.0926 .0414 -.1094 -.3011*

OVER-
PROTECTION -.2986* -.2502 .0430 .1374 -.0966

GUILT .0150 -.0005 .0554 -.0466 .0204

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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It is perhaps surprising that these similarly conceived assessments are not more 

significantly related. Only 10% of the variance is shared. Another marginally 

significant association is that observed between the AAI rating of pressure to 

achieve and the MFP rating of acceptance from peers during childhood. 

Apparently, a male child who is pressured to achieve is less likely to be 

accepted by peers.

Table 6.4 displays expectant fathers’ mean-scores and standard 

deviations on the MFP indices grouped by the classification of their Adult 

Attachment Interviews. Expectant fathers whose interviews were classified 

Preoccupied, as opposed to Dismissing or Autonomous, scored conspicuously 

low on the index of acceptance from father and from peers during childhood. 

However, this was significant only with respect to acceptance from father, with 

the Autonomous group scoring higher than the Preoccupied group (Bonferroni 

2  < .05).

\
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T A BLE 6 . 4 :  M O T H E R -F A T H E R -P E E R  SC A L E  SC O R ES OF EXPECTANT FATHERS
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Independ vs overprotect

(m) 49.41 45.92 47.30 .52
(SD) 10.38 10.35 9.13

Independ vs overprotect
(f) 51.12 49.83 49.68 . 17

(SD) 9.65 8.95 8.63
Acceptance vs rejection

(m) 41.88 42.42 43.65 .55
(SD) 7.90 6.11 6.45

Acceptance vs rejection
(f) 39.39 33.00 39.43 A 3.09

(SD) 8.75 7.83 8.29 1
Accept vs rejection

(peers) 39.53 34.17 38.46 2.48
(SD) 7.12 10.04 5.92

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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(2) Self-esteem

Appendix 6.5 shows both expectant mothers’ and fathers’ mean scores 

and standard deviations for the Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory (O’Brien, 

1979).

Table 6.5 shows the correlations observed between expectant mothers’ 

scores on 11 dimensions of self-esteem and the composite ratings assigned to 

their AAIs. The strongest correlations observed are between the lovability 

dimension of the self-esteem questionnaire and the parent-specific AAI 

Negativity scores. The extent of Negativity in womens’ relationship to mother 

and to father was negatively correlated with lovability (r = - .47, £  < .001), 

indicating that almost 25% of the variance is held in common. Table 6.5 also 

reveals a negative correlation between the AAI ratings of pressure to achieve 

and the self-esteem index of the need defensively to enhance one’s self-image 

(r = -.36, £  < .001, 2-tailed). A negative correlation which easily lends itself 

to interpretation is that observed between the interview-based assessment of 

guilt and the questionnaire index of self-control (r = -.26, £  < .01, 2-tailed). 

A woman plagued with guilt feelings is apparently less likely to feel in control 

of her impulses and desires. Interpretations of correlations of this magnitude, 

however, should be offered with caution, as-given the large number of 

correlations being examined-this may well be one that has occurred by chance.
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Table  6 .5

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN SCORES ON THE 
O'BRIEN-EPSTEIN SOURCES OF SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY 

ANO THE INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 
FOR 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

SOURCS OF SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY:

GLOBAL COMPETENCE LOVEABILITY LIKEABILITY SELF
SELF-ESTEEM CONTROL

FACTOR
SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER 
TO FATHER

-.0779
-.1452

.0403

.0253
.4754**
.4651**

-.0518 .0416
-.0887  -.0068

C OHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTA CH M EN TS .0621 ,1014 ,1278 .0481 -.0253

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE -.1155 -.0887 .0971 -.1763 -.2330

OVER-
PROTECTION -.0536

GUILT -.0918

,1747

,0502

.1739

.0052

.0433

.0051

-.1793

-.2631*

MORAL
SELF

APPROVAL
AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER .0383
TO FATHER -.0223

CURRENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENTS .0169

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE -.1228

O V E R -
PROTECTION -.1491

GUILT -.1590

BODY BODY
A P P E A R A N C E  F U N C T I O N I N G

.1060 .1699

.0831 .1840

-.0097 -.0129

-.0974 -.2218

-.0140 -.1719

.1037 -.0952

DEFENSIVE INTEGRATION 
SELF AND

ENHANCEMENT IDENTITY

-.0990 -.0728
-.1091 -.1026

-.1116 .0771

-.3638** -.1087

.0017 -.1501

-.1368 -.1545

PERSONAL
POWER

-.0221
-.0664

.1235

.0099

-.0529

.0086

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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Table 6.6 shows means and standard deviations for expectant mothers’ 

responses to the self-esteem questionnaire, grouped by the tripartite 

classification of their attachment interviews. Neither significant differences nor 

notable trends could be detected.

Table 6.7 displays the correlations observed between expectant fathers’ 

scores on 11 dimensions of self-esteem, and the aggregate ratings of their 

AAIs. These correlations are not as impressive as those observed for the 

women; only two of the 66 correlations reach significance-both confirming a 

pattern observed in the women’s data. This is the association between the 

lovability self-esteem scale and the parent-specific AAI Negativity factor. This 

is most notable with respect to men’s experience and representation of their 

own fathers. Men whose interviews suggested high levels of father-related 

Negativity reported lower levels of lovability on the self-esteem questionnaire 

(r = -.40, £  < .001, 2-tailed).

Table 6.8 portrays means and standard deviations for expectant fathers’ 

responses to the self-esteem questionnaire, grouped by the tripartite 

classification of their AAIs. There was a marked trend for men whose AAIs 

were classified Preoccupied to be distinguished from both the Dismissing and 

Autonomous groups by their lower scores on a number of the self-esteem 

scales, including global self-esteem, likeability, satisfaction with their bodily 

appearance, and lovability. It was, however, only with respect to this latter 

measure of lovability that significant differences were observed, with the
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T A B L E  6 . 6 :  S O U R C E S -O F -S E L F -E S T E E M  SC O R E S OF EXPECTANT MOTHERS
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Global self-esteem 30.83 29.25 31.90 1.19

(SD) 6.17 6.09 6.27
Competence 34.71 37.38 35.54 1.11

(SD) 5.58 5.06 5.70
Loveability 38.29 35.56 38.95 1.49

(SD) 6.38 6.07 7.35
Likeability 33.75 34.44 34.71 .35

(SD) 4.77 4.82 4.72
Self-control 33.50 31.94 34.17 .67

(SD) 6.40 7.81 6.72
Power 32.33 32.38 33.15 . 17

(SD) 5.41 7.78 6. 65
Moral self-approval 39.67 38.44 40.17 .78

(SD) 4.53 4.53 5.15
Body appearance 30.75 31.94 31.15 . 17

(SD) 6.24 6.37 6.14
Body functioning 31.79 28.44 30.83 1.26

(SD) 6.87 7. 62 6.26
Defensive

self-enhancement 46.96 42.88 45.53 1.24
(SD) 7.55 6.49 8.58

Integration and Identity 35.58 32.75 36. 07 2.24
(SD) 5.73 5.60 5.50

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1



Table 6 . 7 205

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCORES ON THE 
O'BRIEN-EPSTEIN SOURCES OF SELF-ESTEEH INVENTORY 

AND THE INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 
FOR 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

SOURCE OF SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY:

GLOBAL COMPETENCE LOVEABILITY LIKEABILITY SELF
SELF-ESTEEM CONTROL

FACTOR
SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER -.0741
TO FATHER -.1472

COHERENT IWM 
OF
ATTACHMENT -.0611

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE -.0986

OVER-
PROTECTION .0252

GUILT -.1302

-.0363  -.2917*
-.1136  -.4046**

.0591 .1290

.0748 -.1666

-.1347  .0785

-.1830 -.1653

-.0592 -.0130
-.1328 -.0183

-.0789 -.0707

-.2202 -.0820

.0683 .0766

-.0788 -.2091

MORAL
SELF

APPROVAL

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER -.2029
TO FATHER -.1154

COHERENT IWM 
OF
ATTACHMENT .1564

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE -.1271

OVER-
PROTECTION .1362

GUILT -.2338

BODY BODY
A P P E A R A N C E  F U N C T I O N I N G

.0041 .0609

.0358 -.0836

-.1508  -.1461

-.2129  -.2448

.0798 .1074

-.1276  -.1883

DEFENSIVE INTEGRATION 
SELF AND

ENHANCEMENT IDENTITY

-.0387 -.1121
-.0792 -.1159

-.0243 .2077

-.0436 -.0070

.0870 -.0661

-.0832 -.1877

PERSONAL
POWER

.1202

.0572

.0492

.1361

-.2682

-.1084

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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T A B L E  6 . 8 :  S O U R C E S -O F -S E L F -E S T E E M  OF E XPECTA NT FATH ER S
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Global self-esteem 34.22 29.25 32.65 2.26

(SD) 6.58 6.89 6.16
Competence 39.17 35.83 37.54 1.17

(SD) 6.70 5.39 5.77
Loveability 38.39 32.08 37.46 4.16

(SD) 6.90 6.49 6.20 A
Likeability 35.33 30.92 33.94 2.11

(SD) 5.11 5.93 5.97
Self-control 35.39 31.17 33 .75 1.64

(SD) 6.44 6.75 6.11
Power 37.11 34.17 35.84 .93

(SD) 5.90 6.03 5.69
Moral self-approval 37.11 35.83 37.60 .41

(SD) 6.16 6.63 6.21
Body appearance 34.83 30.50 31.48 2.25

(SD) 6.78 5. 62 6.52
Body functioning 34.44 33 . 08 32.52 .50

(SD) 7 . 63 6.37 7.15
Defensive

self-enhancement 45.94 40.58 45.17 1.57
(SD) 9.57 10.71 8.23

Integration and Identity 37.39 35.25 36.90 .41
(SD) 6.63 5.55 6.73

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Preoccupied group scoring substantially lower than both the Dismissing and 

Autonomous groups (Bonferroni £  £.05).

(3) Affect-grid

Appendix 6.6 displays the means and standard deviations of expectant 

mothers’ and fathers’ responses to the Affect-Grid. No significant differences 

between men’s and women’s responses could be observed. There is also no 

overall difference between Affect-Grid responses before versus after 

administration of the Adult Attachment Interview.

Table 6.9 illustrates the correlations between expectant mothers’ AAI 

factor scores and their self-reported affect state, in terms of level of arousal 

and extent of pleasure, assessed both prior to and following administration of 

the AAI. This table is remarkable for the lack of association between these 

measures. However, one significant trend is suggested. This is the tendency 

for women whose interviews were scored high on the parent-specific 

Negativity factors to be significantly less pleased after the interview was 

completed. This is most marked with regard to women’s experience and 

representation of their mothers (r = -.29, £  < .001, 2-tailed).

Table 6.10 portrays expectant mothers’ mean scores and standard 

deviations on the Affect Grid pre- and post-interview, grouped by the tripartite 

classification of their AAIs. Attachment groups could not be distinguished
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FACTOR
SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER

TO FATHER

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE

OVER-
PROTECTION

GUILT

Table 6 .9

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-REPORTED MOOD-STATE 

BEFORE (PRE) AND AFTER (POST) ADMINISTRATION OF THE AAI 

AND THE INTERVIEU-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

FOR 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

AFFECT-GRID:

PRE POST
PLEASURE AROUSAL PLEASURE AROUSAL

-.1621 -.0013

-.1660 -.0281

.0808 .0424

-.1272  -.0044

.0739 .0085

-.0209  .0751

-.2928* -.0203

-.2443 -.0260

.0003 .0567

-.0672 .0763

.1024 -.0367

-.0979 .1827

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f : it _ .01 ** - .001)
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TABLE 6.10: PRE-AND-POST-INTERVIEW AFFECT-GRID SCORES OF MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY THE CLASSIFICATION OF THEIR AAIs

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Pre-pleasure 6.67 7.13 7.14 .79

(SD) 1.61 2. 03 1.44
Pre-arousal 5.00 4.53 5.07 .55(SD) 1.96 1.77 1. 67
Post-pleasure 6.38 6.27 6.74 .47

(SD) 2.06 2.37 1.89
Post-arousal 5.58 6. 00 5.54 .31

(SD) 1.67 2.30 2.04

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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according to the assessment of mood-state, either before or following 

administration of the interview.

Table 6.11 portrays the correlations between expectant fathers’ AAI 

factor scores and their Affect Grid scores, recorded both prior to and following 

administration of the AAI. No significant correlations were observed. The 

beginnings of a trend could possibly be observed between arousal before the 

interview and the assessment of guilt during the interview (r = .27). This is, 

one should hasten to add, a highly speculative suggestion given the likelihood 

of a chance association.

Table 6.12 displays expectant fathers’ mean scores and standard 

deviations on the Affect Grid pre- and post-interview, grouped by the tripartite 

classification of their AAIs. Secure versus Insecure attachment groups could 

not be distinguished according to the assessment of mood state, either before 

or following administration of the interview. However, the assessment of 

arousal tended to vary systematically according to membership in the Insecure 

attachment groups. In particular, men whose interviews were classified 

Preoccupied were, after the interview, significantly more aroused than those 

whose interviews were classified Dismissing. This difference was somewhat 

apparent even before the interview (p < .10), but it appears to have been 

exacerbated by the experience of being interviewed (Bonferroni p  < .05).
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Table 6.11

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN SELF-REPORTED MOOO-STATE 

BEFORE (PRE) AND AFTER (POST) ADMINISTRATION OF THE AAI 

AND THE INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

FOR 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

AFFECT-GRID:

PRE POST
PLEASURE AROUSAL PLEASURE AROUSAL

FACTOR
SCALES:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER .0385 -.0412 .0017 .0034

TO FATHER -.0079 .0473 -.0817 .1346

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT .0499 -.0013 -.0483 .0705

PRESSURE TO
ACHIEVE .0602 .1665 -.0426 .0919

OVER-
PROTECTION .2136 .0560 .2271 -.2023

GUILT -.0724 .2654 -.0898 -.1263

(2 -ta ile d  S ig n if:  * - .01 ** - .001)
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TABLE 6 . 1 2 :  P R E -A N D -P O S T -IN T E R V IE W  A F F E C T -G R ID  SC O R ES OF FATH ER S
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  O F T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Pre-pleasure 6.35 6.77 6.48 .29

(SD) 1.54 1.36 1.53
Pre-arousal 4.59 5.92 5.46 2.54

(SD) 1.73 1.89 1.66
Post-pleasure 6.88 6.00 6.62 1.09

(SD) 1.11 2.00 1.70
Post-arousal 4.88 6.54 5.56 A 3.03

(SD) 1.62 1.61 1.92

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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(4) Adjective g-sort

Appendix 6.8 lists the means and standard deviations for the Adjective 

Q-sort categories, as well as the total number of adjectives suggested by the 

100 women, whose interviews were assessed in this way. In describing their 

relationships to their mothers and fathers during their childhood women 

suggested, on average, nine adjectives, with 65% of women providing between 

seven and eleven adjectives.

Table 6.13 shows the correlations observed between mothers’ AAI 

factor scores and the Q-sort ratings made of the adjectives they used to 

describe their attachment history. Almost 50% of the comparisons considered 

yielded significant correlations. The most powerful associations were between 

the designation of adjectives to the ‘secure’ group and the AAI factors 

reflecting parent-specific Negativity and the global aggregate assessment of 

Coherence; similarly ‘Insecure’, ‘Relaxed’, and ‘Tense’ adjectives were also 

highly correlated, in predictable directions, with the parent-specific Negativity 

factors (p < .001, 2-tailed; 15-30% of the variance held in common). 

Interestingly, while ‘Secure’ and ‘Relaxed’ adjectives correlated somewhat 

with the Coherence factor, (p < .01, 2-tailed; less than 10% of the variance 

held in common), the inverse sorts of ‘Insecure’ and ‘Tense’ adjectives did not 

correlate with Coherence. ‘Active’ adjectives were positively correlated with 

the AAI factors of Pressure to Achieve (r = .36, p  < .001, 2-tailed) and 

Overprotection (r = -.27, p  < .01, 2-tailed). ‘Active’ adjectives correlated 

negatively with Negativity Mother/Father factors (r = -.27 and -.28, p  < .01,



214

ADJECTIVE 
Q-SORTS:

SECURE

INSECURE

RELAXED

TENSE

ACTIVE

PASSIVE

Table 6.13

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

AND INDEPENDENT ADJECTIVE Q-SORTS 

FOR THE AAIs of 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY FROM/TO: 
MOTHER FATHER

COHERENT PRESSURE 
lUMs OF TO 

ATTACHMENT ACHIEVE

OVER-
PROTECTION

GUILT

-.5187** -.5467**

.4289** .4504**

-.4188** -.4890**

.3645** .3936**

-.2673* -.2811*

.1452 .1072

.3104* -.0501

.0046 .1512

.2700* -.1281

-.0202 .2177

.2170 .3637**

.0905 -.2717*

.1382 .0303

-.0927 .0818

.0749 -.0103

-.0444 .0733

.2771* -.0293

-.2082 .1148

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)
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2-tailed respectively) and positively, though not as significantly, with the 

Coherence factor (r = .22, 2  <, .05, 1-tailed).

Table 6.14 portrays means and standard deviations of Adjective Q-sort 

results grouped by the tripartite AAI classification of overall attachment 

security. Interviews classified Preoccupied were not significantly distinguished, 

by any of the Adjective Q-sorts, from either of the other two attachment 

groups. However, a number of contrasts could be observed between the 

Autonomous and Dismissing groups. ‘Secure’ adjectives were much more 

frequently found in interviews classified Autonomous as compared to ones 

classified Dismissing. Also, ‘Relaxed’ and ‘Active’ adjectives were more 

common in interviews classified Autonomous as opposed to Dismissing.

A further significant difference between the Dismissing and 

Autonomous groups was observed when the total number of adjectives reported 

in the interview was compared with overall attachment security. Total number 

of adjectives by the three attachment groups yielded a significant univariate 

result: F=6.94 (df 2,97) 2  < .001. The Preoccupied group (M = 9.25, sd = 

2.11) did not differ from either the Dismissing group or the Autonomous group 

(M = 9.35, sd = 1.33). However, the latter secure group reported 

significantlymore adjectives than the Dismissing group (M = 7.83, sd = 2.22), 

pair-wise t = 3.13, Bonferroni 2  ^ -05.
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T A B L E  6 . 1 4 :  A D J E C T IV E -Q -S O R T  SC O R ES OF MOTHERS
GROUPED BY THE C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  O F T H E IR  A A I s

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Secure adjectives 4.15 4.66 5.78 A 5*76(SD) 1.99 2.37 2.10 n

Insecure adjectives 2.71 3.75 2.53 2.31
(SD) 2.07 2.32 1.93

Relaxed adjectives 3.48 3.81 4.53 A 3‘01(SD) 1.79 1.85 1.90 A

Tense adjectives 2.77 3.38 2.55 1.12
(SD) 2.09 2.13 1.86

Active adjectives 4.08 4.97 5.44 A 3*04(SD) 2.13 2.62 2.24
Passive adjectives 3.54 3.94 3 .56 .24

(SD) 1.74 2.37 2.00

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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DISCUSSION

The results reported above point to a number of interesting areas of 

overlap between questionnaire assessments of attachment history, self-esteem, 

mood state, and AAI adjective ratings on the one hand, and the Adult 

Attachment Interview on the other hand. A correlation with AAI factor scores, 

however, did not always imply group differences when the overall 

classifications of attachment security were considered. Furthermore, many 

associations failed to materialise which, on the basis of previous research, one 

might have expected.

Perhaps the most expectable association was that observed between the 

Mother-Father-Peer Scale and the Adult Attachment Interview. Both women’s 

and men’s self-reports of how accepting their parents were during their 

childhood correlated strongly, and negatively, with the interview-based 

assessments of how rejecting and neglecting parents were, as well as how 

angry and/or derogating of parents interviewees were in the present Thirty-to- 

forty per cent of the variance in these parent-specific assessments was held in 

common. The variance that was not shared might derive from the fact that the 

AAI parent-specific factors include both past history and present attitudes 

toward attachment figures. The MFP, insofar as it does not consider the 

adult’s spontaneous discussion of attachment history, does not easily permit 

consideration of systematic variations in present attitudes toward the past. Still,
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with respect to attachment history itself, the results point to the concurrent 

validity of the MFP Scale and the AAI. Notably, the aggregate interview- 

based assessment of coherence and integration of internal working models of 

attachment, the cornerstone of attachment security, was not associated with the 

MFP. These results point to the limitations of a questionnaire-based 

assessment of attachment security. Relying on the adult’s level of agreement 

with the language of another, namely the researcher(s) who designed the scale, 

would seem to provide rather different results from those which may be 

attained from study of the adult’s own spontaneously employed language, 

offered in response to open-ended questions. This conclusion bears similarity 

to the conclusions of Booth-Kewley and Friedman (1987) concerning the 

assessment of Type A behaviour. On the basis of their exhaustive quantitative 

review, they argue that "the Structured Interview (SI) diagnosis is a much 

better predictor than is the (widely used) self-report" measure which does not 

permit assessment of variations in expressive style (Booth-Kewley and 

Friedman, 1987, p.357).

A curious finding emerged when women’s MFP results were grouped 

by AAI classification. Women’s self-reported attachment history with their 

fathers, but not with their mothers, was associated with overall attachment 

security. Women who reported that their fathers had been accepting rather 

then rejecting during their childhood were more likely to have their AAIs 

classified Autonomous as opposed to Dismissing. There is the expectation that 

a supportive attachment history would be associated with attachment security
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in adulthood (Bowlby, 1969: Ainsworth et al., 1978). To the extent that this 

assumption is parent-specific, however, it would point to the importance of 

having had an accepting mother over and above the value of having had an 

accepting father. Results counter to this expectation may possibly be rendered 

in terms of classical psychoanalysis (e.g. Freud, 1924), namely the view that 

the child’s relationship to the opposite-sex parent is a crucial and determining 

influence upon personality development and functioning. This model would 

predict that the men’s MFP results should show the same pattern of association 

to the AAI. Yet, the results for the expectant fathers do not indicate a special 

role for the opposite sex parent. On the contrary, there was an apparent lack 

of acceptance from father in the childhood background of men whose 

interviews were classified Preoccupied as opposed to either Dismissing or 

Autonomous. Thus the classical psychoanalytic model alone cannot be said 

to explain the observed results.

A result most consistent with attachment theory is that concerning the 

area of overlap between the self-esteem index of lovability and the AAI factor 

scores reflecting negativity in the adult’s past and present relationship with the 

parent. For expectant fathers, low scores on the self-esteem index of lovability 

were also singularly characteristic of the Preoccupied AAI classification. 

Bowlby (e.g. 1988) would point out that the child who is consistently loved 

and supported by the parent comes to regard himself as worthy of that love 

and, correspondingly, to trust both in himself and in the environment. These 

are precisely the types of issues which are addressed by the lovability items
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on O’Brien’s self-esteem questionnaire, e.g. "I occasionally feel that no one 

really loves me and accepts me for the person I am". Thus it is not surprising 

that there was some overlap (approximately 25% of the variance) between the 

parent-specific interview-ratings and the self-esteem rating of lovability. What 

is surprising is the general absence of other associations between AAI 

assessments and self-esteem indices, particularly where the overall Secure 

versus Insecure classifications of attachment security were concerned. It would 

appear that most aspects of self-esteem, at least those assessed by the O’Brien 

(1979) measure, are largely independent of attachment security as assessed by 

the Adult Attachment Interview. This apparent lack of correspondence 

between constructs may be a measurement issue. That is, we are once again 

comparing a questionnaire with an interview, and one may therefore argue that 

a true comparison of the constructs of self-esteem and attachment security 

must be based on more similarly structured assessments. Had self-esteem also 

been assessed by interview, as is the custom of some researchers (e.g. Brown 

& Harris, 1989), we would now be in a better position from which to comment 

on the relations between adult self-esteem and attachment.

As well as appearing to be independent of self-esteem, attachment 

security seems to be distinct from the construct of emotional state. Assessment 

of interviewees’ mood-state, in terms of pleasure, prior to and following 

administration of the Adult Attachment Interview yielded no significant 

associations with classification of the interview. Interviews judged 

Autonomous or Secure came equally from individuals who were in a pleasant
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or unpleasant mood-state prior to being interviewed. Also significant is the 

observation that after having provided an interview narrative (which would 

later be judged indicative of security), the interviewee was not necessarily in 

a pleasurable mood. Similarly, interviews judged Insecure, Dismissing or 

Preoccupied, could not be predicted on the basis of assessments of pleasurable 

mood-state conducted prior to, or indeed following, administration of the AAI. 

Results for the assessment of arousal followed the same pattern of non

significance for women but not for men. Curiously a difference in arousal 

emerged between men whose interviews were classified Preoccupied as 

opposed to Dismissing. The latter group was less aroused before and 

significantly less aroused after the interview. It is as if the strategy of 

dismissal with respect to attachment operates not only to restrict the free-flow 

of information with respect to attachment, but also, the emotional state of 

arousal itself. This stands in contrast to the strategy of preoccupation or over- 

involvement with attachment-related issues which apparently serves to heighten 

arousal. That this difference was somewhat apparent even before the 

administration of the interview may be attributed to differing levels of 

anticipatory arousal consequent upon the expectation of discussing attachment- 

related issues. It appears to have been the actual experience of being 

systematically interviewed which elicited this cognitive-affective difference 

between insecure attachment groups. In terms of cause and effect, it appears 

that the attachment group membership caused the differing levels of arousal 

because the difference only became significant after the interview. For men, 

the Secure or Autonomous group occupied the middle ground between the two
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Insecure attachment groups, somewhat aroused, but not more so, or less so, 

than the other groups. It is unclear why the observed difference between 

insecure groups appeared in the men, but not in the women.

The Adjective Q-sort ratings made of the women’s AAIs, when 

compared with the AAI factor scores and classifications, yielded by far the 

largest set of significant results of the four investigations reported in this 

chapter. This was to be expected given that the assessments being compared 

derived from the same source, the Adult Attachment Interview.

The total number of adjectives provided by each expectant mother 

reflected access to and ability to express attachment-related information. 

Women whose interviews were classified Autonomous or Preoccupied gave 

more adjectives than those women whose interviews were judged Dismissing, 

though only the difference between Autonomous and Dismissing groups was 

significant. This is consistent with the definitions of the AAI classifications. 

An interview is judged Dismissing chiefly because the narrative suggests that 

attachment relationships are viewed by the interviewee as being of little 

concern, value or influence. Such an interviewee would be expected to spend 

limited time thinking about her relationship with her parents, and so gave 

relatively few adjectives. Interviewees who were passively or angrily 

dependent and over-involved with their parents, the defining features of the 

Preoccupied classification, would be expected to have many adjectives come 

to mind when asked to describe their relationships to their parents. By
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definition, the Autonomous attachment classification implies access to and an 

ability to express feelings without being overwhelmed by them. As expected, 

this group of interviewees was able consistently to provide the most 

adjectives.

Not only the quantity but also the quality of adjectives recalled was 

significantly and predictably associated with the AAI classifications. Positive 

adjectives, operationally defined as words indicating security, relaxation and 

activity, were consistently associated with the Autonomous classification in
i

contrast to the Dismissing. The Preoccupied group was reliably somewhere

I between the Dismissing and Autonomous groups, not significantly different
i
ij

from either. Most importantly, negative adjectives, operationally defined as
|
! words indicating insecurity, tension or passivity, did not serve as a reliable

basis for distinguishing AAI attachment classifications. In other words, in the 

AAI context, it may well be a sign of security when the adult describes his 

relationship to his parents as positive. However, when the adult describes his 

relationship to his parents as negative, this does not necessarily portend 

insecurity. This empirical finding fits well with the assumptions underlying 

the AAI classification system. Namely, the achievement of attachment security 

in adulthood is arrived at by numerous routes, many of them involving painful 

attachment experiences. Much has been said in previous chapters about the 

effort and work which so many adults have made in coming to terms with 

hurtful attachment histories. The success of their efforts is often easily 

observable in the AAI context, denoted by the impressive organisation or



coherence in the stories they tell when describing their attachment histories, 

and their current thoughts and feelings with respect to attachment Thus, the 

current results confirm that when the adult describes his relationship to his 

parents in a way that suggests tension or insecurity, this, in itself, does not 

correlate with coherence and, in turn, can not on its own serve as a basis for 

inferring attachment insecurity.



225

SUMMARY

This chapter considered the associations between AAI-based scores 

(classifications and ratings), and a range of questionnaires which assess 

personality factors which may arguably overlap with, or possibly determine, 

AAI responses. Results point to limited associations between the Adult 

Attachment Interview and questionnaire assessments of the attachment 

construct, and other presumably related constructs such as self-esteem and 

emotional state. The strongest overlap with the AAI was obtained from an 

adjective Q-sort rating based on material in the interview itself. Even this, 

however, was not found successfully to discriminate attachment security 

groups. Results, in summary, suggest that the AAI classification system 

assesses a trait-like personality quality which is not explained by assessments 

of emotional state, self-esteem or self-reported comments on one’s attachment 

history (offered either in agreement to questionnaire items, or spontaneously 

produced in the interview context). Finally, the trait-like personality quality 

tapped by the AAI classifications must not be thought of as a static 

characteristic. Rather, it would appear to be driven by the individual’s 

capacity for mentally representing attachment-related experiences in an 

organised and coherent fashion.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

This chapter concerns the predictive validity of the Adult Attachment 

Interview. The central hypothesis under consideration is the degree to which 

parents’ attachment history and current representation of that history may be 

shown to have an intergenerational influence upon the parent-child attachment 

relationship. Results presented below examine the association between AAI 

factor scores and classifications assigned to parents’ interviews collected 

prenatally and subsequent independent assessments of the infant-mother and 

infant-father attachment.

As the introductory chapter indicated, there is increasing evidence of 

an association between the way in which a parent recalls his or her own 

childhood experience and the current quality of the relationship existing 

between parent and child (Morris, 1981; Main et al., 1985; Main & Goldwyn, 

in press; Grossmann et al., 1988; Ricks, 1985). The notion of the repetition 

of relationship patterns across generations has a distinguished history in the 

psychoanalytic literature (Freud,1940; Fraiberg et al., 1975; Bowlby, 1958, 

1969/1982, 1973, 1980) as well as in epidemiological research (Frommer & 

O’Shea, 1973; Rutter & Madge, 1976; Rutter, Quinton & Liddle, 1983). More 

recently, developmental psychologists have beg,n to explore the influence of 

the parent’s childhood experience and personality structure upon the child- 

parent relationship in an attempt to explain individual differences in infant 

patterns of attachment (Sroufe, 1985; Belsky & Isabella, 1988; Spieker &
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Booth, 1988; Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Grossmann et al., 1989; Haft & 

Slade, 1989, Ricks, 1985).

John Bowlby’s attachment theory provides a plausible explanation for 

the social transmission of relationship patterns across generations. Child- 

caregiver interaction patterns are internalized early in life and guide the 

infant’s expectations, and evaluations, of relationship experiences. While these 

internal representations can be modified by current experience, they are 

considered resistant to change. They continue to influence relationships 

throughout childhood, across the lifespan and even into the next generation 

(Bowlby, 1973, 1988). This chapter addresses the issue of how expectant 

parents’ mental representations of attachment may be seen to influence the 

subsequent quality of the infant-parent relationship.

It has been suggested that the classifications derived from parental 

responses to the Adult Attachment Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985): 

Dismissing, Preoccupied, or Autonomous, bear a systematic association with 

the Strange Situation classifications of infant patterns of attachment: Avoidant, 

Resistant or Secure respectively (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Ainsworth 

& Eichberg, in prep.; Main & Goldwyn, in press).

Mothers whose interviews are classified Autonomous show objectivity 

and balance in discussing their childhood experiences, whether favourable or 

unfavourable, and present a narrative picture that is both coherent and
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believable. Mothers whose interviews are rated as Dismissing seem cut off 

from the emotional nature of childhood attachment experiences. Their current 

state of mind with respect to attachment is variously characterized by 

idealization, derogation, insistence on the inability to recall, and cognitive 

formulations divorced from affect. Mothers whose interviews are classified 

Preoccupied are over-involved with their sometimes traumatic childhood 

experiences at the time of the interview. These experiences appear often to 

have involved role reversal in which they have assumed the role of parenting 

the parent(s). Their minds appear overwhelmed and confused by the topic of 

attachment, evidenced in the interview-context by incoherence and 

preoccupying anger or passivity.

We may understand the relationship between a mother’s state of mind 

with respect to attachment and the possible influence of this upon maternal 

behaviour and infant security in the following way. Interviews classified 

Autonomous point to mothers whose minds are not taken up with unresolved 

concerns regarding their childhood experience and are therefore ffee to respond 

to their child’s attachment cues. Interviews classified Dismissing indicate a 

reluctance to acknowledge attachment needs which may make such mothers— 

who often seem to share a history of rejection by their own mothers- 

insensitive and unresponsive to their infants’ signals. Interviews classified 

Preoccupied suggest that mothers are likely to provide an inconsistent, 

coinfused picture for their infants, giving rise to an anxiously resistant pattern 

where infants’ attempts to deal with their needs are easily frustrated.
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The associations described above, between parental behaviour and its 

influence upon the quality of the parent-child relationship have been validated 

by prospective studies involving home observations (Ainsworth et al., 1978; 

Grossmann et al., 1985). However, there is as yet no prospective evidence that 

these different patterns of parental behaviour are determined by systematic 

differences in parental representation of attachment. This suggestion derives 

from retrospective associations. For example, Main & Goldwyn (in press) 

report a concordance coefficient of .61 (Kappa) between mother and child 

attachment classifications, and a substantially smaller but still significant 

association between father and child attachment classification (Kappa = .37). 

These associations were based on interviews that were conducted with parents 

of six-year olds, and then correlated with their child’s security of attachment 

as measured five years previously (Main et al., 1985). These results, for 

mothers and their children, have been confirmed by an independent group of 

investigators (Grossmann et al., 1988). However, the retrospective nature of 

both these studies permits no control for the possibility that mothers’ 

recollections may have been moderated by their evolving relationship with 

their children. As Sroufe (1985) suggested, a prospective study is the ideal 

method for assessing the significance of parents’ relationship histories. The 

attachment theory model of intergenerational concordance predicts that there 

should be an association between a prenatal assessment of parental 

representations of relationships, and the subsequent quality of the infant-parent 

attachment.
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This chapter presents findings of a prospective study which examined 

the association between expectant mothers’ and fathers’ Adult Attachment 

Interviews and subsequent Strange Situation assessments of the infant-mother 

and infant-father attachment relationship. Additionally, so that the relative 

strength of the AAI as a predictor of child-parent attachment patterns could be 

considered, the range of assessments administered concurrently with the AAI 

(reported in the previous chapter) was also compared to the Strange Situation 

outcome data.
iII
i

METHOD
i
j

I
Design and Subjects

During the last trimester of a first pregnancy, the Adult Attachment 

Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985) was administered to 100 women and 

their partners, 100 men-representing a fairly homogenous middle-class, 

educated sample. Further demographic details of the sample are considered in 

Chapter Eight. This chapter focuses exclusively on the prenatal assessment of 

attachment-related processes in these couples and the subsequent assessment 

of the child-parent attachment.
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The Adult Attachment Interview was administered to ninety-eight of the 

couples in their homes and 2 were interviewed in the laboratory. While the 

laboratory setting is normally to be preferred in AAI research, in the present 

study interviews in the home were favoured for the added degree of personal 

contact involved. To maintain continuity with the sample, all subjects were 

contacted by telephone and by post at 3 months post-partum. At 12 months 

post-partum all the families were invited to the laboratory for the first time 

where 96 children were assessed with mother in the Strange Situation. At 18 

months 87 families returned to the laboratory at which time the child’s 

attachment to father was assessed. It was decided to follow the method used 

by Mary Main and her colleagues and wait six months between assessments 

so as to minimise the possibility of influence from the first assessment to the 

second (Main, et al., 1985).

Between prenatal and one-year assessments, attrition was low. One 

mother was excluded from the study because she had twins. Data from one 

subject was eliminated because she was recently bereaved. Strange Situation 

data was unavailable for a further two cases because of technical difficulties. 

Of the 96 children seen in the laboratory, 46 were girls and 50 were boys. No 

child had a significant auditory or visual handicap. One child (classified 

secure with mother in the Strange Situation) was bom with a cystic hygroma 

and received considerable medical attention with multiple hospitalizations. 

Between the 12 and 18 month visits, a further nine families declined the offer 

to visit the lab at 18-months, allowing for assessment of 87 children’s
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attachment to their fathers. Of these 87 children, 42 were girls and 45 were 

boys.

Prenatal Attachment-Related Measures:

Adult Attachment Interview

The AAI protocol involves 18 questions concerning the adult’s 

childhood attachment experiences. These are detailed in Appendix 2.1. 

Questions probe for both episodic and semantic memories by requesting that 

subjects comment both on what happened during their childhood and on how 

they feel about it in the present. The transcript, replete with attempts to elicit 

descriptive and evaluative reflections, is then rated and classified on 

dimensions thought to index attachment security. For current purposes, the 

AAI assessments to be reported are based upon the six factor scales, each with 

high internal consistency, discussed in chapters four and five. These are 

composite indices of Negativity in the Relationship with Mother and Father; 

Degree of Integration of Internal Working Models of Attachment; 

Overprotection; Pressure to Achieve; and Guilt. In addition, the overall 

classifications, Dismissing, Preoccupied or Autonomous with respect to 

attachment are employed.
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So that interview-classifications and ratings from the Adult Attachment 

Interviews could be contrasted with subjects’ self-reports of their attachment 

history, the Mother-Father-Peer (MFP) Scale was administered (Epstein, 1983). 

The MFP scale includes the following five measures: the degree to which 

both mothers and father are reported to have been independence-encouraging 

versus overprotective: and the degree to which mothers, fathers and peers are 

recalled as having been accepting versus rejecting. Subjects expressed levels 

of agreement (between 1 and 5) to statements reflecting each of these five 

measures. Appendix 6.1 contains a copy of the Mother-Father-Peer scale, as 

it was presented to each subject. Epstein (1983) reports high internal 

consistencies for the five MFP dimensions, (median alpha = .91, range = .88 - 

.93).

Self-Esteem Questionnaire

A multi-dimensional 116-item Sources of Self-Esteem Inventory or 

SOSE (O’Brien, 1981) yielded 11 previously validated indices of self-esteem. 

These scales assess global self-esteem; competence versus incompetence; 

lovability versus unlovability; likeability versus unlikability; self-control; 

personal power versus powerlessness; moral self-approval versus guilt; pleasure 

in body appearance; pleasure in body functioning; defensive self-enhancement;
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identity and integration versus identity diffusion and inner conflict. These 

scales are all of equal length (10 items) with the exception of defensive self

enhancement which had to be increased to 16 items in order to obtain an alpha 

of .80-for the scales as a group O’Brien (1979) reports internal reliabilities 

between .80 and .90. Appendix 6.3 contains a copy of the questionnaire as it 

was presented to each subject.

Adjective O-Sort

Adjectives sorted were those provided by each woman in response to 

the AAI question[s]: "Now I’d like to ask you to choose five adjectives that 

reflect your childhood relationship with your mother [father]. I know this may 

take a bit of time, so go ahead and think for a minute . . . then I’d like to ask 

you why you chose them" (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985, p. 11). This 

normally led to five adjectives provided with respect to mother and five with 

respect to father. This was not, however, always the case, with the subject 

sometimes providing more or less than ten. The total set of adjectives 

provided by each subject was sorted along three dimensions, chosen in 

accordance with attachment theory (Bowlby, 1958) and semantic differential 

techniques (Osgood, 1957). Three dimensions were chosen for the present 

study. These were secure vs insecure; relaxed versus tense; and, active versus 

passive. Two raters independently sorted all adjectives on each of these 

dimensions by assigning each adjective to one of the poles of each dimension
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or to neither (because it was a poor fit with the poles). Typical ‘secure’

adjectives were "loving" or "protective", compared with ‘insecure’ adjectives

such as "distant" or "rejecting". Adjectives such as "patient" or "calm" were

rated as ‘relaxed’, while adjectives such as "strained" were typical of the tense

category. Typical ‘active’ adjectives were "physical" or "demanding", while

‘passive’ adjectives were "indifferent" or "undemanding". Both raters were

blind to information concerning the ratings and classification of the interview

from which the adjectives were drawn. Levels of agreement between the twoI

| raters were consistently high, median r = .85 (range .80 - .92).
!
i

Raters’ sort-scores were averaged in order to arrive at an aggregate 

score for each subject for each of the six polar definitions of the three 

| dimensions. These scores are an index of how many of the adjectives

| provided by a subject could be considered indicative of security, insecurity,

relaxation, tension, activity and passivity respectively. Additionally, a 

summary score of the total number of adjectives provided by each subject was 

calculated.
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12 and 18-Month Assessments of the Child-Parent Attachment:

The Strange Situation

i

It is already well-established that the Strange Situation is a reliable and 

valid instrument with which to assess the quality of child-parent attachments 

(Ainsworth et al., 1978). This 20-minute laboratory-based assessment involves

| two brief separations and two three-minute reunions with the parent. Focus is

j  upon the infant’s behaviour, especially during the reunions, where individual
i
I differences are measured in terms of the strategies employed to cope with this
|

j  stressful situation (i.e. introduction to an unfamiliar place and person, and two
|
j  brief separations from the parent).

j

Of the three major patterns of response, two are thought to reflect an 

anxious attachment to the parent (either avoidant or resistant) and one is 

understood to indicate a secure attachment to the parent. Infants whose 

attachment is coded avoidant tend to appear undistressed during separation and 

to avoid proximity to the parent upon reunion. Infants whose attachment is 

coded resistant tend to be distressed by separation and to seek contact during 

reunion but rather than being settled by the parent’s return, they resist the 

contact they also seek and are unable to be comforted. Infants whose 

attachment is coded secure may or may not be distressed by separation, but 

upon reunion are pleased to see the parent and, if distressed, are easily 

comforted.
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Strange Situation assessments of the infant-mother attachment (N=96) 

were made when the child was one-year of age and of the infant-father 

attachment (N=87), when the child was one-and-a-half years of age. The 

Strange Situation observations were video-taped and audio-taped. They were 

subsequently coded by raters blind to the parents’ interview data. Proximity 

seeking, contact maintenance, resistance and avoidance during each of the two 

reunions were coded on the seven-point scales developed by Ainsworth et al. 

(1978). In addition, all infants were assigned to one of three classifications: 

secure, avoidant or resistant. Mary J. Ward coded 35 of the tapes in the 

context of training three independent coders to high levels of major category 

agreement, median r .88 (range .84 - .92). On the remaining 148 tapes, 

median inter-rater reliability was .91 (range .88 - .94) and on inter-active 

behaviour ratings, median inter-rater reliability was .88 (range .85 - .91). All 

Strange Situation tapes were coded by at least two independent coders, both 

blind to the parent’s interview classification, and were assigned to one of the 

three major categories. Disagreements between the two primary raters were 

conferenced in discussions with a third trained rater, also blind to parents’ 

interview classifications.
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RESULTS

Results are presented in three sections. The first presents descriptive 

data pertaining to the use of the Strange Situation. The second section of 

results reports on the associations between the prenatally administered Adult 

Attachment Interview and the Strange Situation. The third section of results 

considers the associations between Strange Situation results and prenatal 

questionnaire assessments (reported in the previous chapter) of attachment 

history and self-esteem, and adjective Q-sort ratings of the AAI.

I
j

The Strange Situation

The child-mother attachment was judged to be secure for 55 of the 

children; insecure avoidant for 30 of the children; and insecure-resistant for 11 

of the children. The child-father attachment was judged to be secure for 63 

of the children; insecure-avoidant for 24 of the children—no children were 

judged insecure-resistant with father.

Appendix 7.1 shows the means and standard deviations of the inter

active behaviour ratings of children’s reunion behaviour with mother (at 12 

months) and with father (at 18 months) in the Strange Situation. Appendix 7.2 

and 7.3 respectively portray, for the child with mother and the child with
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father, these interactive behaviour ratings grouped by the overall classification 

of the child-parent attachment. Children judged to be securely attached are 

noteworthy for their low scores for avoidance and resistance, and their high 

scores for proximity seeking and contact maintenance. Children judged to 

have an insecure-avoidant attachment are predictably rated higher for 

avoidance and lower for proximity seeking and contact maintenance. Finally, 

children whose attachment is judged to be insecure-resistant score high for 

proximity seeking and contact maintenance but also high for resistance to 

contact. These trends are consistent with those established in the work which 

validated the Strange Situation against home observations of the mother-child 

relationship (Ainsworth et al., 1978).

The Adult Attachment Interview and the Strange Situation

The pattern of association between inter-active behaviour ratings of 

children’s reunion with mother during the Strange Situation and AAI factor 

scores of mothers’ prenatal interviews appear in Table 7.1. The strongest 

correlation is obtained for the Negative IWM of Mother factor. It correlates 

negatively with contact maintenance during the first reunion (r = -.33, £  < 

.001, 2-tailed) and, also, with resistance during the first reunion (r = -.27, £  < 

.01, 2-tailed). In addition, the Coherence of IWMs of Attachment factor 

correlates positively with contact maintenance during the first reunion (r = .25, 

£  < .05, 2-tailed). There is also a trend for this Coherence factor to distinguish 

the child’s behaviour during the second reunion in terms of its negative 

correlation with avoidance (r= -.21).
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Table 7.1

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN INTERVIEU-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 97 EXPECTANT MOTHERS AND SUBSEQUENT RATINGS OF 

THE CHILD'S BEHAVIOUR AT 12 MONTHS 

IN THE STRANGE SITUATION WITH MOTHER

AMALGAM OF NEGATIVITY COHERENT PRESSURE OVER-

FIRST
REUNION

PROXIMITY
SEEKING

FROM AND TOWARD
MOTHER

RESISTANCE

AVOIDANCE

SECOND
REUNION

PROXIMITY
SEEKING

-.1141

-.2745*

.1270

-.0377

CONTACT
MAINTENANCE -.2318

-.0276

CONTACT
MAINTENANCE - .  3388** -.1474

-.1609

.0509

-.0374

-.0974

IWMS OF TO
FATHER ATTACHMENT ACHIEVE

.1661

.2455

.1795

-.1873

-.1376

-.1024

-.0108

-.0228

PROTECTION

-.1055

.0408

.0764

-.0130

,1389 -.1033 -.0034

.2182 -.1339 -.0304

RESISTANCE .0219

AVOIDANCE .0484

.1055 -.0580

.0111 -.2126

.0500 -.0766

.0255 -.0190

GUILT

.0009

.0624

- .0797

-.0010

-.0525

-.0274

-.0018

.1277

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)



Table 7.2 indicates how children’s reunion behaviour with mother 

appears when grouped by the classification assigned to mothers’ Adult 

Attachment Interviews. The strongest result is obtained for ratings of 

avoidance during the second reunion (univariate F = 5.22, 2  < .01). Pair-wise 

tests revealed that avoidance was most marked in children of mothers whose 

interviews were classified Dismissing as opposed to Autonomous (Bonferroni 

£  < .05). Ratings of contact maintenance were lowest in children of the 

Dismissing group and this contrasted with children of the Autonomous group 

(Bonferroni 2  < .05). Resistance during the second reunion served to highlight 

children of mothers whose interviews were classified Preoccupied. In 

Bonferroni tests with a .05 criterion level, these children were significantly 

more resistant during the second reunion than children of either the Dismissing 

or Autonomous interview-groups.

Table 7.3 portrays the cross-tabulation of mothers’ AAI classifications 

and their children’s Strange Situation classifications. There was impressive 

confirmation of the prediction that a mother’s organization of thought 

concerning relationships, assessed prior to the birth of her child, would be 

associated with her child’s security of attachment at one year. 75% of secure 

mothers had securely attached children. 73% of mothers Dismissing or 

Preoccupied with respect to attachment had insecurely attached children. The 

overall two-way (secure-insecure) match between mothers’ prenatal interviews 

and children’s security of attachment was 75% (Kappa=.48, 2  < .001, 52% 

expected by chance alone).
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TABLE 7.2: STRANGE SITUATION REUNION BEHAVIOUR OF CHILD WITH MOTHER 
GROUPED BY ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW CLASSIFICATION OF MOTHER

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,94
Proximity seeking 1 1.95 2.71 2.83 2.40

(SD) 1. 05 2.20 1. 62
Contact maintenance 1 1.23 2.00 2.46 A 4*21(SD) .53 1. 62 1.98
Resistance 1 1.14 1.50 1. 63 1.70

(SD) . 35 1.16 1.20
Avoidance 1 4.32 3.86 3.24 A 3*41(SD) 1.43 1.75 1.79
Proximity seeking 2 2.82 3.50 3.73 2 .42

(SD) 1.33 1.91 1.70
Contact maintenance 2 2 .32 3 .36 3 .92 A 3*94(SD) 1.91 2.44 2 .37
Resistance 2 1.95 3.21 1. 98 A 4.04(SD) 1. 70 2 . 01 1.28
Avoidance 2 4 . 00 3 .14 2 . 64 B 5.22

(SD) 1.48 1.79 1.73

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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TABLE 7 . 3

ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN 96 MOTHERS' PRENATAL 
ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW CLASSIFICATIONS 

AND THE STRANGE SITUATION CLASSIFICATIONS OF 
THEIR INFANTS AT 12 MONTHS

Mothers' Adult Attachment Interview Classifications

Dismissing Autonomous Preoccupied
(N=22) (N=59) (N=15)

Infants'
Strange Situation 
Classifications

Avoidant (N=30) 15 (6.9) 8 (18.4) 7 (4.7)
Secure (N=55) 5 (12.6) 45 f33.8) 5 (8.6)
Resistant (N=ll) 2 (2.5) 6 (6.8) 3 (1.7)

D/E/F— > A/C/B F/non-F— > B/non-B
Three-wav: Two-wav:

Observed match 66% 75%
Expected match 44% 52%

Kappa .38 . 48
Chi2 = 27.6 df=4 p < .001 22 . 54 df=i p < .001

NOTE.-Expected frequencies appear in parentheses. Predicted 
cells are underscored.



245

Table 7.3 also shows the observed and expected frequencies for the 

three-way comparisons between mothers’ classification on the Adult 

Attachment Interview and the infants’ Strange Situation classification. 

Examination of the observed and expected frequencies in Table 7.3 clarifies 

which AAI classifications were found to have particular value for predicting 

Strange Situation results from antenatal assessments. Autonomous adult 

classification increases the likelihood of secure infant classification whilst 

reducing that of anxious avoidant. Dismissing classification substantially 

increases the likelihood of anxious avoidant classification whilst reducing the 

probability of observing a secure infant pattern of attachment. The 

Preoccupied classification was of some help in predicting insecure infant status 

but failed to distinguish anxious avoidant and anxious resistant groups. Infants 

classified insecure resistant could not be predicted on the basis of the 

classifications of the prenatal AAIs shown in Table 7.3.

Table 7.4 shows the correlations between factor scores from fathers’ 

Adult Attachment Interviews and ratings of children’s reunion behaviour with 

father in the Strange Situation. The pattern is similar to that observed for 

children and their mothers. The strongest correlation is obtained for the 

comparison of the Coherence of IWMs of Attachment factor with the rating 

of contact maintenance during the first reunion (r = .24, 2  < .05, 2-tailed). 

However, as with the set of correlations between interval ratings of the 

mothers and their children, most of the results in Table 7.4 are not very 

impressive.
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Table 7.4

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 86 EXPECTANT FATHERS AND SUBSEQUENT RATINGS OF 

THE CHILD'S BEHAVIOUR AT 18 MONTHS 

IN THE STRANGE SITUATION WITH FATHER

FIRST
REUNION

PROXIMITY
SEEKING

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY FROM/TO: 
MOTHER FATHER

RESISTANCE

AVOIDANCE

SECOND
REUNION

PROXIMITY
SEEKING

.0587

CONTACT
MAINTENANCE -.1767

-.1060

.1518

.0236

-.0707

-.0918

.0818

COHERENT PRESSURE OVER-
IWMs OF TO PROTECTION

ATTACHMENT ACHIEVE

.1550

.2444

.0706

.1687

-.0164

.1173

-.0982

.0748

-.0853

-.0893

-.0283

-.0856

.0030 .0158 .0655 .1818 .1439

CONTACT
MAINTENANCE -.1519 -.0687 .0623 ,1360 -.0639

RESISTANCE

AVOIDANCE

.1271

.0720

.0953

.0737

-.1251

-.1096

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)
t  • oS

.0357

-.0360

.1269

.0423

GUILT

-.0194

-.0021

-.0418

.0391

-.0769

-.0857

-.0924

.1151
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Table 7.5 displays the interval ratings of children’s reunion behaviour 

with father grouped by the classification of fathers’ Adult Attachment 

Interviews. Children of fathers whose AAIs were classified Dismissing are 

powerfully distinguished from fathers whose AAIs were classified 

Autonomous. In Bonferroni tests of pair-wise differences, children of the 

Dismissing interview-group, in contrast to the Autonomous interview-group, 

were rated as less likely to maintain contact, and more likely to be avoidant

I during both first and second reunions. Children of fathers whose interviews

; were classified Preoccupied were distinguished from the Dismissing interview-
I
I

I group (Bonferroni £  < .05) by their remarkably high ratings for proximity
!

seeking during the second reunion.

j

The classification of fathers’ prenatal AAIs is cross-tabulated with the 

classification of the child-father attachment at 18 months in Table 7.6. On the
j

basis of AAIs administered to expectant fathers, it was possible to predict the 

quality of the child-father attachment in a significant majority of cases. 82% 

of fathers whose interviews were classified Secure-Autonomous had securely 

attached children. 63%% of fathers whose interviews were classified Insecure- 

Dismissing had avoidantly attached children. However, counter to prediction, 

70% of fathers in the Preoccupied group had securely attached children. This 

latter anomaly somewhat diminishes the overall two-way (secure-insecure) 

match between fathers’ antenatal interviews and children’s security of 

attachment to 66% when, by chance alone, a 44% match would be expected. 

This measure of association is nonetheless significant (Chi2 = 12.6, £  < .01).
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TA BLE 7 . 5 :  STRANGE S IT U A T IO N  R E U N IO N  BEH AVIO UR OF C H IL D  W ITH  FATHER
GROUPED BY A A I C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF FATHER

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-

(DF
value
=2,34

Proximity seeking 1 2.81 3 .00 3 .30 .891
(SD) 1.38 1.15 1.38

Contact maintenance 1 1.31 1.50 2.21 A 3 .29 i
(SD) .79 .53 1.58 !

Resistance 1 1.56 1.20 1.25 . 57
(SD) 1.55 . 63 1.01

Avoidance 1 3.75 2.40 2.56 A 3.491
(SD) 2.05 1.51 1.59 1

Proximity seeking 2 2 . 63 4 .10 3 .75 A 4.731
(SD) 1.36 1.10 1.48 1

Contact: maintenance 2 1. 69 2 .30 2 . 82 A 3 .  11 j
(SD) 1.08 1.16 1.82 A I

Resistance 2 1. 63 1.90 1.59 . 23
(SD) 1.45 1.45 1.27

Avoidance 2 3 .75 2.50 2.49 A 3 . 57 j
(SD) 1.73 1.72 1. 69

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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TABLE 7 . 6

ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN 8 7 EXPECTANT FATHERS' 
ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW CLASSIFICATIONS 

AND THE STRANGE SITUATION CLASSIFICATIONS OF 
THEIR INFANTS AT 18 MONTHS

Fathers' Adult Attachment Interview Classifications

Dismissing Autonomous Preoccupied
(N=16) (N=61) (N=10)

Infants'
Strange Situation 
Classifications

Avoidant (N=24) 10 f4.4) 11 (16.8) 3 (2.8)
Secure (N=63) 6 (11.6) 50 ( 4 4 . 2 ) 7 (7.2)

Observed match = 56%

Expected match = 44%
Chi2 = 12.6 df=2 p < .01

NOTE.-Expected frequencies appear in parentheses. Predicted 
cells are underscored.
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Examination of the observed and expected frequencies appearing in 

Table 7.6 clarifies which antenatal AAI classifications of fathers’ interviews 

were found to have particular value for predicting subsequent Strange Situation 

results. Autonomous adult classification increases the likelihood of secure 

infant classification whilst reducing that of anxious avoidant. Dismissing 

classification substantially increases the likelihood of anxious avoidant 

classification whilst reducing the probability of observing a secure infant 

pattern of attachment. However, Preoccupied classification neither increases 

nor decreases the likelihood of observing insecure versus secure infant 

attachment patterns.

Table 7.7 shows the AAI factor scores assigned to mothers’ prenatal 

interviews, grouped by the quality of the child-mother attachment at 12 

months. The Coherence of IWMs of Attachment factor is the most powerful 

discriminator of infant-mother attachment groups (univariate F = 6.55, £  < 

.01). Mothers of avoidantly-attached children score conspicuously lower on 

this index of coherence than mothers of either securely or resistantly attached 

children. Of the remaining five AAI factors, only one, namely the Negative 

IWM of Mother factor, yields significant differences between groups 

(univariate F = 3.37, £  < .05). Mothers of the avoidantly-attached children 

score higher on this index of parent-specific negativity than mothers of either 

the secure or the resistant infant attachment groups. Indeed, mothers of 

resistantly attached infants scored lowest on this index of negativity from and 

toward their own mothers.
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TABLE 7.7: AAI-BASED FACTOR SCORES OF EXPECTANT MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY CHILD-MOTHER ATTACHMENT STATUS AT 12 MONTHS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Ms -ive IWM of Mother .93 .19 .33 A 3*37(SD) 1.07 .82 1.16
Ms -ive IWM of Father 1.28 . 62 .87 1.69

(SD) 1.18 .97 1.22 1
Ms degree of integrtn of B

IWMs . 68 1.30 1.52 6.55
(SD) 1. 02 1.10 1.01

Ms exp of pressure to 1
achieve 2.83 2.35 2.57 . 60
(SD) 1.52 1.16 1.26

Ms exD of overprotection 1. 68 1.80 1. 68 . 07 j
(SD) .94 1.13 . 90

1

Ms guilt 2 . 03 1.84 1.70 1.13 I
(SD) 1.32 .75 . 75

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Table 7.8 shows the AAI factor scores assigned to fathers’ prenatal 

interviews grouped by the quality of the child-father attachment at 12 months. 

Only one of the six factor scales distinguishes secure from insecure infant- 

father attachment groups. Predictably, this is the factor assessing Degree of 

Integration (Coherence) of IWMs of Attachment. Fathers of insecurely 

attached children were significantly less coherent than fathers of securely 

attached children.

Table 7.9 shows the Strange Situation classifications of infant with 

mother grouped by infant with father. This table indicates that an infant who 

is securely attached to one parent is not necessarily securely attached to the 

other parent. In other words, the Strange Situation assessment made of the 

child with mother was statistically independent of the assessment made of the 

child with father.
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TABLE 7.8: AAI-BASED FACTOR SCORES OF EXPECTANT FATHERS 
GROUPED BY CHILD-FATHER ATTACHMENT AT 18-MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value 

(DF=1,85)
Fs -ive IWM of Mother .48 .26 . 96

(SD) 1. 00 . 38
Fs -ive IWM of Father 1. 09 . 90 . 47

(SD) 1.29 1.10
Fs degree of inregrtn of

IWMs 1. 06 1. 54 A 3*63(SD) . 90 1. 07
Fs exp of pressure to

achieve 2 . 61 2 . 67 . 03
(SD) 1.61 1.26

Fs exp of overprotection 1.73 1. 55 . 65
(SD) 1.01 . 87

Fs guilt 2 . 03 2 .13 . 12
(SD) . 89 1.22

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B = p  < 0 . 0 1  C = p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Table 7.9

Infant-father attachment classification grouped by 
infant-mother attachment classification

• Infant-mother attachment Row total
Avoidant Resistant Secure

Infant-father attachment
Avoidant

Secure

11
45.8%
40.7%

16
25.4%
59.3%

3
12.5%
30.0%

7
11.1% 
70.0%

10
41.7%
20.0%

40
63.5%
80.0%

24 
100.0% 
27. 6% 

63 
100.0% 
72.4%

Column total 27
31.0%

100.0%
10 

11.5% 
100.0%

50
57.5%

100.0%
87 

100.0% 
100.0%

Chi-squared=3.81, DF=2, P<.15
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Other antenatal assessments and the Strange Situation

Mothers’ prenatal self-esteem scores are grouped by the infant-mother 

attachment classification in Appendix 7.4. Mothers of the avoidant and secure 

groups, repeatedly distinguished by interview-related assessments, are almost 

indistinguishable in terms of self-esteem. The one exception is a possible 

tendency for mothers of avoidantly attached infants to be more pleased with 

their bodily appearance than mothers of securely attached infants (2  < .10). 

Mothers of resistantly attached infants appear to be distinguished from both 

avoidant and secure groups by their higher scores on the lovability scale-this 

however, like the body appearance trend carries an unacceptably high 

likelihood of being due to chance. In sum, Appendix 7.4 indicates that there 

are no significant associations between maternal self-esteem and infant-mother 

attachment quality.

Mothers’ responses to the attachment history questionnaire are grouped 

by the infant-mother attachment in Appendix 7.5. Infant-mother attachment 

groups cannot be distinguished by mothers’ self-reported attachment history. 

There is a curious, though not significant tendency for mothers of resistantly 

attached children to report high levels of acceptance from their own mothers.

Appendix 7.6 illustrates that adjective Q-sort ratings of the mothers’ 

AAIs cannot serve as a basis for predicting infant-mother attachment groups. 

Appendix 7.6 also suggests a tendency, though not significant, for mothers of 

resistantly attached infants to have used fewer ‘tense’ adjectives in the
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interview-context before the child was bom. The total number of adjectives 

used by mothers when describing their childhood relationships to their parents 

was also grouped by Strange Situation classifications. No significant group 

differences were observed: mothers of avoidantly attached infants reported on 

average 8.9 adjectives (sd = 1.6); mothers of resistantly attached infants 

reported on average 8.3 adjectives (sd = 3.4); and mothers of securely attached 

infants reported on average 9.18 adjectives (sd = 1.4).

Fathers’ prenatal responses to the self-esteem questionnaire are grouped 

by the infant-father attachment in Appendix 7.7. The most attachment-related 

self-esteem scales, lovability and likability, point to the counter-intuitive 

finding that fathers of insecurely attached infants scored higher than those of 

securely attached infants (p. ^ .05).

Fathers’ prenatal responses to the attachment history questionnaire 

grouped by the infant-father attachment appear in Appendix 7.8. Results point 

to the same counter-intuitive pattern observed with respect to self-esteem. 

Fathers of insecurely attached children, as opposed to those of the securely 

attached group, reported significantly higher levels of acceptance from peers 

during their childhood (F = 5.57. 2  < .01). Though they do not constitute 

significant group differences, fathers’ of insecurely attached children also 

appear to be distinguished by high levels of reported acceptance and 

encouragement toward independence from their mothers during their 

childhoods.
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DISCUSSION

Based on prenatal administration of the Adult Attachment Interview to 

96 expectant mothers and 87 expectant fathers, it was possible, in 75% of the 

cases, to predict successfully whether an infant would be coded securely or 

insecurely attached (B/non-B) to mother (at 12-months) and to father (at 18- 

months) in the Strange Situation. These figures are consistent with those 

obtained in retrospective (Main & Goldwyn, in press, 75% (A/B/C); 

Grossmann et al., 1988, 77% (B/non-B) and concurrent (Ainsworth & 

Eichberg, in prep., 80% (A/B/C/D) administrations of these instruments. Other 

ongoing research involving prenatal administration of the AAI also suggests 

that it is possible to predict infant-mother patterns of attachment from 

pregnancy assessments (e.g. Ward et al., in prep). Unlike past retrospective and 

concurrent investigations, the Preoccupied classification was not found to be 

singularly predictive of the resistant infant classification. The Autonomous and 

Dismissing interview-classifications were powerfully predictive of the secure 

and avoidant infant classifications respectively.

The reported accuracy of prediction is impressive when compared with 

past attempts at identifying determinants of infants’ security of attachment in 

prospective investigations. Previous reports have failed to provide strong 

evidence of a predictive association between expectant mothers’ developmental 

history and infants’ security of attachment (e.g. Belsky & Isabella, 1988). The
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significance of mothers’ developmental history is unlikely to be fully captured 

unless we are clear about what in an individual’s developmental history is of 

importance for facilitating infants’ security of attachment. Predictive power 

resides, it seems, not in the quality of past experience but in the overall 

organization of mental structures underlying relationships and attachment- 

related issues.

Results indicate that the parent of the securely-attached child is able 

fluently to convey a global representation (whether favourable or unfavourable) 

of what her relationship to each parent was like during her childhood. At the 

same time, she is able to provide specific memories which support and 

elaborate on the global representation of her parents. In presenting to the 

interviewer her account of her development within her family of origin, she 

demonstrates an understanding of her own personal development which 

includes an awareness of the multiple motives (conscious and perhaps 

unconscious) which guided her parents’ behaviour toward her. Upon reading 

the transcript, one is not inclined to derive conclusions different from those 

being presented by the subject. In other words, there is little idealization of 

the past, no insistence on an inability to recall, and overall, there are no 

significantly distorting mental processes at work. The subject clearly has 

access to, and is able to express, her feelings without being overwhelmed by 

them; she is autonomous and freely valuing of attachment. This is the basis 

for the prediction, which the present study confirms, that such a woman was 

substantially more likely to bring to the Strange Situation assessment at one-
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year a child who would be classified securely attached to mother. The likely 

pathways for this effect involve sensitive and responsive patterns of mother- 

child behaviour observed more frequently in women classified as Secure- 

Autonomous on the Adult Attachment Interview (Crowell & Feldman, 1988; 

Haft & Slade, 1989). Conversely, mothers classified Dismissing on the Adult 

Attachment Interview have been shown to manifest a lack of attunement in 

mother-infant interactions (Haft & Slade, 1989) and restricted patterns of 

communication between child and parent (Grossmann, 1989).

While mothers of infants who would develop a secure or anxious 

avoidant attachment were distinguishable before the child was bom, the present 

study could not easily identify mothers of children who would develop an 

anxious-resistant attachment. Exploration of the results did, however, reveal 

two pathways by which it appeared possible to predict infant resistance to 

mother. First, ratings of infant resistance to mother during the second reunion 

in the Strange Situation were predictable on the basis of the Preoccupied 

interview classification. Second, infant resistance to mother was linked to a 

number of the prenatal measures other than the AAI classifications per se. The 

mothers of resistant infants were identifiable before the birth of their children 

by their apparently more positive representations of their childhood and of 

themselves. In describing their childhood in the interview-context, they were 

significantly less likely to use adjectives indicating tension; and, in terms of 

their questionnaire responses, they tended to regard their own mothers as 

remarkably accepting and to regard themselves as very ’loveable’. Altogether,
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a somewhat idyllic maternal profile—why then did it seem to foreshadow the 

insecure-resistant pattern of infant-mother attachment?

It may be that these expectant mothers, whose children would develop 

a resistant attachment, were presenting during pregnancy an unrealistically 

positive picture. This view is based on what was subsequently observed in the 

Strange Situation. It implies that there was something fragile about the 

prenatal interview which foreshadowed difficulties in adjustment to the 

caregiving role. This suggestion is consistent with previous findings from 

prospective longitudinal investigations. Spieker & Booth (1988) found that 

mothers of resistant infants (unlike mothers of avoidant infants) differed little 

prenatally from mothers whose infants were classified secure. But a certain 

fragility, not detected before the child was bom, appeared postnatally: they 

expressed satisfaction with their lives and with their infants’ temperament 

despite having higher scores on the Beck Depression Inventory and less 

confidence in themselves as mothers. Though postnatal assessments of 

maternal adjustment are not available for the current sample, it may indeed 

have been the case that mothers of resistant infants found the transition to 

parenthood particularly burdensome. Following this line of reasoning, it may 

be that the antecedents of infant resistance are best understood as part of an 

evolving pattern of a less than successful adaptation to motherhood. This is 

in accord with the view that mothers of anxiously-resistant children have a 

sensitive set of attachment-related beliefs, but are unable to act consistently 

upon these beliefs (Ainsworth et al., 1978).
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A less than optimal adaptation to parenthood may also have been a 

factor in the development of some insecure child-father attachments. This is 

suggested by the anomalously high scores of fathers of anxiously attached 

children on the prenatal questionnaire assessments of self-esteem and 

attachment history. These fathers’ questionnaire-responses certainly point to 

a cognitive awareness of what it looks like to be ’likeable’, ’loveable’ and to 

have been ’accepted’ by mother and peers during one’s childhood. However, 

the subsequently observed tendency for these fathers to have avoidantly 

attached infants suggests an inability to act effectively upon their appropriate 

beliefs.

Just as the transition to parenthood may occasion disappointment, and 

an inability consistently to employ an appropriate parenting repertoire, so too 

may entry into the parental role lead to positive alterations in mental structure. 

This was perhaps operative in those parents whose prenatal interviews were 

classified insecure but whose children were later classified as securely 

attached. Given the previously reported findings of stability in AAI 

classifications over a one-month period (See Chapter Two), it is not necessary 

to propose that internal working models change as a function of the initial 

parenting experience. Yet the accessibility or level of activation of aspects of 

these mental models may be heightened or attenuated as a function of 

expectations or events. Particular representations active at any one time 

exerting control over attachment-related cognitions and behaviours may 

perhaps be best conceived of as "attachment states." These attachment states
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are to be distinguished from the underlying organization and structure of the 

internal working model which may be thought of as predisposing the 

individual to particular types of behaviours, analogous to the function of 

personality traits.

Comprehensive models of attachment will need to focus increasingly 

upon the processes by which changes may occur in the representations which 

influence attachment-related feelings, cognitions and behaviours. There are a 

number of clinical-service approaches which have begun to incorporate the 

systematic consideration of these representational processes upon the quality 

of parent-child relationships (Aber & Baker, 1990; Nezworski, Tolan & 

Belsky, 1988; Greenspan & Lieberman, 1988; Stem-Bruschweiler & Stem, 

1989). The further development and refinement of these clinical/service 

approaches may be facilitated by careful use of the Adult Attachment 

Interview along with the delineation of pertinent situational, person-based and 

interactional influences (Sameroff & Chandler, 1975).

Importantly, there was also an association between the infant’s security 

of attachment to father at 18 months and the father’s interview conducted 

before the birth of the child. This association was somewhat weaker but was 

statistically independent of the observations of the mother-child relationship. 

Thus, the child’s relationship with father at 18 months was not dependent on 

the security of the child’s relationship with mother. This replicates much 

previous work confirming that the infant’s attachment pattern is parent-specific
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and is a unique property of the relationship to the parent (e.g. Main & Weston, 

1981). The current findings extend this research by demonstrating that the 

child’s relationship with each parent was independently determined by each 

parent’s respective set of internal representation of relationships to his/her 

parents.

The lower significance of the set of results for the father-child 

relationship, relative to those for the mother-child relationship, invites 

consideration. This prospective finding replicates the retrospective pattern of 

results observed by Main, Kaplan & Cassidy (1985). In part, this result is 

consistent with the view of Freud (1940) and of Bowlby (1951) that the 

mother-child relationship is more fundamental than the father-child 

relationship. In terms of Bowlby’s theory of internal working models of 

attachment, one needs to posit a hierarchy of working models with the model 

of mother being primary. Indeed, longitudinal research demonstrating an 

association between child developmental outcomes and previous assessments 

of infant attachment patterns (e.g. Sroufe, 1988) pertain to the infant-mother 

attachment. But as most of this research has not included fathers, the data 

base is not yet sufficiently large to draw conclusions about the relative 

importance of mother-child and father-child relationships. Furthermore, though 

the current research proceeded on the assumption that the Strange Situation is 

an equally valid measure of the child’s attachment to both parents, it was 

initially designed and validated as a test of the child’s attachment to mother, 

not father (Ainsworth et al., 1978). Indeed, it may be that father’s role in the
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life of his young child is different from, but complementary to that of 

mother’s--in which case, research strategies other than the Strange Situation 

may be more appropriate to the assessment of the father-child relationship. If 

this is the case, then it is hardly surprising that father’s influence appears 

somewhat less significant than that of mother’s in both the current 

investigation and that of Main, Kaplan & Cassidy (1985). Notably, mother 

tended to be primary caregiver to the infant in both the Main et al. (1985) 

study and the current investigation. Research with samples where father is the 

primary caregiver will certainly help clarify questions concerning the relative 

importance of mother-child and father-child relationships.
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SUMMARY

This chapter provides evidence of continuities in the nature and quality 

of parent-child relationships across generations. The Adult Attachment 

interview was shown to be capable of identifying infants, before they were 

bom, whose attachment to mother, and/or to father, is more likely to assume 

an anxious-avoidant as opposed to secure form. Many previous studies have 

shown how these infant patterns of attachment make certain less than adaptive 

developmental pathways more likely. The availability of an instrument capable 

of identifying mothers at high-risk of evolving such patterns of relationships 

with their children calls for replication and extension. In addition, it creates 

new possibilities for preventive work addressed at both attachment-related 

behaviours and mental representations.



CHAPTER EIGHT

ON THE DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 

OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW
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CHAPTER EIGHT

This chapter extends the study of the validity of the Adult Attachment 

Interview, focusing primarily upon discriminant validity. Results from the 

Adult Attachment Interview are compared with data from three domains of 

inquiry: demography; personality traits and adjustment; and verbal skills. 

Information concerning these areas of the parents’ lives are compared with the 

factor-scores and classifications based on their Adult Attachment Interviews 

in order to assess the extent to which attachment would appear independent 

from these constructs.

Demography

Previous investigations of infants’ attachment security have suggested 

that impoverished family circumstances are associated with lower frequencies 

of secure attachment (e.g. Egeland & Farber, 1984). Furthermore, it is well- 

established that shifts in levels of economic well-being and social support are 

linked in expectable directions to shifts in infant-mother attachment between 

12 and 18 months (Vaughn et al., 1979; Thompson, Lamb & Estes, 1982). To 

date, however, all published reports of Adult Attachment Interview findings are 

based on middle-class samples. These studies find that distributions of adult 

attachment patterns are similar to those which have been observed between 

infants and their parents (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Grossmann et al.,
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1988; Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Crowell & Feldman, 1988). The associations 

between AAI results and demographic characteristics within these samples, 

such as education level, income group or length of time cohabiting with a 

partner have not been reported-presumably because there was no association 

to be noted. However, this presumption merits investigation in order that the 

demographic profiles of AAI-classification groups be compared. There are no 

strong a priori reasons to expect group differences. However, extrapolating 

from investigations of infant patterns of attachment, it may possibly be 

expected that demographic characteristics indicative of well-being are 

associated with attachment security.

Personality traits and adjustment

Consistent with attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973; 1988), results and 

discussion of previous chapters suggest that the AAI taps some trait-like 

quality of the individual, which is stable over time and exerts a powerful 

influence upon the individual’s functioning in important relationship contexts, 

including the parental role.

While the notion of the personality trait has had its detractors (e.g. 

Mischel, 1968), there is much evidence to suggest that individual differences-in 

terms of the neuroticism and extroversion constructs-are stable over time 

(Eysenck & Eysenck, 1969; McCrae & Costa, 1984). Neuroticism manifests
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as a tendency to be anxious, depressed, hostile, self-conscious, emotionally 

unstable, impulsive and to have poor ego-strength; in sum, to be 

psychologically maladjusted. Extroversion manifests as interpersonal warmth, 

sociability, gregariousness, as well as the quest for activity and excitement. 

Could it be that these well-established and previously validated personality 

constructs determine attachment-related traits? For example, could the 

Preoccupied attachment status not be seen as the manifestation of a 

predisposition toward neuroticism? Could the Dismissing stance not be seen 

as an expression of introversion? The answer to these questions, from the 

perspective of attachment theory, must be no, as attachment security derives 

principally from the effects of one’s interactions and relationships with 

caregivers, rather than from any inborn predisposition. Furthermore, 

‘personality traits’ may indeed overlap with attachment security, but this is 

because attachment security has implications for the person’s overall 

psychological adjustment (Bowlby, 1951; 1973). Given that research employing 

the Adult Attachment Interview is still in its ‘infancy’, these issues have not 

so far been systematically investigated. This chapter provides an initial 

excursion into this area concerning assessments of personality traits and AAI 

attachment status in adulthood. A further uncharted area, closely related to the 

subject of personality traits, is the possible association between adult 

psychopathology and attachment. Bowlby did consistently maintain that the 

implications of attachment are primarily to do with mental health and 

psychological well-being. However, there is no suggestion from Main & 

Goldwyn (in press), nor in the manual proposed in chapter three, that
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attachment insecurities evident in the Adult Attachment Interview are 

subsumed by existing psychiatric nosologies. This chapter examines the 

association between the AAI and the broadly defined construct of mental ill- 

health, assessed by questionnaire (Langner, 1962).

Verbal Skills

While verbal fluency and coherence with respect to attachment is a 

critical feature of the Autonomous AAI classification (Main, Kaplan & 

Cassidy, 1985), Main regards this as independent of verbal skills in general. 

Her evidence to date, however, is exclusively anecdotal, e.g. ‘the nuclear 

physicist who could speak coherently about his work but not about his 

attachment history’. There is a need therefore systematically to investigate the 

assumption that coherence with respect to attachment is not synonymous with 

some general capacity for verbal fluency.



271

METHOD 

Design and Subjects

The data referred to in this chapter were collected from the sample 

described previously. That is, the group of mothers and fathers who were met 

prior to the birth of their first child, when the child was 12-months and when 

the child was 18-months. Measures to be compared in this chapter are both 

parents* demographic characteristics and their responses to the Adult 

Attachment Interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985), collected prior to the 

birth of the child; the Langner-22 (Langner, 1962) index of psychopathology 

and the Short Form of the Mill Hill Vocabulary Scales (Raven, Court & 

Raven, 1986), both administered at the 12-month visit; and the Eysenck 

Personality Questionnaire (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985), administered at the 18- 

month visit.

Demographic characteristics

women

The 100 first-time mothers comprised a well-educated, white, and 

predominantly middle-class group with 70 of the women holding university 

degrees; all 100 received further education. The expectant mothers’ median 

age was 31 (range 22-42). Eighty-two of the women were married to the



272

expectant father at the time of recruitment or married subsequently. At 

prenatal assessment, median length of residence together with the expectant 

father was 5 years (range 1-19). 21 of the women represented social class I 

(professional and managerial); 65 social class II (intermediate occupations); 9 

social class m  (skilled occupations); and 5 social class IV (partly skilled 

occupations), according to the criteria of the U.K. Government Office of 

Population Censuses and Surveys (1980). The Registrar General’s 

Classification includes a separate 12-point coding of subjects’ occupation, 

allowing for further coding into lower, middle and upper income groups. 65 

of the women were in the middle income group, 21 in the upper income group 

and 14 in the lower income group. Of the 100 women who initially 

participated, 97 were available at 12-month follow-up and 87 at 18-month 

follow-up.

men

Like their female partners embarking on the prospect of parenthood, the 

sample of expectant fathers (N=100) constituted a highly homogeneous middle 

to upper-middle class group. 71 were university educated, only one had 

received further education. Their median age was 33 (range 20-57). Twenty- 

five of the men represented social class I (professional and managerial); 57 

social class II (intermediate occupations); 16 social class III (skilled 

occupations); and 2 social class IV (partly skilled occupations), according to 

the criteria of the U.K. Government Office of Population Censuses and 

Surveys (1980). In terms of the income groups referred to above for the
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women, 59 of the men were in the middle income group, 24 in the upper 

income group and 16 in the lower income group. One man was unemployed 

at the prenatal assessment and was unavailable for follow-up. Of the 100 men 

who initially participated, 97 were available at 12-month follow-up and 87 at 

18-month follow-up.

Appendix 8.1 portrays expectant mothers* and fathers’ mean scores and 

standard deviations on the demographic indices.

Adult Attachment Interview

The AAI protocol (George, Kaplan & Main, 1985) involves 18 

questions concerning the adult’s childhood attachment experiences. These are 

detailed in Appendix 2.1. Questions probe for both episodic and semantic 

memories by requesting that subjects comment both on what happened during 

their childhood and on how they feel about it in the present. The transcript, 

replete with attempts to elicit descriptive and evaluative reflections, is then 

rated and classified on dimensions thought to index attachment security. For 

current purposes, the AAI assessments to be reported are based upon the six 

factor scales, each with high internal consistency, discussed in chapters four 

and five. These are composite indices of Negativity in the Relationship with 

Mother and Father; Degree of Integration of Internal Working Models of 

Attachment; Overprotection; Pressure to Achieve; and Guilt. Finally, the



274

overall classifications, Dismissing, Preoccupied or Autonomous with respect 

to attachment are employed.

Mill Hill Vocabulary Scales

Raven et al. (1986) designed and validated the Short Form of the Mill 

Hill Vocabulary Scales for a brief assessment of the ability to communicate. 

It consists of a selection of words from the MHV scale; a copy appears in 

Appendix 8.2. The scale is administered orally so that additional probing may 

be undertaken. This is necessary as the person taking the test is asked to use 

the word in a sentence as well as to define it. Two scores are derived from 

the responses, a Total score and an Alpha score. The Total score is the 

number of words correctly defined and appropriately used in a sentence. The 

Alpha score is a somewhat more flexible assessment. When compiling the 

Alpha score, the tester may count words which he feels confident the subject 

knows-even if the subject did not arrive at an exactly correct definition and/or 

sentence usage.
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Langner-22

The Langner-22 Index (Langner, 1962) is among the most widely used 

screening devices allowing for a quick distinction between psychological-health 

and ill-health. It consists of a list of 22 psychological symptoms which the 

subject circles as either present or absent in their current experience; a copy 

of the questionnaire as it was presented to the subjects appears in Appendix 

8.4. The wording of the items is relatively gentle, minimizing the potential 

feeling of threat to the respondent contemplating the list of symptoms.

The EPO

The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) is perhaps the most 

widely used inventory in personality research. Appendix 8.5 contains a copy 

of the EPQ (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975). The scale yields four scores 

assessing the continuous dimensions of extroversion versus introversion, 

neuroticism, psychoticism and social desirability bias or lie scale. The 

neuroticism and extroversion scales are widely regarded as reliable indices of 

biologically-based personality-traits (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985).

Appendix 8.6 shows mothers’ and fathers’ mean scores and standard 

deviations on the Langner-22 and the EPQ.
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RESULTS

Results are presented as a series of comparisons between parents’ AAIs 

and their demographic characteristics, verbal skills, personality traits and 

psychological health.

Table 8.1 displays the correlations between the observed demographic 

characteristics and the factor scores assigned to mothers’ and fathers’ AAIs. 

Of the 30 correlations considered for mothers, only one, level of education and 

Pressure to Achieve is notable (r = .42, £  < .001,2-tailed). These variables are 

also correlated significantly for fathers, suggesting that the achievement of a 

higher education is linked to a certain measure of pressuring to achieve from 

one’s parents during childhood. Additionally, educational achievement is, for 

fathers, associated with a positive AAI profile including less negativity in the 

relationship with one’s parents and higher levels of coherence in the interview- 

context. These correlations are approximately .30, suggesting that up to 10% 

of the variance in interview-ratings on these crucial scales may be accounted 

for by educational level. It is unclear why this pattern emerges for fathers but 

not for mothers.

Table 8.2 shows the demographic characteristics of both the men and 

women grouped by the AAI classification of the women’s interviews. Only 

one demographic characteristic appears to distinguish secure from insecure
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Table 8.1

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

AND THE SIX INTERVIEU-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS AND 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

MOTHERS:

LEVEL OF 
EDUCATION

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER -.2207
TO FATHER -.0896

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT .1938

PRESSURE TO ACHIEVE .4196** 

OVERPROTECTION .0859

SOCIAL ECONOMIC AGE YEARS OF
CLASS SOCIAL GROUP COHABITATION

GUILT

FATHERS:

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER 
TO FATHER

.2423

.1467

.0417

.1155

.1924

,0088

.1000

,1396
,1526

.0442

.0121

.1913

.0837

.0144

.0983

.1185

.0405

,0306

,1265

.0885

.0260

.1007

.0061

.0332

.2472

-.3643**
-.3149*

.2382

.2909*
.0756
.1662

,1154
,1158

.1583

.2504

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT .3462* -.2438 -.0061 ,1481 -.0149

PRESSURE TO 
ACHIEVE

OVERPROTECTION

GUILT

.3158*

.0382

.0538

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f : * - .01

-.1422

.1209

-.0146

.001)

.0894

.1881

.0574

.0814

.0609

.1755

.0912

.0723

.1432
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TABLE 8 . 2 :  DEMOGRAPHIC C H A R A C T E R IST IC S O F E X PE C T A N T  PA R E N T S
GROUPED BY A A I C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  OF E X PE C T A N T  MOTHERS

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,97
Years of cohabitation 5.17 5.13 5.48 .08

(SD) 3.85 4.01 4.07
Mother age 31.09 33.31 31.78 1.32

(SD) 4.46 4.47 4.10
Father age 32.43 34.13 33.92 .60

(SD) 5.19 7.48 5.61
Mother level of education 3.52 4.19 3.83 2.34

(SD) 1.08 . 66 .96
Father level of education 3.43 4.25 3.95 A 3.39(SD) 1.12 . 68 1.05
Mother economic group 4.70 4.13 4.43 .39

(SD) 1.82 2.53 1.89 .00
Father economic group 3.70 4.19 5.00 A 2*92(SD) 2.46 2.34 2.23
Mother social class 2.04 1.94 1.97 . 12

(SD) .77 .44 .76
Father social class 1.96 1.94 1.97 .01

(SD) .71 .57 .71

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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interview-groups, specifically the Autonomous from the Dismissing groups. 

This is the father’s income group. Apparently women whose interviews were 

classified Dismissing tended to have wealthier husbands than women whose 

interviews were classified Autonomous (Bonferroni £  ^  .05).

The only other trend noticeable in Table 8.2 concerns an apparent 

interaction between educational level (of father and mother) and insecurity of 

attachment. While educational level does not distinguish secure from insecure 

interviews, it appears to distinguish Preoccupied from Dismissing interviews. 

The direction of this trend suggests that if a woman’s interview is insecure, 

and if she and/or her husband possesses a university education, then her 

interview is more likely to be Preoccupied than Dismissing. Given the 

relatively high probability of this finding being due to chance (p. < .05), and 

the context of many univariate statistics being considered, one should not read 

too much into this result.

Table 8.3 shows the demographic characteristics of both the men and 

women grouped by the AAI classification of the men’s interviews. The 

outstanding result in this table is the puzzling finding that the longer a couple 

have been living together, it appears, the more likely it will be that the man’s 

AAI will be judged Dismissing as opposed to Autonomous. This, however, 

is an artifact due to the unfortunate inclusion of two outliers in this analysis. 

On average, the couples in the sample had been married for only five years (sd 

= four years). Table 8.3, however, includes one man who was married 18
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T A B L E  8 . 3 :  DEMOGRAPHIC C H A R A C T E R IS T IC S  OF EXPECTANT PA R E N T S
GROUPED BY A A I C L A S S IF IC A T IO N  O F EXPECTA NT FATHERS

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value

(DF=2,97
Years of cohabitation 8.00 5.15 4.60 B 5.56

(SD) 5.34 4.32 3.15
Mother age 33.22 32.23 31. 67 .98

(SD) 5.09 4.23 3.89
Father age 35.44 33.15 33.38 .92

(SD) 6.25 7.09 5.56
Mother level of education 3.44 3.92 3.89 1.57(SD) .98 .86 .99
Father level of education 3.33 3.77 4.05 A 3.49(SD) 1.33 1.30 .85
Mother economic group 4 . 00 4.77 4.38 .59(SD) 1. 64 1.88 2.05
Father economic group 3.72 4.85 4.59 1.19

(SD) 2.16 2.38 2.34
Mother social class 2.00 2.15 1.90 .74(SD) .49 .69 .73
Father social class 2.00 2.08 1.89 .49

(SD) .59 .64 .72

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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years, and another who was married 16 years—and both had AAIs that were 

classified Dismissing. This effect disappears when these men are removed, 

and it does not appear in Table 8.2, for the women, because the spouses of 

these ’outlying’ men had AAIs that were classified Autonomous, like the 

majority of the sample.

Table 8.4 illustrates the correlations observed between verbal skills and 

AAI factor scores for both men and women. A consistent pattern of 

association emerges between verbal skills and both the Coherence and Pressure 

to Achieve factors. This association between the interval rating of verbal skills 

and the interval ratings implied by factor scores does not hold up when verbal 

skill scores are grouped by AAI classifications of mothers (see Table 8.5) and 

fathers (see Table 8.6). Secure interview-groups cannot be distinguished from 

insecure groups on the basis of vocabulary skills.

Appendices 8.7 and 8.8 similarly illustrate that neither infant-mother 

nor infant-father attachment patterns can be distinguished on the basis of 

vocabulary skills of mothers or fathers respectively.

Table 8.7 portrays the associations between mothers’ responses to the 

Langner-22 (Psychopathology index) and EPQ in conjunction with mothers’ 

AAI factor scores. The only significant correlation is between the EPQ Lie 

Scale and the Pressure to Achieve Factor. Apparently, adults who were 

pressured to achieve as children are less likely to be prone to the social
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Table 8.4

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RAVEN'S INDEX OF VOCABULARY SKILLS 

AND THE SIX INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 97 MOTHERS and 97 FATHERS

MOTHERS

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER

TOTAL

-.2117

AL P HA

.1443

FATHERS 

TOTAL ALPHA

-.0851 -.0433

TO FATHER -.2340 -.1922 .0058 .0297

COHERENT IWM 
OF
ATTACHMENT .3287* .3412* .2665* .1817

PRESSURE TO
ACHIEVE .3621** .3241’ .3274* .3419**

OVER
PROTECTION .0974 .0828 -.0161 .0105

GUILT 1621 .1328 .2031 .2254

( 2 - t a i l e d  S ig n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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TABLE 8.5: VOCABULARY SKILLS OF MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY THEIR AAI CLASSIFICATION

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,94
Vocabulary score (total) 10.77 11.87 11.10 .87

(SD) 3.04 2.80 2.21
Vocabulary score (alpha) 9.73 11.33 9.90 2 . 00

(SD) 3.35 2.79 2.32

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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TABLE 8.6: VOCABULARY SKILLS OF FATHERS 
GROUPED BY THEIR AAI CLASSIFICATION

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,84
Vocabulary score (total) 1 1 . 0 0 12.67 12.50 2.61

(SD) 2.66 2.61 2.33
Vocabulary score (alpha) 10.00 11.33 11.22 1.36

(SD) 2.73 2.87 2.69

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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Table 8.7

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERSONALITY INDICES (LANGNER AND EPQ) 

UITH THE SIX INTERVIEW-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 87 MOTHERS

PSYCHOPATHOLOGY PSYCHOTICISM EXTROVERSION NEUROTICISM LIE
SCALE

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER .1175 .1397 -.0521 -.0133 .0342

TO FATHER .0979 .1449 -.0285 .0721 .0465

COHERENT IWM 
OF
ATTACHMENTS -.1147 -.1138 .2177 -.0263 -.2050

PRESSURE TO
ACHIEVE .1165 .0020 -.0537 .1173 -.3055*

OVER-
PROTECTION .2595 -.0265 .0405 .0996 -.0565

GUILT .2288 -.0352 .0108 .2651 -.1285

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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desirability bias. There are the beginnings of expectable trends operating 

between Guilt and Neuroticism; and between Overprotection and 

Psychopathology. However, Table 8.7 mostly indicates a paucity of 

association between AAI-based factor scores and maternal responses to the 

Langner-22 and the EPQ.

This issue is further explored in Table 8.8 where maternal responses to 

the Langner-22 and the EPQ are grouped by AAI interview-classification. The 

Preoccupied interview-group is distinguished by their higher scores on the 

Langner-22 relative to the Autonomous group (Bonferroni, £  < .05). The 

Preoccupied group also shows a tendency toward scoring higher on the 

Neuroticism scale of the EPQ relative to the Autonomous group.

Appendix 8.9 illustrates maternal responses to the Langner-22 and EPQ 

grouped by infant-mother attachment classification. No significant group 

differences emerged.

Table 8.9 reveals that there are no significant correlations between 

fathers’ responses to the Langner-22 and EPQ with their AAI factor scores. 

Table 8.10 shows fathers’ Langner (Psychopathology) and EPQ scores grouped 

by the classification of fathers’ AAIs. There are no significant group 

differences. Appendix 8.10 shows fathers’ Langner (Psychopathology) and 

EPQ scores grouped by the classification (avoidant versus secure) of the 

infant-father attachment. No significant group differences appear in Table
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8.10. Rather anomalously, fathers of securely attached children, relative to 

fathers of avoidantly attached children score higher on the EPQ Lie scale and 

lower on the EPQ Extroversion scale. These trends, however, do not reach 

significance.
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TABLE 8.8: LANGNER-22 AND EPQ SCORES OF MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY THEIR AAI CLASSIFICATION

AAI classification
Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value 

(DF=2,84
Psychopathology 2.82 4.47 2.64 A 3*57(SD) 1.94 2.56 2.47
Extroversion 13.71 12.75 14.42 . 60

(SD) 5.16 4.22 4.96
Neuroticism 12.10 14.83 11.36 2.74

(SD) 4.28 4.82 4.70
Psychoticism 2.52 3.00 2 . 06 1.10(SD) 2.50 1.91 1.97
Lie scale 6.95 7.75 6. 60 . 62

(SD) 3 . 67 3 .17 3 . 04

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Table 8.9

CORRELATIONS BETUEEN PERSONALITY INDICES (LANGNER AND EPQ) 

WITH THE SIX INTERVIEU-BASED FACTOR SCORES 

OF 87 FATHERS

PSYCHOPATHOLOGY PSYCHOTICISM EXTROVERSION NEUROTICISM

AMALGAM OF 
NEGATIVITY IN 
RELATIONSHIP:

TO MOTHER .1566 .0966 -.0397 -.0884

TO FATHER .2027 .1282 .0251 .0541

COHERENT IUM 
OF
ATTACHMENT -.1811 -.1170 .0990 -.1272

PRESSURE TO
ACHIEVE .1531 .0777 .1597 .1080

OVER-
PROTECTION -.0667 .0110 .0529 -.0918

GUILT .0876 .2378 -.1174 .2050

LIE
SCALE

.0577

-.0134

-.0426

.0949

.0166

.0438

( 2 - t a i l e d  S i g n i f :  * - .01 ** - .001)
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TA B L E  8 . 1 0 :  L A N G N E R -22  AND EPQ  SC O R ES OF FATHERS
GROUPED BY T H E IR  A A I C L A S S IF IC A T IO N

.
AAI classification

Dismissing Preoccupied Autonomous F-value
(DF=2,84

Psychopathology 1.94 3.38 2.24 2.25
(SD) 1.73 2.14 1.98

Extroversion 12.43 12.82 14.12 .79
(SD) 6.20 6.26 4.55

Neuroticism 9.36 11.36 8.66 1.41
(SD) 3.67 6.76 4.79

Psychoticism 3.86 4.45 3.60 .37
(SD) 2.82 3.30 3 .00

Lie scale 6.64 6.18 6.69 .09
(SD) 3.71 3 .49 3 .60

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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DISCUSSION

The comparisons described above underline the fact that the operational 

definitions given to attachment security in adulthood by the AAI system are 

not easily accounted for by demography, verbal skills, personality traits or 

psychological ill-health. This appeared most clearly in terms of the AAI 

classification scheme Dismissal, Preoccupation or Autonomy with respect to 

attachment. In particular, the distinction between Dismissal and Autonomy 

proved especially robust. As Chapter seven demonstrated, it was this 

distinction which successfully predicted secure versus insecure infant patterns 

of attachment-a distinction not achieved by any of the questionnaires 

administered concurrently with Strange Situation assessments.

The strongest candidate for distinguishing secure from insecure adult 

attachment groups, and for distinguishing between insecure groups, was the 

demographic indicator ’educational level’. This was the five-point ordinal 

scale: No O-levels; O-levels; A-levels; graduate degree; postgraduate degree. 

Fathers with postgraduate degrees were more likely to have their AAIs 

classified Autonomous. Mothers with university degrees, given that their AAI 

was classified insecure, were more likely to have their interview classified 

Preoccupied as opposed to Dismissing. It is a curious finding that educational 

status seems to be related to security of attachment for fathers but relates to 

insecurity of attachment for mothers.
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In the case of fathers, one may speculate that educational achievement 

has helped them to confirm their internal organisation of attachment-related 

thoughts and feelings. Alternatively, it may be that education has helped them 

successfully to reorganize their attachment-related affects and cognitions. 

Further research would be needed to clarify this question. In the case of 

mothers, among those 40 women whose interviews were classified insecure, 

dismissal of attachment appears to be less likely and preoccupation with 

attachment to be more likely if one has completed a university degree. As 

neither insecure group differed significantly in terms of parent-specific 

Negativity factors, one may posit that both groups are coping with similar 

attachment-related difficulties, but in different ways: one by a strategy of 

avoidance or dismissal, the other by a strategy of anger and preoccupation. It 

may be that a certain level of intellectual exploration and achievement, such 

as that indicated by possession of a university degree, renders an 

avoidant/dismissing strategy less serviceable.

The general lack of association between EPQ and AAI responses would 

suggest that the constructs these measurement tools tap are independent. The 

possible exception suggested by the data concerns the Preoccupied 

classification in women and their EPQ and Langner responses. It appears that 

in women the Preoccupied stance is associated with higher levels of 

psychological distress, indexed by the Langner, and higher levels of 

neuroticism, indexed by the EPQ. This is particularly impressive given that 

the Langner was completed 12 months after, and the EPQ 18 months after, the
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AAI assessment. It is also striking because the Preoccupied classification was 

not significantly associated with infant patterns of attachment, as reported in 

Chapter seven. Thus these associations to the EPQ and Langner confirm that 

the women whose interviews were classified Preoccupied do seem to form a 

distinctive group. At prenatal assessment these 15 women were preoccupied 

with disturbing attachment-related thoughts and feelings; at 12-months in their 

first child’s life they were psychologically distressed; and, at 18-months in 

their child’s life they were uniquely ’neurotic’. Most surprising is the finding 

that mothers showing this distressed personality profile were not especially 

prone to have insecurely attached infants. Whether insecurities are likely to 

develop in the children in later childhood, or whether these women’s 

difficulties may become ameliorated over time, are questions which could only 

be answered by further follow-up investigations with these families.

Perhaps the most interesting comparison with the AAI reported was that 

obtained from administration of the Short Form of the Mill Hill Vocabulary 

Scale. For both men and women the AAI Coherence factor correlated with 

verbal skills. The suggestion is that 10% of the variance in Coherence scores 

is attributable to general verbal skills. Yet verbal skills did not distinguish 

attachment classifications. This provides a clue to an issue left unresolved by 

previous research reported in Chapter five. Chapter five illustrated that the 

Coherence factor is the outstanding contributor to the AAI classification- 

system, accounting for upwards of 60% of the variance in judges’ decisions as 

to Insecure versus Secure interview-classification. Thus judges depended
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heavily, but not exclusively, on their consideration of this factor. Perhaps 

judges were implicitly aware that some portion of the variance in their 

coherence ratings was due to a global intelligence or verbal skills factor, which 

they nevertheless did not allow to influence their final decisions as to Secure 

versus Insecure status. Such a view would be in line with Ainsworth’s (1990) 

recently stated view that interval ratings are not a substitute for classification 

judgments.
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SUMMARY

The Adult Attachment Interview classification system appears able to 

provide a sui generis assessment of the adult's mental representations 

concerning attachment. The Secure versus Insecure classifications of over 180 

Adult Attachment Interviews was a reliable judgement, which was independent 

of demography, of verbal skills, of personality traits including neuroticism and 

extroversion, and of the presence of psychopathological symptoms. In other 

words, attachment security in adulthood has been successfully operationalised 

by the Adult Attachment Interview classification system.



CHAPTER NINE

FINAL DISCUSSION
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CHAPTER NINE

The present series of investigations has provided evidence for the 

reliability and validity of an interview-based assessment of adults’ emotional 

well-being, operationalized as attachment security. Mary Main’s innovative 

Adult Attachment Interview, and its associated method of analysis, has been 

further developed and extensively tested in the series of investigations reported 

in this thesis. The multiple comparisons applied to the results of the AAIs 

obtained from 226 adults confirmed the test-retest and inter-rater reliability of 

the instrument. They also provided comprehensive evidence for the validity of 

this interview-based assessment. Given the apparent robustness of the 

instrument, this final discussion is devoted to consideration of the 

psychological processes which underlie the adult’s discourse revealed in the 

interview.

The most striking confirmation of the utility of the AAI is provided by 

the inquiry into the interview’s predictive validity. Interviews obtained from 

expectant mothers were shown to predict the infant-mother attachment 

classification at 12 months. Independent assessments of expectant fathers’ 

interviews predicted the infant-father attachment at 18 months. The significant 

results achieved underline the robustness of both the Ainsworth Strange 

Situation paradigm and the Adult Attachment Interview. While an extensive 

battery of routinely used questionnaires were also completed by the expectant 

parents, these failed to distinguish secure from insecure infant-parent
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attachment patterns. Only AAI classifications predicted subsequent Strange 

Situation classifications.

The interview-based assessment, of dismissal versus autonomy with 

respect to attachment, served as a reliable basis for distinguishing those 

children who would develop an insecure-avoidant attachment from those who 

would develop a secure attachment. However, the assignment of an interview 

to the category of preoccupation with attachment did not predict the insecure- 

resistant pattern of attachment. The results stand in contradiction to previous 

retrospective and concurrent comparisons between the interview and the 

Strange Situation (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Ainsworth & Eichberg, in 

prep.), where a link between maternal preoccupation and infant resistance has 

been observed.

The failure to replicate this aspect of previous research with the AAI 

could be due either to a methodological or theoretical limitation with the 

present study. The methodological issue concerns the reliability of the 

"preoccupied" classification when assigned to interviews of pregnant women 

and their partners expecting their first child. A certain level of preoccupation 

with attachment is to be expected during pregnancy; indeed, the weeks prior 

to and following the birth have been regarded as a normative period of 

maternal preoccupation (Winnicott, 1961). Thus, the assessment of 

preoccupation in a prospective study may require consideration of criteria 

different from those applied in a retrospective or concurrent study.
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The second, more theoretical account of the observed lack of 

concordance between parental preoccupation and infant resistance, assumes that 

the interview-classification assigned during pregnancy was a valid assessment 

of parents* working models of attachment. It may be, however, that 

preoccupation with attachment on the parent’s part may not necessarily effect 

the child adversely during his or her first year. This may be so particularly if 

the parent’s mental preoccupations manifest as a need to be close to her infant, 

even if this is somewhat restrictive or limiting to the baby. One may 

speculate, however, that problems are likely to arise during the second year 

and later as the child is inevitably drawn into the wider realm of social and 

cognitive involvements beyond the specific relationship to the parent. At such 

a time, the preoccupations in the parent observed antenatally may become a 

burden to both parent and child and interfere with the maintenance of a secure 

relationship. Further longitudinal work with the current sample, and 

anticipated findings from current research in other labs where the AAI is being 

administered during pregnancy will help to clarify these matters.

With the exception of the mismatch between preoccupation and 

resistance, the current study provides powerful support for the possibility of 

identifying children at risk of developing an anxious avoidant pattern of 

attachment to parent. Several longitudinal studies have shown that this pattern 

of attachment to parent at one year forecasts later difficulties in peer-relations, 

adaptation to the school setting, strategies for dealing with separations, and



300

coping with frustration more generally (e.g. Matas, Arend & Sroufe, 1978; 

Pastor, 1981; Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985; Troy & Sroufe, 1989). These 

researchers share the belief that observed continuities lie in the organisation 

of behaviour which is attributable to the persistence of psychic structure 

rendered in terms of "internal working model(s)". The appeal of the concept 

of internal working models of attachment derives from the biological, social 

and psychological foundations of attachment-related behaviours. In turn, the 

robustness of the AAI and the Strange Situation appears to be in their capacity 

for activating these various aspects of the attachment behavioural system.

BIOLOGICAL, SOCIAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF 

ATTACHMENT

The finding of a 75% concordance of attachment patterns between 

mother and child, and a 66% match between father and child, is indeed 

impressive. The statistical significance is strong enough to suggest that a 

substantial association exists. The procedures by which the association 

between parental attachment security and infant attachment security are 

revealed are notably different. Assessments of the expression of discourse in 

the adult sample were associated with observations of motoric behaviour, facial 

expressions, and crying in the child sample. The adult’s verbal responses to 

questions concerning attachment were associated to the child’s behavioural 

responses upon reunion, following two brief separations from the parent. Both
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procedures, that is the Strange Situation and the AAI, were designed, in part, 

to distress the subject by activating a biologically-based construct, the 

attachment behavioural system. In the case of the infant this is achieved ‘in 

vivo’ by physically separating the child from the parent, if only briefly. In the 

case of the adult, this is achieved ‘in imagination’ by eliciting from the adult 

his thoughts and feelings concerning ordinarily distressing experiences during 

childhood (e.g. emotional and physical hurts, rejections, separations, losses, 

and, where relevant, abuse).

As well as activating a biological process, both assessment procedures 

have social and psychological referents. The Strange Situation is an 

observation of social interactions between child and parent. The Adult 

Attachment interview, in contrast, is based entirely upon questions concerning 

relationships. At the explicitly psychological level, both assessment procedures 

share a reliance upon the theoretical assumption of mental representations or 

‘internal working models’ of attachment (Bowlby, 1969). The Strange 

Situation is regarded as providing a window upon the child’s emerging internal 

working model of the relationship to the caregiver. Mary Main refers to the 

Adult Attachment Interview as an assessment of the adult’s internal working 

model of attachment. In this light, the observed concordance points to a link 

between internal working models of attachment in the parent and those 

emerging in the infant. But there remain questions concerning the nature of 

the mechanism mediating this observed association. John Bowlby’s original 

formulations of the internal working model of attachment may serve as a
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useful guide for identifying the mediating mechanisms which may underlie 

both the parent’s discourse and the child’s behaviour.

Bowlby’s writings (1969/1982,1973,1988) suggest that three processes 

are at work behind the observed continuities in attachment patterns across 

generations: biological, social and psychological processes. The infant enters 

the world as a biological being equipped with behaviours which facilitate 

homeostasis and growth. The attachment behavioural system is assumed to be 

operative from birth, governing the infant’s needs for nurturance. Threats to 

the infant’s survival activate the attachment system. When activated, the infant 

is provoked to seek comfort from an attachment figure presumed capable of 

providing care. Through repeated social interactions with this and other 

attachment figures the infant begins to build up a set of psychological maps 

or internal working models of the self in relationship to others.

The biological function of attachment behaviour is seen by Bowlby as 

fundamental, and too often overlooked by psychologists (Bowlby, 1969/1982). 

He defines attachment behaviour as the output of a safety-regulating system, 

whose aim is to protect the mobile infant and growing child from a number of 

dangers. These dangers were perhaps greater in number during earlier 

evolutionary epochs, however they are nonetheless immediate in the experience 

of the young infant. Proximity to an attachment figure is therefore essential 

to the child’s biological survival. The infant, in his ability to cry, gaze, reach
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and smile contingently, is biologically equipped to elicit attention from 

attachment figures (Bowlby, 1969/1982; Stem, 1985). The newborn infant is, 

from the start, drawn into social interactions with others.

Social interactions are the building blocks of relationships. A social 

relationship can be defined as two individuals who have representations of 

two-way interactions that are shared with the other. Indeed, a relationship is 

built upon, and may to a certain extent be defined by the content of the social 

interactions that occur within it (Hinde, 1976). For example, the parent-child 

relationship is defined, to a certain extent, by feeding, comforting, playing and 

the like. Interactions between partners in a relationship tend to follow patterns 

which each partner can anticipate and prepare for. Consequent upon the 

successful ability to predict the behaviour of another, a relationship confers 

upon its members feelings of certainty and safety.

Attachment theory suggests that by the end of the first year of life the 

normal child has an organised set of mental representations of himself and 

others, arising out of the biologically-based need for social interactions. 

Following Craik (1943), Bowlby (1969) termed these representations ’internal 

working models’. These mental models are representations of "external reality" 

which allow the individual to "try out various alternatives, conclude what is 

best of them, react to future situations before they arise, utilize the knowledge 

of past events in dealing with the present and future, and in every way to react 

in a much fuller, safer and competent manner to the emergencies" which arise
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(Craik, 1943, p.61). For these models to be useful, Craik stressed that they 

need not be fully accurate, nor very detailed representations of the external 

world. To be adequate to their function of prediction and planning, it was 

merely necessary that these working models be consistent with the reality they 

represented in terms of spatial, temporal and causal relations. Because of their 

origin in patterns of social interaction, working models of self and attachment 

figure(s) are thought to initially correspond closely so that, taken together, they 

represent the relationship. Accordingly, the laboratory-based Strange Situation 

(Ainsworth et al., 1978) was designed to activate the attachment behavioural 

system and, in doing so, to permit inferences as to the internal working model 

of the one-year-old child’s relationship to specific caregivers. Validity studies 

of the Strange Situation have come from home observations of patterns of 

social interaction between parents and their children (Ainsworth et al., 1978; 

Grossmann et al., 1985; Isabella et al., 1989).

Consistent with the view that internal working models are a property 

of specific relationships, past studies have repeatedly found that Strange 

Situation assessments of the child’s behaviour toward mother is statistically 

independent of the child’s behaviour toward father (e.g. Lamb, 1977; Main & 

Weston, 1981; Sagi et al., 1985). The current set of investigations replicate 

these findings. This would appear to confirm that the Strange Situation elicits 

a behavioural manifestation of the child’s internal working model of a 

relationship to a specific adult.
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PARENT-SPECIFIC VERSUS GLOBAL REPRESENTATIONS OF 

ATTACHMENT

Based on current and previous work, there is an identifiable 

developmental progression from biological processes operating at birth 

followed by differential patterns of social interaction with caregivers which arc 

subsequently internalised as mental models of relationships with particular 

caregivers. Strange Situation results confirm the parent-specific nature of these 

mental models in one-year olds. AAI findings suggest that at later points in 

development, mental models of attachment develop which may supersede the 

influence of these initially parent-specific representations.

Factor-analytic results from the current research suggest that adults’ still 

possess relationship-specific mental representations of each of their parents. 

However, in adulthood, co-existing with these parent-specific models of 

attachment, there is another set of mental models which are of a more global 

quality. These representations seem to reflect the extent to which the adult 

flexibly monitors and assesses past and current attachment-related experiences. 

In the current research, indications of these representations were obtained from 

the use of the scales rating Metacognition, Coherence of Mind and Coherence 

of Transcript. These scales formed a factor which was labelled ‘the Degree 

of Integration of Internal Working Models of Attachment’. This factor 

accounted for the overwhelming proportion of variance in judges’ nominal
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ratings, distinguishing Secure-Autonomous from Insecure-Dismissing or 

Insecure-Preoccupied interviews. Adults whose interviews were classified 

Insecure seemed to share the characteristic of having failed to integrate their 

parent-specific representations into a coherent, organized and accurate whole. 

The likely components and developmental origins of this capacity are 

elaborated below.

REPRESENTATIONAL SOPHISTICATION and 

REPRESENTATIONAL ACCURACY

The successful integration of specific representations may depend on 

two distinctive mental processes. The first of these mental processes involves 

the sophistication of one’s internal working models. This depends on mental 

processes which facilitate detailed consideration of the motivations and 

intentions underlying behaviours of the self and others. The accuracy of one’s 

attributions concerning these motivations and intentions constitutes the second 

major influence upon the processes that are involved in the ability to integrate 

diverse parent-specific representations. Sophistication of representation implies 

limited restrictions to the capacity to represent the mental state of others, and 

accuracy implies few distortions in the resulting representations. Delineation 

of these two processes was basic to the definition of the Metacognition Scale1

1 The UCL Metacognition Scale is unique in terms of this distinction between sophistication 
and accuracy of mental representations, and in terms of the related emphasis it gives to thinking 
about the motivational roots of behaviour.
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successfully employed in the rating of the 200 interviews of the mothers and 

fathers in the current study.

Of the component scales making up the factor labelled ‘Degree of 

Integration of IWMs of Attachment’, ratings of Metacognition were found to 

be the single strongest contributor. The assumptions underlying judges’ 

application of this scale therefore merit close attention. High scores for 

Metacognition were assigned when an interview transcript was judged to 

indicate sophisticated and accurate representations of the motives guiding 

attachment-relevant behaviours. The distinction between sophistication and 

accuracy of representational processes may be delineated in terms of primitive 

versus sophisticated, and inaccurate versus accurate, representations.

Primitive representations correspond to the capacity for an individual 

to experience interactions with their environment which are direct and not yet 

mediated by higher-order mental processes. Sophisticated representations 

register the activities of psychic life, including feelings, thoughts, desires and 

beliefs. These latter representations are the currency in calculations concerning 

why people behave as they do.

The discussion below considers the origins of representational 

sophistication and accuracy, and the relevance of these processes to security 

of attachment in childhood, and adulthood. The emergence of these mental 

capacities would seem to be critical to what Bowlby sees as the final
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formative phase in the early development of the attachment behavioural 

system, that is, the achievement of "a goal-corrected partnership (in which) a 

child comes to infer something of his mother’s goals and something of the 

plans she is adopting to achieve them" (Bowlby, 1969/1982, p. 267). Whether 

or not a child arrives at accurate inferences as to what guides his mother’s 

behaviour may depend crucially upon the consistency and reasonableness of 

her behaviour toward him. Bowlby (e.g. 1988) consistently maintained that the 

representations children form of their parents will be based solidly on what 

they have experienced. The fundamental link between the infant’s interactions 

with mother and the building up of an internal mental experience has been 

described by Daniel Stem in the following manner: "The complexion of the 

infant’s growing internal representations . . . will be largely determined by 

which self-experiences are communed with and thus supported, and which are 

under parental pressure to be altered in one way or another. " (Stem, 1983, p. 

12).

The mother of the young infant may evidence her attunement with the 

baby through her actions. However the representation of the mother in the 

baby’s mind is initially limited to the primitive pleasure in the immediate 

experience. Initially, the primitive mental representation of the mother will not 

think, feel, desire, wish or believe. It will merely interact with the self in a 

physical world of temperatures, textures, movements, visual patterns, sounds 

and so on. Only in the course of development, may the infant’s mental model 

of the mother come to include an empathic appreciation for the mother’s
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The development of the capacity for mental representation of the 

psychological functioning of self and other is closely related to the regulation 

and control of affect. Attachment theory has taught us that emotions are 

‘wired in’ and arise as behavioural signals to the caregiver. They indicate the 

presence of physical distress or a psychological experience of loss. If the 

caregiver defends against, and thus misinterprets or ignores the infant’s affects, 

the infant is left in a noxious state of disequilibrium from which he seeks 

alleviation. The search for this alleviation constitutes, according to Main 

(1990), a primary conditional strategy. However, if the search fails, the infant 

may invoke a secondary conditional strategy to obtain the desired 

diMnistiment of distress. Main identifies the behavioural representation of this 

secondary strategy as avoidance. Should this strategy become habitual, in 

response to a consistent lack of attunement with the caregiver, the infant will 

develop a mental representation of the mother which corresponds with, and 

defends against, this experience. Thus a mental representation of the mother 

may form which is paradoxically more sophisticated, but less accurate than the 

primitive representation of the absent caregiver. For example, the child may 

form a somewhat sophisticated representation of the mother as ‘caring’ 

dissociated from the primitive representation of mother as ‘rejecting’ which is 

banished from immediate awareness.

A working model of the parent which attributes intentions and desires
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to actions directed toward the self constitutes a basic level of representational 

sophistication. A more advanced level entails the ability to think about the 

parent’s thoughts about a third person’s thoughts (e.g. the other parent’s). This 

is probably not acquired fully until the school-age years (Main, in press). This 

meta-representational capacity very likely underlies the movement from 

reliance on exclusively parent-specific representations of attachment to the 

development of more global representations of attachment in general.

Representational sophistication and accuracy may also be assumed to 

play a central role in parenting. The infant is as helpless mentally as he is 

physically. The caregiver needs to have the capacity to contain the infant’s 

overwhelming affects, anticipate his psychological as well as physical needs, 

adapt readily to his perspective and manipulate the external world to fit it. 

The caregiver’s attunement with the infant requires an awarenejs of their 

existence as a psychological entity, with his or her own mental experience. It 

presumes a capacity on the part of the caregiver to reflect on the infant’s 

mental experience and re-present it to the infant translated into the language 

of actions which the infant can understand. The baby is thus provided with the 

illusion that the process of reflection on psychological processes was 

performed within its own mental boundaries. This is the necessary background 

to the evolution of an internal working model which is in touch with mental 

states as motivators of behaviour in the self and others.

This view is consistent with the findings recently reported by Mary
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Main (in press). Her pilot studies with Nancy Kaplan imply that 

metacognition, defined as thinking about thinking, is more highly developed 

in 10-year-olds who were securely attached to their mothers at 12 months. 

Secure attachment was associated with (1) the concurrently assessed capacity 

for spontaneous meta-cognitive monitoring of thinking and memory (ie. the 

child commenting on his/her own ability to remember or think about his/her 

life history); (2) spontaneous self-reflective remarks at 6 years of age and an 

appreciation of the privacy of mental states (e.g. parents cannot read a child’s 

thoughts); and (3) the presence of self-talk (Vygotsky, 1966) during 

toddlerhood.

Why should the securely attached child have better developed 

representational skills? We can hypothesize that children acquire these skills 

by way of experiences with parents whose behaviour towards them is 

influenced by the extent to which they are attuned to their child’s mental 

states. Caregivers’ capacity for representing infants’ mental states would seem 

to be the corollary of the range of differences in caregivers sensitivity and 

responsiveness (e.g. Ainsworth et al., 1978; Grossmann et al., 1985). The 

caregiver who manifests this capacity at its maximum will be most likely to 

be able to respect the child’s vulnerable emerging psychological world and 

reduce the occasions on which the child needs to make recourse to the 

secondary strategies or primitive defensive behaviours which signal an insecure 

attachment.
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The caregiver who inaccurately represents the affective states of his 

infant may do so because of a persisting need, originating in his childhood, to 

inaccurately represent signals of attachment-related distress. This 

intergenerational pattern may have been operative in those parents whose 

interviews were classified Dismissing, and whose children were classified 

insecure-avoidant in the Strange Situation. The parent’s deficits in 

representational sophistication and accuracy concerning attachment would be 

the agent of the social transmission of relationship patterns.

METACOGNITION AS THE AGENT OF SOCIAL TRANSMISSION

Results from the current series of investigations confirm that the 

caregiver’s capacity to conceive of and think about relationships in terms of 

mental processes and functions is likely to determine in a predictive way the 

infant’s security with that parent.

The system employed in the rating and classifying the interviews from 

the 200 expectant parents relied strongly on the State of Mind Scale called 

Metacognition. At the heart of this scale is an assessment of adults’ 

representational sophistication and accuracy. This was operationalized in terms 

of the observed ability to reflect reasonably about one’s own and other’s 

actions in terms of intentions, beliefs and desires.



313

The scale assessed representational sophistication in terms of the adult’s 

capacity for appreciating another’s intentionality. Representational accuracy 

was assessed in terms of the plausibility of the adult’s representations of 

others’ intentionality. At the low end the of the scale were parents who were 

unwilling or unable to reflect on their own intentions or those of others. At the 

high end were parents who showed the ability to reflect upon, and credibly 

understand the motivations of their parents and themselves as an adult, and 

earlier as a child. At intermediate points in the scale were adults who 

demonstrated representational sophistication but were obviously lacking in 

accuracy. Alternatively, the mid-point was also occupied by individuals who 

showed representational accuracy but lacked sophistication. These middle- 

range references to the motivations of the self and others seem noticeably 

incomplete. Some examples of how the scale was applied are detailed below.

Low level indications of representational sophistication and accuracy 

consisted of platitudes, generalizations or banal reflective statements, for 

example, "One has to try to appreciate others’ points of view;" "It always 

seems as if the grass was greener on the other side."

Moderate evidence was reflected in genuine representational statements 

which went beyond the banal but lacked both sophistication and specificity. 

Examples included: "I try my best, but I find it difficult to know what is 

right;" "My parents behaved as they understood their culture dictated."
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Strong evidence was given in statements which indicated the subject’s 

ability to represent psychological states, including conscious and unconscious 

motivations, underlying their own behaviours and those of others, especially 

their parents. For example, when asked

Q. How do you think vour childhood experience may affect vour
behaviour as a parent?

A parent with sophisticated and accurate

representations of attachment responded as follows:

A. "My concern is that I can fluctuate between black and white,
that I could be capable of just doing this with my kid like she 
did, or the other extreme of sort of smothering him with 
constant attention..."

The Metacognition Scale has nine points, five of them specified.

1. No metacognition

There is scant evidence that the individual thinks either about the 

motives which guided parents’ and others’ behaviour towards them or about 

their own actions and responses. For example,

Q. "Why did vour parents behave as they did?"

A. "I don’t know."

3. Poor metacognition

There is reference to others’ motives but this is grounded in external
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reasons, such as the situation they found themselves in, ("There was a war on 

at that time, you know"); or the culture, ("They had rather Victorian 

attitudes.")

Reference to subject’s own motivation are rare. If an account in mental 

state terms is given, it is blatantly inadequate.

Q. Was there anything that you would consider a setback in vour
development?

A. "(sighs) Well, interesting that you should ask that... I mean,
ever since the concept of maturity, you know, formed in my
consciousness I have always been aware of being some distance 
from it. It’s so easy to rationalise, you come out with trite, er, 
er, half-baked, er, psychological interpretations."

5. Incomplete or inaccurate metacognition

Here the interviewee indicates a general understanding of human 

motives but this is either not applied to his or her own experiences or the 

conclusions drawn are implausible or superficial. Individuals in this category 

may appear to be taking mental states and relationships into consideration, but 

the conclusions they draw are clearly inaccurate, self-serving and/or self- 

deceptive.

How would you describe vour relationship to vour parents 
during vour childhood?

"I am the apple of my father’s eye and come first and he 
absolutely, I mean he does absolutely idolize me...and I think 
it’s amazing that my mother has never been remotely jealous of 
me in any way at all!....and she’s just genuinely never held that 
against me at all and is fantastic!"

7. Accurate but incomplete metacognition
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Here the interviewee shows a clear ability to contemplate multiple

beliefs and desires. Mental states are frequently seen in interaction and the

interviewee manifests an ability to reason accordingly.

E.g. "My parents didn’t like each other very much, so it was important 
for them to make good friends with us."

There is a readiness to contemplate the mental state of the parent, even when 

this involves consideration of malevolent intentions and behaviour, and the 

corresponding representation of the self who experienced, and survived this 

malevolence.

E.g. "She (my mother) was quite abusive to me, both verbally and 
physically aggressive - an abusive sort of character....I mean when I 
was small I didn’t stand up to her because she was bigger and she used 
to have the power but I stood up to her in my wilfulness, she never 
managed to crush that part of me that in somebody else might have 
been crushed. I kept plugging in there sort of thing so there was 
aggression on both sides...."

The limitation upon such accounts may be one or more of the 

following: (1) obvious inaccuracies, gaps or omissions (E.g. there may be in 

depth explorations of one parent but ignoring of the other); (2) a self-imposed 

restriction to one category of mental states (e.g. noting the influence of beliefs 

but not of affects or desires); (3) or limiting the account to conscious states 

and ignoring non-conscious aspects of motivation.

9. Complete and accurate metacognition

Here the individual is expected to manifest an organized and consistent 

understanding of the motivations guiding the behaviour of the self and the
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parents. The individual shows awareness of the qualitative differences between

the mental functioning of the child and the adult, and his or her reflections on

childhood experience give clear indication of this discrimination.

E.g. "As a child you feel that your mother will be able to sort 
everything out and it takes a long time before you discover that her 
capacities are limited, just as yours are."

The interviewee makes implicit reference to unconscious desires, emotions and

ideas in an attempt to make sense of past or present behaviour.

"I suppose I must have been frustrated by being so dependent on my 
mother, and everything; otherwise I wouldn’t have had so many 
tantrums."

The subject also shows awareness of how relationships can affect each other.

"It was difficult for her to like me. He (father) adored me so much 
and treated me as someone so special. It would have been super-human 
of her not to feel jealous."

It is important to note that very high scores for metacognition were 

infrequently given, even to individuals whose interviews were classified 

Autonomous. This occurred because only a satisfactory level of 

representational sophistication and accuracy, suggested by a score of six or 

seven, would seem to be required in most cases. Complete and accurate 

metacognition, as it has been defined here, would seem to develop only in 

response to adversity, i.e. experiences which are difficult to understand. 

Invariably, the highest scores for metacognition were assigned to interviews in 

which raters were impressed with the extent to which the interviewee had 

worked through difficult attachment experiences. In other words, highly
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developed and accurate metacognitive processes are not required by the 

normative experiences of most families.

CONCLUSION

A parent with a well-developed capacity for seeing relationships in 

terms of mental content permits the normal growth of the infant’s 

representational capacities. His mental state anticipated and acted on, the 

infant will be secure in his attachment, that is less reliant upon defensive 

behaviours to maintain his psychic equilibrium. The heirs to an early reliance 

on defensive behaviours will limit the insecure child’s capacity to make full 

use of his potential to reflect spontaneously, accurately and with sophistication, 

upon mental states. This handicap may ultimately constrain his capacity to 

provide an adequate psychological environment for his own infant. This view 

in part explains the observed intergenerational concordances in attachment 

patterns.

It is important to note that no single rating scale applied to the 

interviews, not even the Metacognition Scale, yielded as strong an association 

to infants’ security of attachment as the AAI global classification of Secure 

versus Insecure attachments. This may be because of the discrete nature of 

rating scales in contrast to the more global polymorphous nature of category 

judgments. The Metacognition scale was most strongly associated to the



319

nominal ratings but still some 40% of the variance in nominal ratings of the 

interviews was due to unidentified sources. Judges were clearly relying on an 

aggregated assessment of the narrative material under consideration, including 

sources of influence other than those indicated by the nearly 30 interval rating 

scales. In this case, it is appropriate to conclude that the whole is indeed 

greater than the sum of all the parts.

In earlier chapters, judges’ nominal ratings have been discussed in 

terms of the assessment they provide of interviewees’ attachment-related 

personality traits. In this respect the results obtained are consistent with recent 

conclusions concerning the person-situadon debate in the personality literature 

(e.g. Epstein & O’Brien, 1985). Where researchers find evidence of 

personality traits, it is routinely based on well-considered aggregated 

assessments of behaviour across a range of situations relevant to a given 

domain. The current research suggests that an interview-based assessment of 

an adult’s spontaneous discourse may be the most important constituent to an 

aggregated assessment of the attachment domain.
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SUMMARY

Evidence from a number of investigations reported here suggests that 

the Adult Attachment Interview, and the system developed for its rating and 

classification, is both reliable and valid. In particular, the robustness of the 

categorical distinction between Secure and Insecure attachment patterns has 

been demonstrated. Interviews were reliably assigned to these categories by 

a number of independent judges. These categories were observed to be 

temporally stable over a one-month period. They were also shown to predict 

the organisation of infant-parent patterns of attachment at 12 and 18 months. 

Self-reports of widely varying constructs, including neuroticism, extroversion, 

self-esteem, mood state, psychopathology and verbal skills, did not distinguish 

Secure from Insecure patterns of attachment. In this way both the discriminant 

and predictive validity of the AAI was demonstrated. Questionnaire-based 

assessments of attachment-related constructs, such as parental care and 

overprotection, had only limited associations to the AAI, and had no 

association to the infants’ security of attachment. This underlines the need for 

systematic consideration of adults’ spontaneous attachment-related discourse 

if one aims to predict attachment-relevant behaviour-such as the quality of 

parental caregiving and consequent differences in children’s emotional well

being.
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Appendix 2.1

QUESTIONS Kid PROBES OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW (After George, Kaplan t Main, 1985).
1. Please orient me as to your family background, where you grew up, what your parents did 
for a liv in g , whether there were brothers and s is te r s  in the p icture, other persons (e .g .
grandmother) liv in g  in the family houselhold.

2. I'd lik e  you now to try to b r ie fly  describe your relationship  with your parents as a young 
ch ild , starting i f  you could from as far back as you can remember?

3. Please think now of f iv e  adjectives that describe your relationship to your mother during 
your childhood. Pause to allow subject to think. Then ask about each in turn, as you think 
about your relationship  to your mother as a (e .g . loving one) what kinds of memories, incidents 
come to mind?

4. Please think now of f iv e  adjectives that describe your relationship  to your father during 
your childhood. Pause to allow subject to think. Then ask about each in turn, as you think 
about your relationship  to your father as a (e .g . loving one) what kinds of memories, incidents 
come to mind?

5. Which parent were you closes to? Why? Why not the same closeness with the other parent?

6. What would you do when you were upset as a child? Pause, (a) Emotionally upset? . . .
incidents? (b) Physically hurt . . .incidents? (c) When i l l  as a ch ild , what would happen?

7. First separation? Others?

8. Were there occasions when you f e l t  rejected as a child? How old? How exactly did you 
feel?  What did you do? Did parent(s) rea lize  s/he was rejecting you?

9. Parents ever threatening--for d isc ip lin e , jokingly? Some of the adults interviewed in th is  
way have memories of some kind of abuse in their fam ily ,--d id  anything lik e  that happen to you 
or in your family? How old were you? How severe? How frequent? Has th is  experience effected  
you as an adult? Has i t  or w ill i t ,  do you think, e ffec t your approach to your own child(ren)?

10. Are there any aspects of your childhood experience which you would see as having effected  
your adult personality? Are there any aspects of your childhood experience which were a s e t 
back to your development?

11. Why do you think your parents behaved as they did during your childhood?

12. Were there other adults, a part from your parents, who played a caregiving role to you 
during your childhood? Or other adults esp ecia lly  important? (How so? Ages at which they were 
an influence?)

13. Loss of parent, or other close loved one (s ib s) as a child? Age? Circumstances? How did 
you respond at the time? Was the death sudden or expected? Did you go the funeral? Feelings 
at the time? Have your fee lin gs regarding the loss changed over time? Effect on remaining 
parent? Effect on your adult personality? On approach to your own child?

13a. Other losses in childhood. Queries as above.

13b. Important losses in adulthood. Queries as above.

14. Have there been many changes in your relationship  with your parents since childhood?

15. What is  your relationship  with your parents lik e now, as an adult?

16. How do you fee l now when separated from your child(ren)? Ever worried about him/her?

17. Thinking of the kind of future you'd lik e  to see for your ch ild , i f  you had 3 wishes for 
your child 20 years from now, what might they be? Minute to think . . .

18. Is there any one thing you've learned from your childhood experience? And, f in a lly , what
would you hope your ch ild  learned from his/her experience of being parented by you?
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Appendix 2.2

FOUR JUDGES' (A, B, C, D) RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW 

(AAI) SCALES: MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGES

FOR THE SAMPLE OF 26 SUBJECTS INTERVIEWED TWICE (AT TIME 1 AND TIME 2)

AAI Scale 

LOVING MOTHER

REJECTING MOTHER

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER

T ime Judge Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

1 A 6.08 2.02 1.00 9.00
2 A 6.27 1.95 1.00 9.00
1 B 6.12 1.90 2.00 9.00
2 B 6.15 1.99 1.00 9.00
1 C 5.85 2.27 1.00 9.00
2 C 5.77 2.29 1.00 9.00
1 D 5.54 2.06 1.00 9.00
2 D 5.62 1.94 1.00 9.00

1 A 2.35 1.98 1.00 7.00
2 A 2.50 1.90 1.00 7.00
1 B 2.46 2.08 1.00 7.00
2 B 2.81 2.12 1.00 8.00
1 C 3.23 2.21 1.00 9.00
2 c 3.46 2.23 1.00 9.00
1 D 3.23 2.29 1.00 8.00
2 D 3.46 2.06 1.00 9.00

1 A 2.08 1.83 1.00 7.00
2 A 2.08 1.87 1.00 8.00
1 B 2.08 1.83 1.00 7.00
2 8 2.50 2.25 1.00 8.00
1 C 2.50 2.20 1.00 9.00
2 C 2.42 2.12 1.00 9.00
1 D 2.77 2.18 1.00 8.00
2 D 3.08 2.42 1.00 9.00
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AAI Scale Time

LOVING FATHER 1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

REJECTING FATHER 1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

ROLE REVERSING FATHER 1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

IDEALIZATION OF MOTHER 1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

IDEALIZATION OF FATHER 1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

Appendix 2 .2  co n t .

Judge Mean Std Dev Minimum

A 5.19 2.14 1.00
A 5.12 2.10 1.00
B 5.19 2.12 1.00
B 5.19 1.88 2.00
C 4.85 2.29 1.00
C 4.38 2.32 1.00
D 4.54 1.82 1.00
D 4.62 2.21 1.00

A 3.19 2.17 1.00
A 3.31 2.05 1.00
B 3.46 2.08 1.00
B 3.50 2.06 1.00
C 4.23 1.95 1.00
C 4.35 2.13 1.00
D 4.23 2.20 1.00
D 4.42 1.88 1.00

A 1.23 .86 1.00
A 1.38 1.02 1.00
B 1.42 1.06 1.00
B 1.62 1.24 1.00
C 1.96 1.37 1.00
C 2.46 1.77 1.00
D 2.12 1.53 1.00
D 2.15 1.59 1.00

A 2.42 1.47 1.00
A 2.69 1.72 1.00
B 2.96 1.64 1.00
B 3.15 2.03 1.00
C 2.46 1.39 1.00
C 2.73 1.43 1.00
D 2.81 1.94 1.00
D 3.00 1.92 1.00

A 2.23 1.58 1.00
A 2.15 1.52 1.00
B 2.54 1.77 1.00
B 2.42 1.70 1.00
C 2.50 1.68 1.00
C 2.62 1.53 1.00
D 2.65 2.35 .00
D 3.00 1.60 1.00

Maximum

9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
8.00  
8.00  
8.00

7.00
7.00
7.00
8.00
7.00
9.00
8.00
7.00

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
6.00 
6.00 
6.00
7.00

5.00
7.00
6.00
7.00
6.00  
6.00  
8.00  
8.00

5.00
5.00
7.00
6.00
7.00
7.00
8.00  
6.00
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AAI Scale T ime Judge Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

COHERENCE 1 A 5.27 1.93 3.00 9.00
2 A 5.15 1.62 2.00 8.00
1 B 5.08 1.72 3.00 8.00
2 B 5.12 1.68 1.00 8.00
1 C 5.27 1.59 3.00 8.00
2 C 5.19 1.74 1.00 8.00
1 D 5.23 1.77 2.00 9.00
2 D 5.12 1.66 2.00 8.00

INSISTENCE ON 1 A 3.15 2.03 1.00 7.00
INABILITY TO 2 A 2.62 1.94 1.00 7.00
RECALL 1 B 3.42 2.34 1.00 8.00

2 B 3.27 2.22 1.00 8.00
1 C 3.15 1.59 1.00 7.00
2 C 3.12 1.56 1.00 6.00
1 D 3.58 1.79 1.00 8.00
2 D 3.50 1.84 1.00 7.00

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 1 A 2.27 1.48 1.00 5.00
TOWARD MOTHER 2 A 1.88 1.53 1.00 7.00

1 B 2.42 1.65 1.00 5.00
1 C 3.12 1.73 1.00 7.00
2 C 3.46 1.68 1.00 8.00
1 D 3.12 1.80 1.00 7.00
2 D 3.19 1.96 1.00 8.00

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 1 A 2.50 1.61 1.00 5.00
TOWARD FATHER 2 A 2.65 1.74 1.00 6.00

1 B 2.46 1.63 1.00 5.00
1 C 3.12 1.95 1.00 8.00
2 C 3.88 1.88 1.00 8.00
1 D 2.92 1.67 1.00 6.00
2 D 3.62 1.79 1.00 8.00
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Appendix 2 .3

PROBABLE EXPERIENCE SCALE INTER-RATER RELIABILITIES: 

CORRELATIONS AMONGST FOUR JUDGES (A,B,C,D) IN THEIR 

RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS 

FROM 26 INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED TWICE (TIME1/TIME2) 

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

JUDGE A 
TIME 1

JUDGE B TIME 1

LOVING REJECTION
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER FATHER

LOVING 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

REJECTION 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER 
FATHER

.9551**

.6730**

-.6904**
-.3826

-.1862
.0318

.7079**

.9823**

.3889

.5823*

.0452

.1566

-.6653**
-.2905

.9884**

.4127

.3259
-.1061

-.4369
-.6322**

.5129*

.9341**

-.0411
.1164

.2830

.0244

.4891

.0240

.9642**

.2414

-.1088
-.1251

.0986

.2746

.2493

.7602**

JUDGE A 
TIME 1

LOVING 
MOTHER FATHER

JUDGE C TIME 1

REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER FATHER

LOVING 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

REJECTION 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER -.3043
FATHER -.1034

.7780**

.4180

-.6808** 
-.2608

.5127*

.7416**

-.3405
-.5077*

-.1590
-.3857

.5589*

.1620

.7569**

.2315

.4984*

.0547

-.4020
-.5021*

.4356

.7231**

.2081
-.0806

.3340

.1066

.5479*

.0964

.6765**

.2633

-.1435
.1529

.4476

.1906

.3359

.7107**
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JUDGE D TIME 1

340

JUDGE A
TIME 1 LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING

MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8427** .3702 -.4202 -.2748 -.2051 -.1582
FATHER .3295 .7497** -.1733 -.4362 .0873 .1030

REJECTION
MOTHER -.7234** -.3099 .7068** .3582 .5390* .6198**
FATHER -.4076 .5239* .4014 .7189** .0858 .3776

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.2866 .0712 .5594* .1943 .6564** .5243*
FATHER -.1175 .0196 .1342 -.0714 .4557 .7396**

JUDGE C TIME 1
JUDGE B 
TIME 1

LOVING
MOTHER FATHER

REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER

ROLE
MOTHER

REVERSING
FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8799** .5174* -.5757* -.4286 -.3397 -.1515
FATHER .4798 .8646** -.2402 -.5357* .0387 .0992

REJECTION
MOTHER -.6513** .3029 .8564** .4268 .5248* .4548
FATHER -.3812 .6212** .3228 .8341** .1137 .2166

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.4195 .1876 .6365** .3092 .7362** .3996
FATHER -.3023 .3983 .2623 .1248 .2310 .7131**
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JUDGE D TIME 1
JUDGE B 
TIME 1

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8321** .6234** -.5847* -.4706 -.3807 -.2335
FATHER .4928 .8321** -.3002 -.5702* .1507 .0280

REJECTION
MOTHER -.7302** -.4169 .8004** .4753 .5804* .4312
FATHER -.4213 -.7125** .3865 .6903** .0842 .1832

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.3704 -.2318 .7092** .5231* .7823** .4132
FATHER -.3267 -.3574 .3021 .0912 .4865 .6793**

JUDGE D TIME 1

JUDGE C 
TIME 1

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8193** .4468 -.6083** .3208 -.3465 -.4309
FATHER .4748 .8163** -.3517 .4613 -.1195 -.1087

REJECTION
MOTHER -.8510** -.4896 .8188** .4902 .5919* .6758**
FATHER -.5802* -.7838** .5722* .8202** .3906 .4337

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.4503 .0602 .6058* .1991 .8364** .7077**
FATHER -.4167 -.0717 .5264* .1758 .5998* .7072**
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JUDGE B TIME 2
JUDGE A
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .9455** .4661 -.5585* -.1937 -.1322 -.0383
FATHER .3675 .9567** -.3361 -.7323** .0465 .0639

REJECTION
MOTHER -.5061* .3081 .9683** .4227 .4533 .1361
FATHER -.0218 .6695** .4280 .8489** .1125 -.1406

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.2280 .0271 .5180* .2585 .9202** .3933
FATHER .0091 .0016 .1833 .0189 .3999 .8815**

JUDGE C TIME 2
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8489** .4808 -.8017** .5325* -.3479 -.1532
FATHER .2886 .7456** -.3356 .6150** .0155 -.1436

REJECTION
MOTHER -.4691 -.2904 .7653** .3004 .5496* .4934
FATHER .0753 -.5637* .0725 .7947** .1159 .2012

ROLE REVERSAL
MOTHER -.2478 -.1821 .2111 .1730 .7250** .4514
FATHER -.0118 .1039 .1470 .0268 .1064 .6604**
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JUDGE D TIME 2
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8104** .5167* -.8669** -.6759** -.3781 -.3616
FATHER .4424 .8529** -.2707 -.7714** -.3088 -.0413

REJECTION
MOTHER -.5742* -.3614 .7807** .4977* .7573** .7262**
FATHER -.1898 -.6423** .0029 .7828** .3416 .1194

ROLE REVERS1[ NG
MOTHER -.2774 -.2050 .2179 .2742 .6877** .6659**
FATHER .0171 -.0912 .2158 .1200 .3114 .7061**

JUDGE C TIME 2
JUDGE B
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8156** .4543 -.7359** -.4642 -.3946 -.1908
FATHER .3558 .7828** -.3755 .6165** -.0615 -.2323

REJECTION
MOTHER -.4477 -.2780 .7785** .3252 .6339** .5366*
FATHER -.0763 -.5856* .2519 .7403** .2148 .3063

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.0856 -.1228 .1116 .2208 .7404** .5420*
FATHER -.0327 .1376 .1250 .0233 .4188 .6768**
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JUDGE B 
TIME 2

LOVING 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

REJECTION 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER 
FATHER

LOVING 
MOTHER FATHER

.8734**

.4312

-.3465 
-.0763

-.0856
-.0327

.3663

.8056**

-.4231
-.5856*

-.1228
.1376

JUDGE D TIME 2

REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER

.8001**

.4555

.6934**

.2519

.1116

.1250

-.4443
-.7234**

.2932

.7023**

.2208
-.0233

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER FATHER

.4056

.1615

.6339**

.2148

.6890**

.4188

-.1421
-.3222

.5366*

.3063

.5420*

.6613**

JUDGE D TIME 2
JUDGE C 
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER

LOVING
MOTHER .8539** .4330 -.8924** .6280** -.3444
FATHER .6393** .8893** -.4486 .7921** -.3773

REJECTION
MOTHER -.7426** -.4654 .9075** .6859** .7023**
FATHER -.6231* -.8034** .5781* .8493** .3926

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.4812 -.1421 .5712* .3210 .8127**
FATHER - .4322 -.3410 .4311 .2300 .6521**

FATHER

-.3415
-.1360

.4312

.2341

.7521**

.7254**
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STATE OF MIND SCALE INTER-RATER RELIABILITIES: 

CORRELATIONS AMONGST FOUR JUDGES (A,B,C,D) IN THEIR 

RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS 

FROM 26 INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED TWICE

(2-tailed Signif: * - 

JUDGE B TIME

.01 ** -

1

.001)

JUDGE A 
TIME 1

IDEALISATION

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

OF

COHERENCE POOR
RECALL

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER .8359** .5372* -.0923 -.1121 -.1420 .2317
FATHER .4205 .9383** -.0656 -.1682 .1599 .0811

COHERENCE -.0219 -.2079 .9341** -.4257 -.2252 .1242

POOR RECALL -.0342 -.1460 -.4270 .9038** .0156 -.0343

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at
MOTHER -.3083 .2316 -.0711 .0697 .8316** .4258
FATHER .1750 .2390 .1304

JUDGE C TIME

.1226

1

.3690 .9469**

JUDGE A 
TIME 1

IDEALISATION

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

OF

COHERENCE POOR
RECALL

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER .6077** .0242 -.2213 -.2333 .0115 .2054
FATHER .4217 .6462** -.1530 -.4274 .1361 -.1259

COHERENCE .0115 -.4258 .7537** -.3655 -.3815 .0234

POOR RECALL -.0402 -.1171 -.2609 .6753** .0744 -.0451

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at
MOTHER -.1980 .1684 -.1167 -.0013 .6734** .3349
FATHER .2683 -.2150 .0235 -.1564 .1945 .6079**
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JUDGE D TIME 1
JUDGE A 
TIME 1

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER 
FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

.7373**

.3799

COHERENCE

POOR RECALL

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 
MOTHER 
FATHER

-.3917

.3323

-.0924
.0578

.2173

.6959**

-.2522

-.1894

-.0181
-.1962

COHERENCE

-.2071
-.2335

.8408**

-.3319

-.0397 
.0702

POOR
RECALL

-.1414
-.1616

-.6132**

.5562*

.0445

.0764

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

.0261

.3421

.2516

.1803

.0624
-.0233

.0067

-.0905

.6028* .4116

.1040 .7747**

JUDGE B TIME 1
JUDGE C 
TIME 1

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER .7294**
FATHER .3509

COHERENCE 

POOR RECALL

- . 0 1 1 2  

- .3200

.4304

.7092**

-.0394

-.4134

COHERENCE

.1183
-.2633

.7952**

-.5161*

POOR
RECALL

-.0132
-.1275

-.2799

.6336**

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

-.1403
.3241

-.2887

-.0257

.3253

.2484

.0428

.1209

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 

MOTHER 
FATHER

-.2105
.0014

.0573
-.1696

-.3533 
-.0506

.0469

.0681
.7542**
.2702

.2939

.7129**
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JUDGE D 
TIME 1

JUDGE B TIME 1

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR 
MOTHER FATHER RECALL

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER .7244** .2991
FATHER .2797 .7215**

COHERENCE .0583 -.1430

POOR RECALL -.2375 -.2151

-.2714 .2571 .0139 .0292
-.0823 -.2494 .1422 -.2387

.7027** -.3433 -.1438 .1415

-.6901** .6082** .0898 -.1084

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at
MOTHER -.2978 .2437 -.1196 -.3173 .6159** .2357
FATHER -.1620 -.0260 .0021 -.0323 .2872 .7914**

JUDGE D TIME 1
JUDGE C 
TIME 1

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPYING ANGER
MOTHER FATHER RECALL MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF
MOTHER .7749** .2343 .0037 -.2872 -.3101 .0331
FATHER .3500 .8368** -.4701 .0598 .4575 -.3135

COHERENCE -.3460 -.3492 .8289** -.6325** -.2916 -.0823

POOR RECALL .1136 -.2312 -.4806 .7524** -.0344 -.0104

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at
MOTHER .2814 .2172 -.3484 .2617 .7430** .1694
FATHER -.0787 -.1135 -.0776 -.0428 .0533 .6547**
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JUDGE B TIME 2
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION

IDEAL I SAT 
MOTHER

OF

ION OF 
FATHER

COHERENCE POOR
RECALL

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER .9201** .4851 -.1259 -.0404 -.2041 .0141
FATHER .6152** .8273** .1027 -.4173 -.0660 -.1120

COHERENCE -.0683 .1789 .8613** .0660 -.1237 -.3648

POOR RECALL -.1162 .3970 -.1330 .7123** .1417 -.0250

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at
MOTHER -.1225 .0726 -.0568 -.0846 .9140** .5666*
FATHER .0495 .1915 -.2180 

JUDGE C TIME

-.1198

2

.4592 .9638**

JUDGE A 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

OF

COHERENCE POOR
RECALL

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

MOTHER .7748** .4364 -.0597 -.0610 -.0043 -.3334
FATHER .5184* .7902** .1095 -.2790 -.1234 -.4001

COHERENCE .0705 .0237 .7131** -.2614 -.4103 -.4405

POOR RECALL -.2118 .3628 -.0364 .7461** .0321 .1187

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 

MOTHER 
FATHER

-.2887
-.0389

-.1225
-.2478

.0985
-.0167

-.3295
-.0437

.7549**

.2389
.2171
.7409**
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JUDGE D TIME 2
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPYING ANGER

IDEALISATION
MOTHER
FATHER

MOTHER
OF

.7416**

.5615*

FATHER

.6559**

.7795**
-.4374
-.1826

RECALL

.1142
-.0574

MOTHER

-.1007
-.1047

FATHER

-.1573
-.2427

COHERENCE -.1547 -.0464 .6752** -.0135 -.3252 -.4346

POOR RECALL -.1074 -.1288 -.0727 .6027** -.0008 .1399

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 
MOTHER 
FATHER

-.3267
-.2154

-.2611
-.3587

.2734

.1668
-.0071
-.2061

.7010**

.1671
.2603
.7403**

JUDGE C 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION
MOTHER
FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

OF
.7725** .4927 
.2391 .7352**

JUDGE B TIME

COHERENCE

.1133

.0804

2

POOR
RECALL

-.0393
-.2282

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

-.4021 -.0531 
-.0656 -.2935

COHERENCE .0703 .1198 .6197** .1101 .0287 -.1066

POOR RECALL - .0690 -.2305 -.2497 .6915** -.2729 .0093

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 

MOTHER 
FATHER

-.0919
-.3712

-.1131
-.3338

- .4448 
-.5516*

-.2709 
- .1646

.7276**

.2390
.3347 
.7939*’
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JUDGE B TIME 2
JUDGE D 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER .7075**
FATHER .7253**

COHERENCE -.3972

POOR RECALL .1498

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at

MOTHER -.2084
FATHER -.3236

.5922*

.6997*

.2025

.1215

-.1573 
-.2990

COHERENCE

-.1985
-.0446

.6694**

-.1488

-.3712
-.4763

POOR
RECALL

-.0564
-.1014

.0565

.6088**

-.3435
-.2145

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

-.3128
-.2500

.1358

.0000

.7913**

.2513

-.2190
-.4202

.1482

-.2286

.2627

.7305**

JUDGE D TIME 2
JUDGE C 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF 
MOTHER .7458**
FATHER

COHERENCE

POOR RECALL

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 
MOTHER 
FATHER

.1367

-.2152

.0268

.1118
-.1661

.2448

.7426**

-.2007

.0000

.2680
-.1991

COHERENCE

-.0708
-.2983

.7117**

-.2688

-.4225
-.2776

POOR
RECALL

.0989
-.1712

-.1934

.6305**

.2074

.2715

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
MOTHER FATHER

-.3661
.3603

-.5027*

.0186

.8107**

.4939

-.0733
-.2760

-.4621

-.0408

.4872

.6981**
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PROBABLE EXPERIENCE SCALE TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES: 

INTRA-RATER AGREEMENT FOR JUDGES (A,B,CfD) IN THEIR 

RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS 

FROM 26 INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED TWICE 

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

JUDGE A TIME 1
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE REVERSAL
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .6245** .3327 -.5951* -.3147 -.1628 -.0859
FATHER .3652 .7337** -.1061 -.5563* .0495 -.3237

REJECTION
MOTHER -.4375 -.2313 .7809** .4789 .4707 .0731
FATHER -.0445 -.5154* .2089 .6761** .1848 .2291

ROLE REVERSAL
MOTHER -.2976 -.1537 .3700 .1533 .4177 -.1598
FATHER .2370 .2211 -.0289 .0014 .0263 -.0139

JUDGE B 
TIME 2

LOVING
MOTHER FATHER

JUDGE B TIME 1

REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER

ROLE
MOTHER

REVERSING
FATHER

LOVING
MOTHER .6062* .3528 -.5379* .2297 -.2991 -.1261
FATHER .3182 .6750** -.1055 .4637 -.0743 -.3426

REJECTION
MOTHER -.4606 .3752 .7013** .5652* .5611* .2150
FATHER -.2290 .4898 .2791 .6513** .2751 .2457

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER -.0887 .0546 .2732 .1964 .3010 -.2755
FATHER .2407 .1671 -.1148 .0215 -.0571 .0374
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JUDGE C 
TIME 2

LOVING 
MOTHER FATHER

LOVING 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

REJECTION 
MOTHER 
FATHER 

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER 
FATHER

.8544**

.4443

.7656** 

.4499

.5168*

.3390

.4433

.8025**

-.4939
-.6590**

-.2248
-.2773

JUDGE C TIME 1

REJECTION 
MOTHER FATHER

-.7792** 
-.3845

.7871**

.4225

.5663*

.4000

-.3743
-.6329**

.4813

.6351**

.3343

.4669

ROLE REVERSING 
MOTHER FATHER

.2870

.0236

.3756

.0043

.7348**

.4217

-.1945
-.0707

.3200

.0047

.5152*

.4524

JUDGE D TIME 1
JUDGE D 
TIME 2

LOVING REJECTION ROLE
MOTHER FATHER MOTHER FATHER MOTHER

LOVING
MOTHER .7829** .4810 -.6555** -.4288 -.3152
FATHER .4155 .6415** -.3776 -.5742* -.0275

REJECTION
MOTHER -.8121** .5279* .7397** .4697 .3539
FATHER -.6282** .7021** .4698 .6051* .1029

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER -.5142* .3290 .6053* .5243* .6878**
FATHER -.5253* .2096 .6053* .4240 .7257**

FATHER

-.4958*
-.1400

.5519*

.2185

.4516

.5337*
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STATE OF MIND SCALE TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES: 

INTRA-RATER AGREEMENT FOR JUDGES (A,B,C,D) IN THEIR 

RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS 

FROM 26 INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED TWICE 

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

JUDGE A TIME 1
JUDGE A 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPYING ANGER
MOTHER FATHER RECALL MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF
MOTHER .2750 .3514 -.2277 .1403 -.4060 -.1888
FATHER .4174 .4684 .1084 -.2287 -.1970 .0000

COHERENCE .0890 .1419 .4219 -.3967 -.1345 -.0462

POOR RECALL - .5140* -.6472** .2103 .3298 -.0459 -.0642

PREOCCUPYING
ANGER at
MOTHER -.1546 -.0051 .0380 .0573 .3836 .2357
FATHER -.0341 -.1004 -.1615 .2866 .0684 .4074

JUDGE C TIME 1
JUDGE C 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPYING ANGER
MOTHER FATHER RECALL MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF
MOTHER .4868 -.0750 .0684 -.1568 -.2459 -.0603
FATHER -.1768 .7184** -.1866 -.0405 .2603 -.2945

COHERENCE .0608 -.2663 .6590** -.5584* -.4058 .0168

POOR RECALL -.1178 -.0076 -.2717 .4441 -.2726 -.1233

PREOCCUPYING
ANGER at
MOTHER -.2659 .4966* -.5133* .3016 .7530** -.0414
FATHER -.0094 .0569 -.5640* .6065* .4714 .5605*
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JUDGE B TIME 1
JUDGE B
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPYING ANGER
MOTHER FATHER RECALL MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF
MOTHER .2903 .2870 .0423 .0110 -.3294 -.2635
FATHER .5089* .3063 .3168 -.2684 -.2653 -.1453

COHERENCE .0598 .1663 .4675 -.3288 -.1334 .0528

POOR RECALL -.1292 -.3843 .1412 .2782 -.1740 -.1684

PREOCCUPYING
ANGER at

MOTHER -.1375 -.1976 -.0145 .1392 .5292* .1840
FATHER -.1185 -.1277 -.2511 .3737 .0450 .4223

JUDGE D TIME 1
JUDGE D 
TIME 2

IDEALISATION OF COHERENCE POOR PREOCCUPY]ING ANGER
MOTHER FATHER RECALL MOTHER FATHER

IDEALISATION OF
MOTHER .3440 .3640 -.4351 .2908 -.1161 -.3368
FATHER .3480 .5961* -.4934 .2092 .1113 -.5085*

COHERENCE -.3537 -.2566 .4942 -.4676 -.1122 .2922

POOR RECALL .1178 .1251 -.1472 -.0061 -.0908 -.4946

PREOCCUPYING 
ANGER at 

MOTHER 
FATHER

.0522 .1802 -.3240 .3314 .7206** -.0564

.2543 -.2327 -.1851 .3211 .3128 .2570
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MANUAL FOR THE RATING AND CLASSIFYING OF 
ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS

A. PROBABLE EXPERIENCE OF CHILDHOOD

(1) Loving vs. Unloving
(2) Rejection
(3) Neglect
(4) Involving/Role-reversing
(5) Pressuring to Achieve
(6) Overprotection

B. PRESENT STATE OF MIND CONCERNING ATTACHMENT

(1) Idealization
(2) Derogation
(3) Preoccupying Anger
(4) Guilt
(5) Present-day relationship with parents
(6) Inability to Recall
(7) Coherence of Mind
(8) Coherence of Transcript
(9) Passivity of Thought
(10) Metacognition
(11) Aggression

(C) CLASSIFICATION SCHEME WITH RESPECT TO ATTACHMENT

(1) Detached
(2) Entangled
(3) Free/Autonomous
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LOVING

Evidence for loving experience:

Mild:
- Parent gives only physical or even educational care without affection. Note: parent 
may or may not be described as "loving".

Moderate:
- Support, concern and interest probably present
- Some indications of affection but no special memories. Adequate parenting was 
probably provided.

High:
- Parent provides a firm sense of emotional support, can be trusted in times of 
trouble and is actively loving. Direct statements such as those below, especially 
when "volunteered" rather than given as a response to a question:

- "I always knew she/he was there for me";
- "No matter what, I could depend on him/her."
- Memories of physical love, comfort.
- Parent may or may not be described as loving.

SCALE FOR LOVING 

1. Very lacking in love.

Not at all emotionally supportive or interested. Some mild, i.e. no evidence of any real signs 
of love. Nonetheless parent may have fed, clothed and provided education. High scores on 
negative scales may be missing.

3. Lacking in love.

Many mild and some moderate signs of love. Yet all active indications of a loving childhood 
are missing. Adequate parenting was probably not provided.

5. Neither unloving nor actively loving.

Consistent set of moderate signs of love, balanced by negative signs (e.g. parent is at times 
absent or frightening).

7. Loving.

Consistent evidence that loving experience outweighs negative aspects. There are only some, 
as opposed to many, memories of physical love, comfort.

9. Very loving.

There are many real incidents to support the notion that the child could count on the parent. 
Evidence for loving overwhelmingly outweighs negative aspects.
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REJECTION

Aversion to - avoidance of - the child or the child’s attachment

Evidence for rejection:

Mild:
- Early or inappropriate stress upon independence.

Moderate:
- Parent is reserved, cool, stem or inexpressive.

- Absence of overt encouragement.

High:
- A real and pervasive turning away of this specific child.

- Parent persistently misunderstood the child and/or seems not to have wanted child 
and would like to be rid of her.

- Subject may (but not necessarily) remember active rejection by the parent - - 
degrading or abusive treatment, being told to leave, etc.; remembers rejection of 
siblings, directly or by implication; recalls being picked at, criticized, nagged which 
suggests active dislike of child by parent.

- Parent responds unsympathetically when subject hurt herself.

SCALE FOR REJECTION

1. Not at all rejecting.

No indication at all of rejection though there may be memories of small quarrels.

3. Slightly rejecting.

Some evidence of mild rejection, i.e. early or inappropriate stress upon independence.

5. Moderately rejecting.

Evidence of moderate rejection where parent’s affectional response to child is consistently 
somewhat limited.

7. Rejecting.

Some evidence of highly rejecting experience but there is no evidence of parent’s wish to 
be entirely rid of the child.

9. Very rejecting.

Extensive evidence of highly rejecting experience.
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NEGLECT: Physical absence/inaccessibility or psychological unresponsiveness.

Parent is inattentive, preoccupied, otherwise occupied, unloved, inaccessible, absent due 
to large household, time-consuming professional activity, away for long periods, 
depressed or ill. Note: Child who is highly rejected will often not be completely 
neglected as attention and responsiveness may be negative. And neglect due to parental 
illness or preoccupations need not involve active rejection.

Evidence for neglect:
Mild:

- Child misses out on play, interaction, or conversation.
- Parent is, in a limited wav, preoccupied with work or household.
- Parent absent for brief or intermittent periods.
- Occasional signs of parental failure.

Moderate:
- Insufficient parental attentiveness.
- Extensive parental preoccupations with work or household.
- Consistent background of partial parental failure or brief period of complete 
parental failure.
- Prolonged absence but reunited.

Severe:
- Child’s needs, interests, failures and achievements go unnoticed.
- Parent and child unknown to one another - - "lack of connection".
- Parent is completely unable to care for the child.
- Parent is completely or repeatedly absent.

1. Physically accessible, and psychologically accessible in the sense of being positively 
or negatively responsive.
Parent is almost always present and responsive. No felt lack of attention.

3. Mildly inattentive, or absent somewhat more than desirable.
Some mild signs of neglect. Parent at times unresponsive though not continually so, and the 
parent is still essentially accessible.

5. Definitely inattentive, or absent for long but restricted periods.
Some moderate signs of neglect. Parent frequently unresponsive.

7. Neglecting.
A number of moderate signs of neglect and/or some severe signs. Parent is unresponsive for 
long periods. Parent is not completely psychologically absent: (over) (e.g. parent depressed; 
parent abandons the child in favour of work; repeatedly absent).

9. Strongly neglecting.
Many indications of severe neglect. Parent has almost nothing to do with the child; away 
throughout the subject’s childhood or repeatedly away and disconnected when present; 
physically present but completely inaccessible and inattentive.
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INVOLVING/ ROLE REVERSING
Child has implicit or explicit need to care for the parent and may be, at times, forced 
to act like a parent herself: The parent expects the child to be his/her attachment figure.

Evidence for involving/role-reversing:
Mild;

- Parent is slightly incompetent and/or child has to worry about or protect the parent. 
But largely the child is allowed to be a child.
-Parent over-involves the child in his/her affairs.
-Parent and child are unnaturally close (e.g. child in parent’s bed when other parent 
is away).

Moderate:
- Parent may be clearly incompetent but can be relied upon in emergencies.
-The subject expresses having felt some responsibility for the parent but this did not 
become an outstanding feature of the relationship.
- The child finds herself in the parenting role but there are other members of the 
family who prevent her from continuously taking that role.
-(e.g. Child acts as an ambassador in parental disputes)
-Cognitive and emotional union, (e.g. "I practically lived inside her head.")
-If there are moderate signs in adolescence, and not before, treat as mild signs.

Severe:
- Either the parent manifests (or is seen to) such a degree of incompetence that the 
child cannot avoid having the parent’s welfare as their primary concern or, for 
reasons which may not be clear, the child continuously appears to take responsibility 
for the parent. Note: severe signs may co-exist with evidence that the parent 
provided physical care/warmth. If there are severe signs in adolescence, and not 
before, treat as moderate signs.

SCALE FOR INVOLVING/ROLE REVERSING 
1. No signs of role reversal,

3. Mild signs of role reversal.
Perhaps the parent was a little confused by children, or a little disorganized, or a little weak 
in facing the other parent, and the child might have had to step into the parental role vis-avis 
the household at times, but not into a parental role vis-a-vis the parent.

5. Moderate signs of role reversal.
Concern for the parent or preoccupation with the parent’s concerns is to some degree woven 
into the relationship, but parent’s feeling of safety does not pervasively depend upon the 
presence or attention of the child.

7. Many moderate signs with some severe signs of role reversal.
The child is the parent’s "whole life", either because the parent is in chaos, or for some other 
reason. Still, the parent is competent in some areas.

9. Many severe signs of role reversal.
The child is expected to act as companion and/or protector in ways which are extremely 
inappropriate.
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PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE: The extent to which the child was pressured to achieve 
some particular status or position, or pushed to exceed other children or family 
members during childhood.

Evidence for pressuring to achieve:
Mild:

- Parent may have been overly but not unreasonably concerned with grades or school 
performance but pressure upon child was limited to exam times.

- Child does not feel a continual pressure to achieve.

- Failure to achieve was not connected with punishment.

Moderate:
- Pressure on child to achieve is a continual burden tied to the child-parent 
relationship but not wholly determining it.

- Parent probably feels much better about the child when the child does well, but 
does not truly withdraw from the child when the child fails.

High:
- There is no question that the parent would have withdrawn affection from the child 
if the child failed.

- The child’s achievements or failures were (and may still be in adult life) the neutral 
basis of the relationship to the parent.

SCALE FOR PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE

1. Perhaps encouraged but definitely not pushed or pressured towards achievement. 
An absence of all signs including mild ones; Encouragement to achieve is, when present, in 
terms of sharing with the child "a natural wish and need to do well."

3. Slight pressure toward achievement.
Mild signs of pressure to achieve are present, though the pressure is restricted to a certain 
issue (e.g. report card time) or a certain time (e.g. family crisis).

5. Moderately pushed to achieve.
Moderate signs are prevalent; pressure is excessive as in the stereotypic immigrant family 
but parent does not fully withdraw when child fails.

7. Pushed to achieve.
Moderate signs are pervasive with a hint of high signs but "there is no indication that the 
child would have been pushed to a point damaging to health.

9. Pushed to achievement beyond concern for well-being or health.
Child was or easily could have been damaged by the pervasively high indications of parents’ 
need for child to achieve.
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OVERPROTECTION:
The extent to which the subject experienced excessively over-protecting parenting such 
that it greatly restricted the individual’s freedom to enjoy ordinary childhood pleasures 
such as free play, peer relationships, excursions away from home in middle 
childhood/adolescence and the like.

Evidence for overprotection:
Mild:

-Parent is mildly overprotective in general (e.g. perhaps overconcemed about safety 
issues, i.e. issues that a parent ought, in some measure, to be concerned about). 
-Parent is somewhat excessive in their worries for the child’s welfare but this has a 
limited influence on behaviour, e.g. is restricted to a single issue.

Moderate:
-Parent is consistently worried about the child’s welfare in a variety of ways and this 
has a wide influence on the parent’s behaviour toward the child, but an appreciation 
of the child’s freedom is not entirely lost.

Severe:
-Parent restricts the child’s behaviour in definite ways which can only be called 
overprotective.
-Child was routinely not allowed to join peers on outings considered by parent "too 
dangerous."

SCALE FOR OVERPROTECTION

1. Not at all overprotective.

3. Mildly overprotective.
Parent is either mildly worried in general and/or somewhat excessive in worrying about a 
single issue, but to the extent that there is a problem it seems more to be in the parent rather 
than in the relationship.

5. Moderately overprotective.
Parent is consistently worried about the child’s welfare, and this influences the parent’s 
behaviour and certainly colours the child’s experience. Yet the parent’s overprotectiveness 
can not in itself be said to detrimentally effect the child’s development; the child was 
probably largely free to be a child.

7. Overprotective.
Moderate and some severe evidence. Parent worries, is overprotective and restricting of the 
child as a consequence. The child’s freedom to explore is limited by the parent’s undue 
concerns.

9. Very overprotective.
Severe evidence. Parent’s overwhelming worries severely restrict the child. The parent’s 
overprotectiveness takes the form of cruel or highly unreasonable interference—the child’s 
freedom to explore is severely restricted.
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PRESENT STATE OF MIND ABOUT ATTACHMENT 

IDEALIZATION

This scale assesses the amount of distance in transcript between generalized or semantic 
representation ("my parents were good") from actual memories ("I was afraid to talk 
to them when I was upset").

NOTE: (1) High ratings for idealization can be assigned in the absence of very high ratings 
on the negative scales. This will be the case when the parent is portrayed as wonderful or 
perfect and supporting evidence is absent without there being much contradictory evidence;
(2) Evaluative oscillations are signs of incoherence and passivity of thought, not idealization.

Note especially:
-First description of parents
-When parents are described as wonderful, good or normal and 
autobiographical support is lacking 
-Out of context praise
-Response to rejection question in comparison with above
-Unqualified, unsupported or extreme praise
-The extent to which subject acknowledges rated difficulties

SCALE FOR IDEALIZATION:

1. No idealization of parent(s).

Subject is aware of slight faults in loving parent(s) or is realistic about difficulties; 
contradictions are absent.

3. Slight idealization of parent(s).

One or two only partially supported adjectives or statements of praise, or at least one 
extreme or out of context praise. This kind of evidence may be expected in the early part 
of the interview when subject is "settling in."

5. Moderate idealization of parent(s).

Lack of acknowledgement or normalizing of at least one significant negative experience; 
or, no allowance for realistic and expectable difficulties in conjunction with extreme or out 
of context praise.

7. Marked Idealization of parent(s).

Normalizing of extreme negative experiences or no allowance for expectable difficulties in 
conjunction with extreme positive statements.

9. Strong idealization of parent(s).

Idealization, encompassing one or more elements of the above, which strikes the reader as 
irrational.
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ACTIVE DISMISSAL/DEROGATION OF ATTACHMENT EXPERIENCES OR
RELATIONSHIPS (relevant to D2 and less so to F2/F1): This scale assesses the extent 
to which the person believes, through the adoption of a cool, uncaring attitude, that 
he/she is unaffected by attachment experiences, either positively or negatively.

Evidence for derogation:
Mild:

-Some cool dismissal belied by an underlying valuing of attachment Lack of full 
acknowledgement of the significance of attachment-related experiences.

Mod:
-Dismissal of attachment or loss with some limited acknowledgement of the 
influence upon the self of attachment-related experiences.

Severe:
-Active, cool dismissal without any mitigating acknowledgement of the effects 
(positive or negative) of attachment-related experiences.

SCALE FOR DISMISSAL/DEROGATION:

1) No signs of dismissal/derogating.

3) Mild signs of dismissal/derogation.

Some indication of a failing to value one or more attachment relationships.

5) Moderate signs of dismissal/derogation.

At least one clear and specific sign that negative attachment experiences are seen as 
irrelevant and/or positive attachment experiences are not valued. The extent of cool 
dismissal of attachment-related issues is difficult to interpret.

7) Some severe signs of dismissal/derogation.

More than one clear reference to how the individual neither values nor is influenced by 
attachment-related experiences (approaching the thematic).

9) Many severe signs of dismissal/derogation.

Thematic, continued reference to how little valued are attachment-related experiences and 
relationships.
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INVOLVED/INVOLVING OR PREOCCUPYING ANGER EXPRESSED TOWARDS 
PARENTS NOW

At the low end of this scale is the expression of anger towards the parent in a form which 
indicates some current preoccupation, at the high end, is extensive preoccupation with anger 
toward the parent and implicit efforts to elicit interviewer agreement regarding an 
emotionally charged denigration of the parent

Indicators:

-Accusational comments concerning the parent(s)
-Run-on, entangled sentences describing situations involving the offending parent
-Often subtle yet strong efforts to enlist interviewer agreement
-Attention to surprisingly recent or small offenses on the part of the parent(s)
-Failure to distinguish past from present in discussing parental offenses
-Failure to distinguish parent’s voice from own voice
-Addressing the parent during the interview
-Tendency to blame entirely the parent for difficulties

Scale:

1. No direct expressions of current involvement with anger regarding the past.

Incidents of unfavourable parenting are clearly placed in the past. Recent examples of anger 
are either dismissed, or described with reflection, humour and self-containment.

3. Mild annoyance.

This comes across as the subject’s irritation or surprise at still sensing anger about the past 
or, an ongoing offense, yet the anger is acknowledged and the effort to gain interviewer 
agreement, where present, is momentary. The annoyance is passing; the anger not really 
involving.

5. Moderately involving anger.

Definite anger but it is contained, or is restrained, or is accompanied or mitigated by 
humour. Involving anger towards the parent is not a theme of the interview.

7. Severe anger approaching the thematic.

Indicators of involving anger may run throughout the interview or suddenly appear at a mid
point, yet this anger does not wholly preoccupy the subject’s discussion of the offending 
parent.

9. Severe, thematic anger.

Indicators of involving anger are almost always present when the subject discusses the 
offending parent- preoccupying anger is a dominant theme of the interview.
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PRESENT GUILT

This scale assesses the extent to which the individual carries a sense of blame or 
deserved punishment or being culpable with respect to attachment-related experiences 
or relationships.

Evidence for guilt:

Mild:
-Some regrets/concerns in relation to attachment figures. -A mention of feeling bad 
or guilty about something on occasion.
-The subject feels an irrational sense of responsibility which they recognize as 
excessive.

Moderate:
-Several self-reproachful comments.
-Repeated reference to the role of self in attachment-related difficulties.
-The subject feels an irrational sense of responsibility which they do not recognize 
as excessive.

Severe:
-Moderate signs plus an oppressive sense of the child/adult as carrying the burden 
of responsibility both for difficulties in the relationship and, overall, for maintaining 
the relationship.

SCALE FOR GUILT:

1. No excessive guilt feelings.

3. Slightly excessive guilt.

Some mild evidence (see above).

5. Moderate guilt.

At least one moderate sign but an ultimate realization that it was the parent’s responsibility. 

7. Excessive guilt approaching the thematic.

Moderate and some indication of severe evidence; self is seen as primarily responsible for 
the quality of the relationship so that difficulties are blamed on the self without awareness 
of the excessive nature of this stance.

9. Excessive thematic quilt.

Self is seen as being completely responsible for the quality of the relationship.
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QUALITY OF PRESENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP WITH PARENT(S):
This scale, rated separately for mother and for father, assesses the extent to which the 
individual "has entered into a symmetrical relationship (with the parent) in which each, in 
some ways and at some times, views the other as stronger and wiser, so that each can gain 
security in the relationship and can give care to the other" (Ainsworth, 1989).

Evidence for a symmetrical relationship:
Poor:

-"Old dispositions persist for parents to feel themselves stronger and wiser than their 
children and/or to be so viewed by them."
-There is little pleasure in interactions with the parent(s/) and/or they simply avoid 
interacting.
-If parents are weak, old or otherwise in need of care, the subject resents the role of 
parenting the parent.

Moderate:
-While "old dispositions" persist, the subject is aware of this and actively seeks to 
achieve a more "symmetrical relationship."
-There is some pleasure derived from interactions with the parent(s).
-If required, the subject parents the parent but with some resentment.

Strong:
-Both parent(s) and subject seem to share equally in the pleasure derived from 
interactions which tend to be often.
-Both subject and parent(s) serve as sources of support and understanding to one 
another.
-If the parent is in need of being parented, the subject performs this duty without 
excessive resentment.

SCALE FOR PRESENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP WITH PARENT:

1. No evidence of symmetry or quality.

Subject is so totally dismissing of the parent(s), even signs of poor evidence do not apply. 

3. Poor signs of symmetry or quality.

Poor evidence (see above). Consider here as well those situations where symmetry does not 
exist because as child, adolescent and now as adult strong role reversal typifies the 
relationship to parent.

5. Moderate evidence of symmetry or quality.

Moderate evidence (see above).

7. Some strong evidence.

Strong evidence is approaching the thematic.

9. Thematic strong evidence.
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FREQUENCY AND STRENGTH OF INSISTENCE UPON INABILITY TO RECALL 
CHILDHOOD: Recall is rated upon two dimensions:

(1) ACTUAL OR OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL; AND
(2) SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE UPON INABILITY TO RECALL.

SCALE FOR ACTUAL OR OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL:

1. Many relevant memories.
Many memories, including ones from early childhood, with much vivid, perceptual detail. 
These memories are central to the general feeling of the individual’s childhood.

3. Slight inability to recall.
Many vivid memories, from both childhood and adolescence, but these are somewhat 
incidental to attachment.

5. Moderate inability to recall.
Few only moderately relevant memories (more of adolescence than of childhood) or a 
number of memories which are incidental to attachment.

7. Definite inability to recall.
Marked absence of relevant memories; memories of childhood that there are tend to be dim 
and irrelevant with perhaps somewhat more relevant memories of adolescence.

9. Severe inability to recall.
No childhood memories relevant to attachment at all with perhaps dim and/or irrelevant 
memories of adolescence.

SCALE FOR SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE UPON INABILITY TO RECALL 

1. No references to difficulties in recall.

3. Some references to difficulty in recall.
These references, though, are more a reflection of the subject’s high standards than a 
reflection of poor recall. Discourse is not restricted.

5. Moderate insistence on inability to recall.
One insistence and/or two or more references to the difficulty of recall, frequently stated in 
the course of relative ease of recall. Discourse around certain issues (e.g. separation) may 
seem restricted by these references to inability in recall.

7. Definite insistence on inability to recall.
More than one insistence and continuous reference to the difficulty in recall. References to 
difficulty in recall is approaching the thematic; they are frequently stated as the first response 
to a query, only rarely followed by relative ease of recall, and overall, operate to restrict 
discourse.

9. Pervasive insistence on inability to recall.
The subject’s insistences upon, and references to, difficulties in recall are a primary quality 
of the record and prevent discourse.
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OVERALL COHERENCE OF MIND

This scale involves guessing at the mind behind the transcript It aims to assess the stability 
and reliability of the individual’s mental representation of attachment relationships. High 
coherence of mind of mind is suggested by an apparently harmonious connection between 
the various elements making up the adult’s picture of his/her childhood; while low coherence 
of mind is suggested by an apparent lack of mental cohesion, i.e. a failure to integrate 
diverse experiences and a consequent lack of internal consistency.

Evidence for low scores on Coherence of mind:

Mild:
-Subject seems in conflict about attachment relationships.
-Uncertainty of expectations.
-Isolated and unclear signs of irrationality.

Moderate:
-No clear representational model of, and/or confusion about the role of, parental 
figure(s).
-Manifest signs of irrationality.

Severe:
-Subject is overwhelmed by attempts to tackle the subject of attachment and these 
attempts consistently lead to confusion.
-Manifest irrationality is thematic.

SCALE FOR OVERALL COHERENCE OF MIND:

1. Extremely incoherent mind.
Predominating severe evidence. Subject’s mind seems highly confused, governed largely by 
irrational thinking.

3. Incoherent mind.
Severe evidence around a single issue with much moderate evidence. Subject is confused 
and irrational but perhaps only around a single loss or separation and is otherwise of more 
coherent mind.

5. Neither especially coherent, or especially incoherent mind.
Moderate and mild evidence throughout. Subject shows some ability to think about their 
won thought processes but is not particularly objective, rational or reflective.

7. Coherent mind.
Limited mild evidence. There are only a few contradictions in discourse which the subject 
seems unaware of. Overall, the subject demonstrates a good reflective awareness of their 
own thought processes concerning attachment.

9. Extremely coherent mind.
Subject is at once spontaneous, organized and reflective. Subject’s mind is unquestionably 
both stable and reliable with respect to attachment.
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COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT:

This scale assesses the extent to which the subject’s use of language in the transcript 
is organized, consistent and clear so that the interview flows naturally and is easy to 
follow. Rating focuses on the presence and extent of either contradictions (leading to 
low scores, 1-5) or disjointedness without contradictions (leading to high scores, 5-9).

1. Highly incoherent transcript.

In a substantial portion or in key passages of the text, the reader is engaged in a struggle to
understand and interpret what the subject has in mind.

3. Incoherent transcript.

In more than one instance in the transcript there are strong signs of incoherence but, with 
effort, the reader can interpret the interview.

5. Neither coherent nor incoherent transcript.

On at least one occasion the reader is struck by contradictions or a marked disjointedness
(without contradictions) throughout the text.

7. Coherent transcript.

There is some disjointedness here and there.

9. Highly coherent transcript.

Transcript is well organized, there are only very slight signs of disjointedness.
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PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT PROCESSES RELEVANT TO ATTACHMENT: (relevant 
to El and E3)

This scale assesses the individual’s general tendency to receive external influences 
without resistance or opposition, to yield to the will of another, to be submissive and 
predisposed to inactivity and inertia. This tendency will manifest both at the level of 
content in terms of quality of stressful experiences and the individual’s interpretations 
and attributions based on these experiences; and, also at the level of style of expression.

Evidence for passivity of thought processes relevant to attachment:

Mild:
-Vagueness of speech, failure to be specific
-Tendency to use child-like phrases (e.g. ’cause) when discussing certain issues (e.g. 
separations or a parental behaviour) in the past.

Moderate:
-Many unfinished sentences which the interviewer feels compelled to fill in and 
which the subject immediately agrees with.
-Many evaluative oscillations in speech.
-Compulsive changes in point of view.
-Inability to make up one’s mind.

Severe:
-Subject seems lost in thought and greatly dependent upon interviewer to retrieve 
concentration which is easily lost again.
-A preponderance of unfinished questions.
-Marked and repeated inability to seize upon and specify a meaning.

SCALE FOR PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT PROCESSES RELEVANT TO 
ATTACHMENT:

1. No passivity of thought.
No evidence.

3. Slight passivity of thought.
Mild evidence. Subject seems slightly immature and overly dependent in their description 
of one or two attachment experiences from childhood.

5. Moderate passivity of thought.
Either moderate passivity in places or slight passivity throughout the transcript. Passivity 
is approaching the thematic.

7. Passivity of thought.
Mild, moderate and compulsive changes in point of view, severe evidence but, with effort, 
it is still possible to follow the interview. Passivity is a theme of the interview.

9. Extreme passivity of thought.
Severe evidence such that interview is very difficult to follow.
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METACOGNITIVE PROCESSES: (relevant to "F" Classifications)

This scale assesses the ability to think about the motivational function of beliefs and 
cognitions and of feelings based upon them. The quality of understanding of 
intentionality is rated as well as its depth in the sense of a conscious recognition of the 
role of unconscious factors.

Evidence for metacognitive processes:
Poor:

-Truisms and banal attributions which are unconvincingly metacognitive. 

Moderate:
-Some understanding of the self and of parents’ motives, but no clear appreciation 
of the difference between child and adult thought processes.

High:
-Subject is able to understand the possible reasons (conscious and unconscious) 
behind both their parents’ actions and their own (childhood) responses to them.

SCALE FOR METACOGNITIVE PROCESSES:

1. No metacognitive processes.

There is scant evidence that this individual thinks either about the motives which guided 
their parents’ behaviour toward them, or about their own actions and responses.

3. Poor metacognitive processes.

There is reference to the parents’ motives and circumstances but this does not go beyond the 
commonplace and there is little or no reference to the subject’s own motivations.

5. Generalized or inaccurate metacognitive processes.

There is either a general understanding of human motives but this is not applied to subject’s 
own experiences or, where there is a considerations of the motivations guiding child-parent 
interactions relevant to the self, the conclusions drawn are inaccurate and/or do not 
distinguish between child and adult thought processes.

7. Metacognitive processes.

There is understanding both of the parents’ behaviour and of one’s own (child/adult) 
reactions but neither understanding consistently extends to a consideration of unconscious 
motivation and/or the difference between child and adult thought processes.

9. Thematic metacognitive processes.

There is organized and consistent understanding of the conscious (and unconscious) 
motivations guiding behaviour of self (as child and as adult) and of parent (then and now) 
and of the interdependence of these processes.
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AGGRESSION

This scale assesses aggression of which the subject need not be aware. At the low end, 
it identifies individuals with some unresolved feelings about aggression. At the high 
end are placed individuals with a predominantly destructive stance toward 
relationships.

NOTE: The rater should remove the possibly aggressive statement from the context 
in which it appears and evaluate the statement solely in terms of its aggressive content; 
the subject’s attitude toward the interviewer is particularly important.

Evidence of Aggression:
Mild:

-A tendency to turn against parental values when such a stance seems unwarranted. 
-Detailed descriptions of verbal arguments; mention of people being threatened; 
unwarranted use of swear-words; criticisms of individuals or institutions.

Moderate:
-Out-talking interviewer and being unresponsive to directions or disrupting the 
interview in other ways.
-With respect to other people or the self, there is an unwarranted mention of 
unpleasant experiences, punishments, minor rejections, damages, denigrating and 
abusive comments.

Severe:
-Stated intention to be aggressive (e.g. to beat the child)
-Denigration of the interviewer (e.g. questioning credentials)
-Repeated metaphoric use of aggressive terms (e.g. "It’ll have to be kind or I’ll kill 
it.")

SCALE FOR AGGRESSION
1. No evidence of aggression.

3. Slightly aggressive.

Some mild evidence appearing here and there in the transcript.

5. Moderately aggressive.

Mild and moderate evidence appearing throughout the transcript but aggression is not a 
major theme of the interview.

7. Aggressive

Repeated examples of moderate evidence with some severe evidence. Aggression is 
becoming a major theme of the interview.

9. Very Aggressive

Transcript is replete with evidence; aggression is a major theme of the interview.
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OVERALL CLASSIFICATIONS AND SUB-CLASSIFICATIONS 

Detached: Dismissing of Attachment 

General Indicators

1. False claim to normality; invulnerability; independence

2. Deleterious consequences of negative experiences go 
unacknowledged

D1 Dismissing of Attachment

1. Evidence of rejection comes up indirectly
2. Strong idealization of parent/claim to normalcy
3. Failure to question early experiences/not angry

D2 (see Scale for Derogation of Attachment) Devaluing of attachment

1. Pervasive devaluing of attachment and its effects
2. Coolness towards relationships in general, perhaps manipulativeness
3. Reliance upon and citation of personal strength

D3 Restricted in feeling

1. At least moderate rejection or neglect which is referred to in terms of a limited 
influence
2. Reluctance to acknowledge the influences of early experiences despite perhaps 
very good cognitive account of difficulties
3. Adult recognizes unfavourable attachment experiences cognitively but not 
emotionally; present hurt, anger or dependency needs are relatively absent; like Dls, 
there is a claim to normalcy

D4 Detached: (see Scale for Fear of Loss) Cut-off from fear or loss

1. Often high idealization which is over-ridden by: Fearfulness regarding death or 
loss of the child without rational reasons for feeling so

(Provide best-fitting alternative classification)
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Entangled: Preoccupied with early attachments or past experiences

General Indicators

1. Parents were lacking in love yet not notably rejecting

2. Interview length tends to be long

3. Extensive but confused discussion of relationships 

E l  Passive: (see Scale for Passivity of Thought)

1. Parents behaviour during childhood is viewed as being good, or childhood in 
general as having been a hallowed time
2. An underlying negative attitude
3. Weak or absent sense of personal identity
4. Struggle for autonomy has been limited and has remained inaccessible to 
awareness

E2 Angry/Conflicted:

1 Tendency to use psycho-analytical speech defensively
2. Denies continued wish to please, and, denies being involved

E3 (assign best-fitting E1/E2 category as well) Fearfully preoccupied by traumatic 
events:

1. past experience involves actual loss/abuse/trauma
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Secure/Autonomous with respect to attachment: Freely valuing and vet
objective 

General Indicators:

1. Topic of attachment is familiar to the subject

2. Speech is not rehearsed/stereotypical

3. Strong sense of personal identity involving understanding of self and others 

FI Some setting aside of attachment

1. Difficult to harsh childhoods
2. Some setting aside of attachment which is active (i.e. they’ve escaped) as opposed 
to the undeliberate setting aside typical of the dismissing classifications

TWO SUB-GROUPS:
Fla

3. re-evaluation & redirection of personal life as the successor to a harsh childhood

Fib
3. limited involvement with attachment, often as a natural consequence of a 
background featuring little time for or attention to relationships

F2 Somewhat dismissing or restricting of attachment:

1. defensive and almost belligerent stance toward attachment which is belied by an 
underlying affection, admission of concern, humour, compassion or other evidence 
of an underlying valuing of attachment

F3 Secure/Autonomous 

TWO SUB-GROUPS:

F3a
1. Largely supportive families and childhood
2. Extreme simplicity, objectivity, economy and clarity

F3b
1. Difficult experiences during childhood
2. Exceptional thoughtfulness in recalling these difficulties
3. A strong sense that the individual has emotionally come to terms with their 
childhood experiences
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F 4 Strong valuing of relationships, with some accompanying pre-occupation with 
attachment figures with separations or with past traumas.

1. Some tendency to intellectualize

2. Sentimentality

3. Mildly, but not excessively, either positively or negatively, preoccupied with the 
past or past relationships or with attachment experiences in general

TWO SUB-GROUPS 

F4a
4. Largely supportive background with perhaps slight difficulty in parental character 
or experience

5. Full personal autonomy seems lacking; subject seems immature

F4b
4. Traumatic childhood experiences currently preoccupy attention

5. The mitigating factor of at least one highly supportive attachment figure during 
childhood

6. Subject is aware of the causes and the consequences of their past trauma 

F5 Somewhat resentful/conflicted

1. Individual does not deny continued wish to please (E2) but acknowledges it and 
moreover is calm about it

2. Similarly, subject acknowledges their anger but lacks the capacity to fully move 
beyond it
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Appendix 4 .1

PARENT-INFANT PROJECT 

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE LONDON 

CONSENT FORM

I have agreed to participate in the Parent-Infant Project. I understand that all the 
information I give will remain completely confidential, and that I may withdraw at any time.

I hereby give my consent to participate in this study.

Name______________________

Signature ______________________

Today’s Date _____________________



Appendix 4 .2

FOUR JUDGES' <A,B,C, & D) RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW 

(AAI) SCALES: MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGES

FOR THE SAMPLE OF 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

AAI STATE OF MIND SCALES
/

MEAN STD DEV MINIMUM MAXIMUM

PREOCCUPYING ANGER

WITH FATHER: JUDGE A 2.02 1.49 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 1.93 1.44 1.00 7.00
JUDGE C 2.43 1.91 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 2.07 1.53 1.00 7.00

WITH MOTHER: JUDGE A 2.25 1.68 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 2.19 1.71 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 2.63 2.24 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 2.43 1.71 1.00 7.00

COHERENCE

OF TRANSCRIPT: JUDGE A 5.65 1.74 2.00 9.00
JUDGE B 5.70 1.71 2.00 9.00
JUDGE C 5.43 1.46 2.00 8.00
JUDGE D 5.45 1.71 1.00 9.00

OF MIND: JUDGE A 5.64 1.43 3.00 8.00
JUDGE B 5.64 1.48 2.00 8.00
JUDGE C 5.39 1.54 2.00 9.00
JUDGE D 5.50 1.74 1.00 9.00

METACOGNITION: JUDGE A 5.34 1.45 2.00 9.00
JUDGE B 5.12 1.62 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 5.07 1.70 2.00 8.00
JUDGE D 5.17 1.86 1.00 9.00

PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT: JUDGE A 1.96 1.55 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 2.14 1.51 1.00 7.00
JUDGE C 2.36 1.52 1.00 7.00
JUDGE D 1.85 1.29 1.00 7.00
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Appendix 4 .2  c o n t.

DEROGATION OF FATHER: JUDGE A
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C 
JUDGE D

OF MOTHER: JUDGE A
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C 
JUDGE D

IDEALIZATION OF FATHER:
JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C 
JUDGE D

OF MOTHER:
JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C 
JUDGE D

SUBJECTIVE 
INSISTENCE ON THE 
INABILITY TO RECALL:

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C 
JUDGE D

1.44 1.03 1.00 6.00
1.67 1.29 1.00 7.00
2.20 1.62 1.00 9.00
2.32 1.82 1.00 8.00

1.72 1.55 1.00 7.00
1.84 1.59 1.00 7.00
1.97 1.41 1.00 7.00
2.14 1.46 1.00 6.00

2.39 1.59 1.00 7.00
3.00 1.72 1.00 7.00
3.34 1.61 1.00 7.00
3.75 2.04 1.00 9.00

2.46 1.60 1.00 7.00
2.98 1.79 1.00 7.00
3.06 1.64 1.00 7.00
3.46 2.17 1.00 9.00

3.05 1.53 1.00 7.00
3.19 1.72 1.00 7.00
3.61 1.60 1.00 8.00
3.92 1.76 1.00 9.00
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A ppendix 4 .2  c o n t .

MEAN STD DEV MINIMUM MAXIMUM
AAI PROBABLE EXPERIENCE SCALES

LOVING FATHER: JUDGE A 6.09 2.07 1.00 9.00
JUDGE B 6.05 1.99 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 4.73 2.33 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 4.72 2.06 1.00 9.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 6.25 2.00 1.00 9.00
JUDGE B 6.22 1.95 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 5.39 2.27 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 5.09 1.94 1.00 9.00

REJECTING FATHER: JUDGE A 2.49 1.98 1.00 9.00
JUDGE B 2.51 2.05 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 3.72 2.08 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 4.01 2.14 1.00 9.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 2.33 1.94 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 2.33 1.93 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 3.39 2.08 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 3.73 2.00 1.00 9.00

NEGLCTING FATHER: JUDGE A 4.23 1.76 1.00 9.00
JUDGE B 4.07 2.08 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 4.16 2.06 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 4.31 2.24 1.00 9.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 3.31 2.08 1.00 8.00
JUDGE B 3.27 2.09 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 3.31 2.07 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 3.46 2.15 1.00 9.00

PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE
FATHER: JUDGE A 2.22 1.41 1.00 5.00

JUDGE B 2.02 1.31 1.00 6.00
JUDGE C 2.92 1.99 1.00 8.00
JUDGE D 3.51 2.22 1.00 9.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 2.09 1.42 1.00 5.00
JUDGE B 2.00 1.29 1.00 5.00
JUDGE C 2.87 1.86 1.00 7.00
JUDGE D 3.33 2.05 1.00 9.00

ROLE REVERSING FATHER: JUDGE A 1.46 1.10 1.00 6.00
JUDGE B 1.54 1.13 1.00 6.00
JUDGE C 1.64 1.58 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 2.10 1.76 1.00 8.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 1.79 1.55 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 1.97 1.63 1.00 7.00
JUDGE C 2.36 1.94 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 2.52 1.89 1.00 9.00
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MEAN STD DEV MINIMUM MAXIMUM
UCL-DEVISED AAI SCALES 

AGGRESSION:
JUDGE A 3.17 1.65 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 3.64 1.85 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 2.03 1.60 1.00 7.00
JUDGE D 3.08 1.82 1.00 7.00

GUILT
TOWARD FATHER: JUDGE A 1.29 .89 1.00 7.00

JUDGE B 1.57 .93 1.00 5.00
JUDGE C 1.54 .95 1.00 7.00
JUDGE D 2.55 1.78 1.00 9.00

TOWARD MOTHER: JUDGE A 1.48 1.18 1.00 7.00
JUDGE B 1.80 1.33 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 1.69 1.13 1.00 7.00
JUDGE D 2.63 1.86 1.00 9.00

OBJECTIVE INABILITY
TO RECALL: JUDGE A 2.93 1.58 1.00 7.00

JUDGE B 3.15 1.85 1.00 8.00
JUDGE C 3.81 1.73 1.00 8.00
JUDGE D 3.92 1.85 1.00 9.00

OVERPROTECTIVE

FATHER: JUDGE A 1.49 1.04 1.00 5.00
JUDGE B 1.68 1.26 1.00 6.00
JUDGE C 1.54 1.03 1.00 6.00
JUDGE D 1.65 1.25 1.00 7.00

MOTHER: JUDGE A 1.71 1.26 1.00 6.00
JUDGE B 1.98 1.51 1.00 7.00
JUDGE C 1.71 1.08 1.00 5.00
JUDGE D 1.99 1.46 1.00 8.00

QUALITY OF CURRENT-DAY 
RELATIONSHIP

TO FATHER:
(N=85) JUDGE A 4.87 2.34 1.00 9.00

JUDGE B 4.86 2.44 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 5.04 2.37 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 4.65 2.10 1.00 9.00

TO MOTHER:
(N=94) JUDGE A 5.55 2.31 1.00 9.00

JUDGE B 5.46 2.38 1.00 9.00
JUDGE C 5.70 2.06 1.00 9.00
JUDGE D 4.98 2.01 1 . 0 0 9.00
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGES OF THREE JUDGES (A,B & C) 

RATINGS OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEUS OF 

THE 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS

STATE OF MIND SCALES
Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
AT FATHER

JUDGE A 2.60 2.00
JUDGE B 2.58 2.02
JUDGE C 2.11 1.65

PREOCCUPYING ANGER 
AT MOTHER

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

2.13
2.00
1.63

1.76
1.68
1.10

COHERENCE 
OF MIND

COHERENCE 
OF TRANSCRIPT

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

5.88
5.76
6.46

5.91
6.03
6.18

1.45
1.65
1.69

1 .2 2
1.48
1.64

DEROGATION 
OF FATHER

DEROGATION 
OF MOTHER

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

2.54
2.66
1.90

2 .18
2.29
1.66

2.07
2.17
1.53

1.94
1.99
1.45
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STATE OF 
MIND SCALES 
cont.

IDEALIZATION 
OF FATHER

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

IDEALIZATION 
OF MOTHER

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

METACOGNITION
JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE 
ON AN INABILITY TO RECALL

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

Mean Std Dev Minimum

2.37 1.60 1
2.70 1.74 1
2.19 1.60 1

3.17 1.92 1
3.64 1.90 1
2.47 1.57 1

5.39 1.31 2
5.03 1.40 2
5.78 1.60 2

3.22 1.82 1
3.36 1.86 1
3.53 '1.78 1

2.65 1.63 1
2.70 1.66 1
1.85 1.28 1

Maximum

7
7
7

7
9
7

8
8
9

8
9
9

7
7
6
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Mean
PROBABLE EXPERIENCE 
SCALES

LOVING FATHER
JUDGE A 5.68
JUDGE B 5.79
JUDGE C 5.14

LOVING MOTHER
JUDGE A 6.42
JUDGE B 6.37
JUDGE C 6.38

NEGLECTING FATHER
JUDGE A 4.05
JUDGE B 4.44
JUDGE C 3.72

NEGLECTING MOTHER
JUDGE A 2.61
JUDGE B 3.00
JUDGE C 2.49

PRESSURING TO
ACHIEVE FATHER JUDGE A 2.82

JUDGE B 2.87
JUDGE C 3.21

PRESSURING TO
ACHIEVE MOTHER JUDGE A 2.39

JUDGE B 2.28
JUDGE C 2.38

REJECTING FATHER
JUDGE A 3.06
JUDGE B 2.99
JUDGE C 3.29

REJECTING MOTHER
JUDGE A 2.36
JUDGE B 2.40
JUDGE C 2.11

ROLE REVERSING
FATHER JUDGE A 1.20

JUDGE B 1.29
JUDGE C 1.19

ROLE REVERSING
MOTHER JUDGE A 1.85

JUDGE B 2.01
JUDGE C 2.10

c o n t.

Std Dev Minimum Maximum

1.86 1 9
1.95 1 9
1.78 1 9

1.61 2 9
1.65 2 9
1.62 1 9

1.90 1 9
2.08 1 9
2.30 1 9

2.05 1 8
2.06 1 9
1.92 1 9

1.89 1 7
1.91 1 9
2.02 1 9

1.62 1 7
1.48 1 6
1.53 1 6

2.30 1 9
2.15 1 9
2.01 1 9

1.75 1 7
1.79 1 7
1.35 1 7

.89 1 7
1.02 1 7
.67 1 5

1.81 1 8
1.93 1 9
1.64 1 9
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UCL-DEVISED SCALES 

AGGRESSION
JUDGE
JUDGE
JUDGE

GUILT
TOWARD FATHER

JUDGE
JUDGE
JUDGE

GUILT
TOWARD MOTHER

JUDGE
JUDGE
JUDGE

Mean Std Dev

A 3.86 1.87
B 4.10 1.68
C 2.30 1.36

A 1.83 1.53
B 2.71 1.82
C 1.95 1.46

A 1.83 1.47
B 2.69 1.74
C 1.85 1.40

inimum Maximum

1 8
1 9
1 7

1 7
1 7
1 6

1 7
1 7
1 6

OBJECTIVE INABILITY 
TO RECALL

JUDGE A 3.31 1.98 1
JUDGE B 3.72 2.06 1
JUDGE C 3.25 1.88 1

OVERPROTECTIVE
FATHER

JUDGE A 1.33
JUDGE B 1.48
JUDGE C 1.08

OVERPROTECTIVE
MOTHER JUDGE A 1.68

JUDGE B 1.93
JUDGE C 1.68

.90 1 5
1.22 1 9
.46 1 4

1.21 1 5
1.52 1 6
1.44 1 9

QUALITY OF CURRENT-DAY 
RELATIONSHIP

WITH FATHER JUDGE A 
JUDGE B 
JUDGE C

4.77
4.97
5.15

1.97
2.04
1.81

WITH MOTHER JUDGE A 5.20 
JUDGE B 5.49
JUDGE C 5.76

1.69
1.74
1.67

1
2
1

8
9
9
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF JUDGES' RATINGS OF THE 

AAI PROBABLE EXPERIENCE SCALES APPLIED TO THE INTERVIEWS 

OF THE 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS 

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

LOVING FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .9068**
JUDGE C .8414** .8622**
JUDGE D .7901** .8078** .8873**

LOVING MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .9438**
JUDGE C .7914** .8764**
JUDGE D .8253** .8847** .9043**

REJECTING FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .9272**
JUDGE C .8710** .7783**
JUDGE D .7516** .8680** .9117**

REJECTING MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .9171**
JUDGE C .7580** .8047**
JUDGE D .7261** .8762** .8899**
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NEGLECTING FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .8371**
JUDGE C .6307** .6721**
JUDGE D .6185** .6486**

NEGLECTING MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .9259**
JUDGE C .7216** .6945**
JUDGE D .7091** .6349**

PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .8407**
JUDGE C .6298** .6205**
JUDGE D .5515** .5211**

PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .8389**
JUDGE C .5957** .5732**
JUDGE D .5245** .5219**

ROLE REVERSING FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .9677**
JUDGE C .7441** .6923**
JUDGE D .7504** .7512**

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE C

.6721**

JUDGE C

.7237**

JUDGE C

.7751**

JUDGE C

.6895**

JUDGE C

.8386**

JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8359**
JUDGE C .7147** .7303**
JUDGE D .7007** .7991** .7999**
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF JUDGES' RATINGS OF THE 

AAI STATE OF MIND SCALES APPLIED TO THE INTERVIEWS 

OF THE 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS 

(2-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001)

PREOCCUPYING ANGER WITH FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8954**
JUDGE C .8648**
JUDGE 0 .8236**

.7566**

.7298** .8852**

PR E O C C U P Y IN G  ANGER W IT H  MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .9363**
JUDGE C .8831**
JUDGE D .8615**

.9031**

.7475** .9116**

DERO G A TIO N  OF FA T HE R

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8042**
JUDGE C .7397** .6901**
JUDGE D .7384** .7732** .7414**

DERO G A TIO N  OF MOTHER

J U D G E  A

JUDGE B .8175**
JUD G E C .6847**
JUDGE D .7016**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.6985**

.7318** .7833**

IDEALIZATION OF FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .7764**
JUDGE C .7385** .7632**
JUDGE D .7545** .6739** .8368**
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IDEALIZATION OF MOTHER

JUDGE A

JUDGE B .8599**
JUDGE C .7314**
JUDGE D .7875**

COHERENCE OF MIND

JUDGE A

JUDGE B .8719**
JUDGE C .6400**
JUDGE D .6027**

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT

JUDGE A

JUDGE B .8661**
JUDGE C .8824**
JUDGE D .8929**

METACOGNITION

JUDGE A

JUDGE B .8353**
JUDGE C .5999**
JUDGE D .6646**

PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT

JUDGE A

JUDGE B .8348**
JUDGE C .5646**
JUDGE D .6123**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.6953**

.7468** .8377**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.6677**

.6416** .7038**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.8875**

.8365** .9262**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.5897**

.5966** .7491**

JUDGE B JUDGE C

.6492**

.6654** .7507**

SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE ON INABILITY TO RECALL 

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8486**
JUDGE C .7268** .7817**
JUDGE D .8356** .8374** .8934**
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF FOUR JUDGES RATINGS OF THE 

NEULY DEVISED UCL SCALES APPLIED TO THE 

ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS OF THE 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS

AGGRESSION
JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .7836**
JUDGE C .6696** .6989**
JUDGE D .6476** .6407** .7392**

GUILT TOWARD FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .6682**
JUDGE C .6124* .6069**
JUDGE D .5876 .6849** .6893**

GUILT TOWARD MOTHER

JUDGE B .8201**
JUDGE C .7063** .6890**
JUDGE D .7273** .7636** .7958**

QUALITY OF CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8317**
JUDGE C .7657** .7324**
JUDGE D .7683** .7090** .8192**

QUALITY OF CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE B .8030**
JUDGE C .7783** .7701**
JUDGE D .7384** .7052** .8036**
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OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .8057**
JUDGE C .7276** .7468**
JUDGE D .6945** .7908**

OVERPROTECTIVE FATHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE B .7330**
JUDGE C .7841** .7688**
JUDGE D .7184* .6978*

OVERPROTECTIVE MOTHER

JUDGE A JUDGE B

JUDGE C

.7524**

JUDGE C

.7299**

JUDGE C

JUDGE B .7040**
JUDGE C .7120** .7687**
JUDGE D .7385** .7434** .7284**
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF JUDGES' RATINGS OF THE 

AAI PROBABLE EXPERIENCE SCALES AS APPLIED TO THE INTERVIEWS 

OF THE 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS 

( 2 - ta ile d  S ig n if:  * - .01 ** - .001)

LOVING FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9337** .8290**
JUDGE B .7841**

LOVING MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B

.9019** .8525**
.7738**

NEGLECTING FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8258** .7496**
JUDGE B .7117**

NEGLECTING MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8891** .7644**
JUDGE B .8021**
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PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8232** .7356**
JUDGE B .7290**

PRESSURING TO ACHIEVE MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8072** .6980**
JUDGE B .7133**

REJECTING FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B

.9305** .8458**
.8321**

REJECTING MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8978** .7793**
JUDGE B .7621**

ROLE REVERSING FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9094** .8137**
JUDGE B .8786**

ROLE REVERSING MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9124** .8450**
JUDGE B .8134**
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF JUDGES' RATINGS OF THE 

AAI STATE OF MIND SCALES APPLIED TO THE INTERVIEUS 

OF THE 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS 

(2 - ta ile d  S ig n if:  * - .01 ** - .001)

PREOCCUPYING ANGER TOWARD FATHER

JUDGE 3 JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9000** .7914**
JUDGE B .8925**

PREOCCUPYING ANGER TOWARD MOTHER 

JUDGE B JUDGE C

ANGERMFA
ANGERMFB

.9300** .8741**
.8843**

COHERENCE OF MIND

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A 
JUDGE B

.8283** .7981**
.7829**

COHERENCE OF TRANSCRIPT

JUDGE B JUDGE C 

.8011**JUDGE A 
JUDGE B

.7815**

.8542**

DEROGATION OF FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A

JUDGE B
.9381** .7296**

.7806**
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DEROGATION OF MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9366** .7882**
JUDGE B .8619**

IDEALIZATION OF FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8033** .7345**
JUDGE B .8834**

IDEALIZATION OF MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8753** .7846**
JUDGE B .8424**

METACOGNITION

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .7920** .8907**
JUDGE B .8323**

PASSIVITY OF THOUGHT

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8302** .7214**
JUDGE B .7393**

SUBJECTIVE INSISTENCE ON THE INABILITY TO RECALL

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .8493** .7905**
JUDGE B .7526**
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CORRELATION MATRICES OF 3 JUDGES RATINGS OF THE NEULY DEVISED 

UCL AAI SCALES APPLIED TO THE 100 FATHER INTERVIEWS

AGGRESSION

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .7205** .6074**
JUDGE B .6992**

GUILT TOWARD FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .7059** .6528**
JUDGE B .6052**

GUILT TOWARD MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .6922** .6232**
JUDGE B .6914**

OBJECTIVE INABILITY TO RECALL

JUDGE B JUDGE C

JUDGE A .9471** .7934**
JUDGE B .8201**

OVERPROTECTIVE FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .5646** .5689**
JUDGE B .4775**

OVERPROTECTIVE MOTHER

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .8118** .6938**
JUDGE B .7443**



QUALITY

JUDGE
JUDGE

QUALITY

A ppendix 4 .9  c o n t.

OF CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP TO FATHER

JUDGE B JUDGE D

A .8781** .8719**
B .8488**

OF CURRENT-DAY RELATIONSHIP TO MOTHER 

JUDGE B JUDGE D

JUDGE A .8228** .8427**
JUDGE B .8155**



MFP SCALE

Indicate  th e  ex te n t  to  which  th e  fo llow ing  s ta te m en ts  d escr ib e  your  
childhood re la t io n sh ip  with th e  p eo p le  in d ica ted  b y  en c irc l in g  th e  
ap propria te  number (1 -5 )  next to  ea ch  sta tem en t.

1 = s t r o n g ly  d is a g r e e  with s ta tem en t
2 = som ew hat d is a g r e e  with  s ta tem en t
3 = u n c er ta in  a b o u t  s ta tem en t
4 = som ew hat a g r e e  w ith  s ta tem en t
5 = s t r o n g ly  a g r e e  w ith  sta tem en t

D isa g ree Agree

WHEN I WAS A CHILD, MY MOTHER (o r  mother
s u b s t i t u t e ) :

(1 )  encouraged me t o  make my own d e c i s i o n s .

(2) he lped  me lea rn  t o  be independent.

(3 )  f e l t  she  had to  f i g h t  my b a t t l e s  f o r  me when 
I had a d isagreem ent w ith  a te a c h e r  or a 
f r ie n d .

J[4) was o v e r p r o t e c t iv e  o f  me.

(5 )  encouraged me to  do th in g s  f o r  m y s e l f .

(6 )  encouraged me t o  t r y  th in g s  my way.

(7 )  d id  not l e t  me do th in g s  th a t  o th e r  k id s  my 
age were a llow ed  t o  do.

(8 )  sometimes d isapproved  o f  s p e c i f i c  th in g s  I 
d id ,  but never gave me th e  im p ress io n  th a t  
she  d i s l i k e d  me as  a p erson .

(9 )  enjoyed  b e in g  w ith  me.

(10 )  was someone I found v ery  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p le a s e .

(11) u s u a l ly  supported  me when I  wanted t o  do new 
and e x c i t i n g  t h in g s .

(12) w orried  to o  much th a t  I would hurt m y s e l f  or  
g e t  s i c k .

(13 )  was o f t e n  rude t o  me.

(14) r a r e ly  d id  th in g s  w ith  me.

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1
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D isa g ree

(15) d id n ' t  l i k e  to  have me around th e  house .  1

(16) would o f t e n  do th in g s  f o r  me th a t  I cou ld  do 1
fo r  m y se lf .

(17) l e t  me handle  my own money. 1

(18) cou ld  always be depended upon when I r e a l l y  1
needed her h e lp  and t r u s t .

(19) d id  not want me to  grow up. 1

(20) t r i e d  t o  make me f e e l  b e t t e r  when I was 1
unhappy.

(21) encouraged me to  ex p ress  my own o p in io n .  1

(22) made me f e e l  th a t  I was a burden to  her .  1

(23) gave me th e  f e e l i n g  th a t  sh e  l ik e d  me as I 1
was; she  d id n ' t  f e e l  she had to  make me
over in t o  someone e l s e .

WHEN I WAS A CHILD, MY FATHER (o r  fa t h e r  
s u b s t i t u t e ) :

(24) encouraged me to  make my own d e c i s io n s .  1

(25) he lped  me lea rn  to  be independent. 1

(26) f e l t  he had t o  f i g h t  my b a t t l e s  fo r  me when I 1
had a d isagreem ent w ith  a te a ch er  or a f r ie n d .

(27) was o v e r p r o te c t iv e  o f  me. 1

(28) encouraged me to  do th in g s  fo r  m y se lf .  1

(29) encouraged me t o  t r y  th in g s  my way. 1

(30) d id  not l e t  me do th in g s  th a t  o th er  k id s  my 1
age were a llow ed  t o  do.

(31) sometimes d isapproved o f  s p e c i f i c  th in g s  I d id ,  1 
but n ever  gave th e  im pression  th a t  he d i s l i k e d
me as  a person .

(32) enjoyed  b e in g  w ith  me. 1

(33) was someone I found very  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p le a s e .  1

(34) u s u a l ly  supported me when I wanted t o  do new 1
and e x c i t i n g  th in g s .
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D isa g ree Agree

(35) w orried  to o  much th a t  I would hurt m y s e l f  or  
g e t  s i c k .

(36) was o f te n  rude t o  me.

(37) r a r e ly  d id  th in g s  w ith  me.

(38) d id n ' t  l i k e  to  have me around th e  house .

(39) would o f te n  do th in g s  f o r  me th a t  I co u ld  do
f o r  m y se lf .

(40) l e t  me handle my own money.

(41) cou ld  always be depended upon when I r e a l l y  
needed h i s  h e lp  and t r u s t .

(42) d id  not want me t o  grow up.

(43) t r i e d  to  make me f e e l  b e t t e r  when I was 
unhappy.

(44) encouraged me to  ex p ress  my own o p in io n .

(45) made me f e e l  I was a burden to  him.

(46) gave me the f e e l i n g  th a t  he l ik e d  me as I
was; he d id n ' t  f e e l  he had t o  make me over  
in t o  someone e l s e .

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

WHEN

(47)

I WAS A CHILD. OTHER CHILDREN: 

l ik e d  to  p lay  w ith  me. 2 3 4 5

(48) were always c r i t i c i z i n g  me. 2 3 4 5

(49) o f t e n  shared th in g s  w ith  me. \ 2 3 4 5

(50) o f t e n  p icked  on me and t e a s e d  me. 2 3 4 5

(51) were u s u a l ly  f r i e n d ly  to  me. 2 3 4 5

(52) would u s u a l ly  s t i c k  up f o r  me. 2 3 4 5

(53) l ik e d  to  ask me t o  go a lo n g  w ith  them. 2 3 4 5

(54) w ouldn 't  l i s t e n  when I t r i e d  t o  s a y  som ething. 2 3 4 5

(55) were o f t e n  u n fa ir  to  me. 2 3 4 5

(56) would o f t e n  t r y  to  hurt my f e e l i n g s . 2 3 4 5

! 3
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 

RESPONSES TO THE MOTHER-FATHER-PEER SCALE 

(N=200: 100 MOTHERS AND 100 FATHERS)

MOTHERS:

MFP SCALE
Mean Std Dev

INDEPENDENCE VS OVERPROTECTION:

FROM MOTHER 47.88 9.81
FROM FATHER 49.55 9.32

ACCEPTANCE VS REJECTION:

41.16 9.48
42.40 8.24
39.38 6.98

FROM MOTHER 
FROM FATHER 
FROM PEERS

Mean Std Dev

FATHERS:

MFP SCALE

INDEPENDENCE VS OVERPROTECTION:

FROM MOTHER 47.39 9.36
FROM FATHER 49.66 9.17

ACCEPTANCE VS REJECTION:

FROM MOTHER 
FROM FATHER 
FROM PEERS

42.79
38.34
38.37

7.13
8 .3 9
6 .90
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S o u r c e s  o f  S e lf -E ste em  (SOSE) I n v e n to r y

Part A: P lease  ind icate  how a c c u r a te ly  th e  fo llow ing  item s d escr ib e  you,
by e n c ir c l in g  the a p p ro p r ia te  num ber (1-5) n ex t  to  each  statem ent. Work 
a s  q u ick ly  as you can w ithout making c a r e le s s  e r r o r s .  It is b es t  to re ly  
on f i r s t  im p ress io n s  in a n sw er in g  each item. U se  th e  follow ing sca le  for  
y o u r  r e sp o n se s :

1 = Completely False
2 = Mainly False
3 = P artly  True and P art ly  False
4 = Mainly True
5 = Completely True

F a lse True

1. I t  i s  o f ten  hard fo r  me to  make up my mind 
about th in g s  b ecause I d o n 't  r e a l l y  know 
what I want.

1 2 3 4 5

2. I n ea r ly  always f e e l  th a t  I am p h y s i c a l ly  
a t t r a c t i v e .

1 2 3 4 5

3. 7 o f t e n  f a i l  to  l i v e  up to  my moral s ta n d a rd s . 1 2 3 4 5

4 . I am very w e ll  l ik e d  and popular. 1 2 3 4 5

5. In g en er a l ,  1 know who I am and where 1 am 
headed in my l i f e .

1 2 3 4 5

6. I n e a r ly  always f e e l  th a t  I am p h y s i c a l l y  f i t  
and h ea lth y .

1 2 3 4

7. I am not e a s i l y  in t im id a te d  by o th e r s . 1 2 3 4 5

8. No m atter what th e  p r e s su r e ,  no. one cou ld  ev e r  
fo r c e  me to  hurt another human b e in g .

1 2 3 4 5

9. I d o n 't  have much o f  an id e a  what my l i f e  w i l l  
be l i k e  in  f i v e  y ea r s .

1 2 3 4 5

10. On o cc a s io n ,  I have t r i e d  t o  f in d  a way to  a v o id  
unp leasan t r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

1 2 3 4 5

11. I am u s u a l ly  a l o t  more co m fortab le  b e in g  a 
f o l lo w e r  than a le a d e r .

1 2 3 4 5

12. I o f ten  feel  th a t  I lack d irec t io n  in my life  - 1 2 3 4 5
i.e . ,  th at  I have  no lo n g - r a n g e  g o a ls  or p lans.
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Fa s e

13. I o c c a s io n a l l y  have doubts aboaut whether  
1 w i l l  su cceed  in  l i f e .

14. I am u s u a l ly  a b le  t o  dem onstrate ray competence  
when I am b e in g  e v a lu a te d .

15. I u s u a l ly  do th e  decent and moral th in g ,  no 
m atter what th e  tem p tation  to  do o th er w ise .

16. I sometimes f e e l  d isa p p o in te d  or r e j e c t e d  b ecau se  
my f r ie n d s  havn’ t  in c lu d ed  me in  t h e i r  p la n s .

17. I a lm ost always have a c l e a r  c o n sc ien ce  
concern ing  my sex u a l  b eh av iou r .

18. Most p eo p le  who know me c o n s id e r  me to  be a 
h ig h ly  t a l e n t e d  and competent person .

19. There are  t im es  when I doubt my sexu a l  
a t t r a c t  i v e n e s s .

20. I n e a r ly  always f e e l  th a t  I am b e t t e r  p h y s i c a l l y  
coord in ated  than most p e o p le  ( o f  my own age and 
s e x ) .

21. There have been tim es when I f e l t  ashamed o f  my 
p h y s ic a l  appearance.

22. I have no problem w ith  a s s e r t i n g  m y se lf .

23. I have tr o u b le  l e t t i n g  o th e r s  know how much I
care fo r  and lo v e  them.

24. I o c c a s io n a l ly  worry th a t  in  th e  fu tu re  I may
have a problem w ith  c o n t r o l l i n g  ray e a t in g  or
d r ink in g  h a b i t s .

25. There are  t im es when I have doubts about my 
c a p a c i ty  f o r  m a in ta in in g  a c l o s e  lo v e  
r e la t i o n s h i p .

26. Sometimes i t ’s  hard f o r  me to  b e l i e v e  th a t  th e  
d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c t s  o f  my p e r s o n a l i t y  can be p a rt  
o f  th e  same person .

27. There have been tim es when I have f e l t  l i k e  
g e t t i n g  even w ith  somebody fo r  som ething th ey  
had done t o  me.

28. I sometimes have a poor o p in io n  o f  m y se lf .

29. I f e e l  th a t  I have a l o t  o f  p o t e n t ia l  as a 
l ea d er .

30. I o f t e n  f e e l  g u i l t y  about my sex u a l  b ehaviour .

True 

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

) 2
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F a lse  True

31. There are no areas in  which I have t r u ly  1 2 3 *1 5
o u ts ta n d in g  a b i l i t y .

32. Once I have con s idered  an important d e c i s io n  1 2 3 4 5
th orou gh ly ,  I have l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t y  making a
f i n a l  d e c i s io n .

33. In t im es o f  u n c e r ta in ty  and s e l f  doubt, I have 1 2  3 4 5
always been a b le  to  turn t o  my fa m ily  fo r
encouragement and support.

34 . The thought o f  s h o p l i f t i n g  has never  cro ssed  my 1 2 . 3 4 5  
mind.

35 . I f e e l  th a t  I don 't  have enough s e l f  d i s c i p l i n e .  1 2  3 4 5

36. My fr ie n d s  almost always make su re  t o  in c lu d e  me 1 2 3 4 5
in  t h e i r  p la n s .

37. I u s u a l ly  f e e l  that I am b e t t e r  lo o k in g  than 1 2  3 4 5
most p eop le .

38. I have never f e l t  th a t  I was punished u n f a ir ly .  1 2  3 4 5

39. On o cc a s io n  I have avoided d a t in g  s i t u a t i o n s  1 2  3 4 5
b ecau se  I feared  r e j e c t i o n .

40 . I am u s u a l ly  a b le  to  learn  new t i l in g s  very  1 2 3 4 5
qui c k l y .

41 . I have o c c a s io n a l ly  f e l t  th at  o th e r s  were 1 2  3 4 5
r e p e l l e d  or "put o ff"  by my p h y s ic a l  appearance.

4 2 .  I seldom exp er ien ce  much c o n f l i c t  between th e  1 2  3 4 5
d i f f e r e n t  s i d e s  o f  my p e r s o n a l i t y .

43 .  I o c c a s io n a l ly  have had th e  f e e l i n g  th a t  I have 1 2  3 4 5
"gone a s tr a y ,"  and th a t  I am le a d in g  a s i n f u l  or
immoral l i f e .

4 4 .  I am sometimes concerned o v er  my la ck  o f  s e l f  1 2  3 4 5
c o n t r o l .

4 5 .  I am u s u a l ly  very  p le a sed  and s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  1 2 3 4 5
way I look .

46 .  I o f t e n  f e e l  torn  in  d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t i o n s  and 1 2  3 4 5
unable to  d ec id e  which way t o  go.

47 .  There have been tim es when I i n t e n s e l y  d i s l i k e d  1 2 3 4 5
someone.

48 . There have been tim es when I have f e l t  r e j e c t e d  1 2  3 4 5
by my fa m ily .

3
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Fa True*

49. I have o f ten  acted  in  ways th at  went a g a in s t  my 
moral v a lu e s .

50. I t  hard ly  ever  m atters to  me whether I win or  
l o s e  in  a game.

51 . P eople  n ea r ly  always en jo y  spending time w ith  me.

52 . There have been tim es when I have l i e d  in  ord er  
to  g e t  out o f  something.

53. I put m y se lf  down to o  much.

54 . I o c c a s io n a l ly  f e e l  th a t  no one r e a l l y  lo v e s  me 
and a c c e p ts  me fo r  th e  person I am.

55. I have almost never f e l t  th e  urge to  t e l l  someone 
o f f .

56. A ll  in  a l l ,  I would e v a lu a te  m y se lf  as a 
r e l a t i v e l y  s u c c e s s f u l  person at t h i s  s ta g e  o f  
my l i f e .

57. There have been o cc a s io n s  when I took advantage  
o f  someone.

58. Most o f  the peop le  I know are in  b e t t e r  p h y s ic a l  
co n d it io n  than I am.

59. I o f t e n  g iv e  in  to  tem ptation  and put o f f  work 
on d i f f i c u l t  ta s k s .

60. I n e a r ly  always have a h ig h ly  p o s i t i v e  o p in io n  
o f  m y se lf .

61. I have d i f f i c u l t y  m a in ta in in g  my s e l f  c o n tr o l  
’ when I am under p ressu re .

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

Part B: In t h i s  s e c t io n  you are  to  d e s c r ib e  how o f t e n  you ex p er ie n c e  th e  
thoughts  and f e e l i n g s  in  each item. Use th e  f o l l o w in g  s c a l e  f o r  your 
respon ses:

1 = Almost Never
2 = Seldom or R arely
3 = Sometimes
4 = F a ir ly  Often
5 = Very Often

4
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Almost
Never

Very
Often

62. How o f t e n  do you expect to  perform w e ll  in  
s i t u a t i o n s  th a t  r e q u ire  a l o t  o f  a b i l i t y ?

63. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  c o n f id e n t  that you have (or  
some day w i l l  have) a l a s t i n g  lo v e  r e la t io n s h ip ?

64. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  th a t  o th e r s  a re  a t t r a c t e d  
to  you b ecau se  o f  th e  way you look?

65. How o f t e n  do members o f  your fa m ily  have  
d i f f i c u l t y  e x p r e s s in g  t h e i r  lo v e  f o r  you?

66. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w ith  
y o u r s e l f ?

67. How o f t e n  do you wish th a t  you were more 
p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e ?

68. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  proud o f  th e  way th a t  you 
s ta y  w ith  a task  u n t i l  you com plete i t ?

69. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  a s e n s e  o f  v i t a l i t y  and 
p le a s u r e  over the way your body fu n c t io n s  in  
p h y s ic a l  a c t i v i t i e s ?

70. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  th a t  you are  a very  
important and s i g n i f i c a n t  person?

71. Do you ev er  " s t r e t c h  th e  truth" and say  th in g s  
th a t  a r e n ' t  co m p le te ly  tru e? k

72. How o f t e n  do you have t r o u b le  le a r n in g  d i f f i c u l t  
new ta sk s?

73. When you are m eeting a p erson  fo r  th e  f i r s t  t im e,  
do you ev er  th ink th a t  th e  person  might not l i k e  
you?

74. How o f t e n  are you p le a s e d  w ith  y o u r s e l f  because  
o f  th e  amounnt o f  s e l f  d i s c i p l i n e  and w il lp o w er  
th a t  you have?

75. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  v e r y  c e r t a in  about what you 
want out o f  l i f e ?

76. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  s e l f  c o n s c io u s  or awkward 
w h i le  you are  engaged in  p h y s i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s ?

77 . How o f t e n  do you f e e l  th a t  you are  more s u c c e s s 
f u l  than most peop le  a t  c o n t r o l l i n g  your e a t in g  
and d r in k in g  behaviour?

78. How o f t e n  are you complimented on your p h y s ic a l  
appearance?

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 1 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

5
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Almost
Never

Very
O f t e n

79. How o f te n  does your body perform e x c e p t io n a l ly  
w ell  in  p h y s ica l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as dancing or 
s p o r ts?

80. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  u n cer ta in  o f  your moral 
v a lu es?

81. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  r e a l l y  good about y o u r s e l f?

82. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  in  top  p h y s ic a l  co n d it io n ?

83. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  th a t  you can do w e l l  a t
almost anyth ing  you tr y ?

84. Do you ever  g o ss ip ?

85. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  a b le  to  openly  exp ress  warm 
and lo v in g  f e e l i n g s  toward o th ers?

8G. How o f t e n  are you a b le  to  e x c e r c i s e  more s e l f -  
c o n tr o l  than most o f  th e  p eop le  you know?

87. How o f te n  do you f e e l  clumsy when you are  
in v o lv ed  in  p h y s ica l  a c t i v i t i e s ?

88. How o f te n  do you f e e l  c o n f l i c t e d  or u n cer ta in  
about your ca r eer  p lans?

89. How o f t e n  do you lo s e  when you get in to
arguments or d isagreem ents  w ith  o th ers?

90. How o f te n  do you f e e l  h ig h ly  s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e
fu tu re  >'ou s e e  fo r  y o u r s e l f?

91. How o f te n  does your body f e e l  "out o f  s o r t s ” or  
■ s lu g g is h ?

92. How o f te n  do you g la d ly  accep t c r i t i c i s m  when i t  
i s  deserved?

93. How o f t e n  do you (by your behaviour) s e t  a good 
moral example fo r  o th er s  younger than y o u r s e l f?

94. How o f t e n  do you f e e l  la c k in g  in  s e l f - c o n f i d e n c e ? ,

95. Have you ev er  f e l t  a lo n e  and unloved?

96. How o f te n  do you f e e l  c e r t a in  th a t  p eop le  you 
meet w i l l  l i k e  you?

97. When you are invo lved  in  group d i s c u s s io n s ,  how 
o f te n  do you f e e l  that your id ea s  have a s tr o n g  
in f lu e n c e  on o thers?

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5
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99.

100.

101 .

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110. 

111. 

112. 

113.
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Almost
Never

How o f te n  are you p le a s e d  w ith  your s e n se  o f  
moral v a lu es?

Does i t  ever  seem to  you th a t  some p eo p le  
d i s l i k e  you in t e n s e l y ,  th a t  th ey  ’’c a n ' t  stand"  
you?

How o f te n  are you a b le  t o  be a s s e r t i v e  and 
f o r c e f u l  in  s i t u a t i o n s  where o th e r s  are  t r y in g  
to  take advantage o f  you?

When you go out w ith  someone f o r  th e  f i r s t  t im e,  
how o f te n  do you f e e l  th a t  you are  w e l l - l i k e d ?

How o f te n  do you f e e l  u n a t t r a c t i v e  when you s e e
y o u r s e l f  naked?

Have you ev er  f e l t  th a t  you lack  th e  
i n t e l l i g e n c e  needed to  su cceed  in  c e r ta in  
ty p es  o f  i n t e r e s t i n g  work?

Do you enjoy i t  when you are  in  a p o s i t io n  o f  
lea d ersh ip ?

How o f te n  do you f e e l  th a t  you are  one o f  th e
more popular and l i k e a b l e  members o f  your
s o c i a l  group?

Have you ever  f e l t  i r r i t a t e d  when someone asked  
you fo r  a favour?

How o f te n  do you f e e l  th a t  you are not as 
i n t e l l i g e n t  as you would l ike ,  to  be?

How o f te n  do p eop le  whom you lo v e  go out o f  
t h e i r  way to  let. you know how much they  ca re  
fo r  you?

\

How o f t e n  are you a b le  t o  r e s i s t  tem p ta t io n s  
and d i s t r a c t io n s  in  o rd er  t o  com plete ta s k s  
you are working on?

How o f t e n  do you approach new t a s k s  w ith  a l o t  
o f  co n fid en ce  in  your a b i l i t y ?

How o f t e n  do you f e e l  uneasy  when you are  in  a 
p o s i t i o n  o f  lea d ersh ip ?

Have you ever f e l t  j e a lo u s  o f  th e  good fo r tu n e  
o f  o th ers?

How o f te n  do you have a s t r o n g  in f lu e n c e  on th e  
a t t i t u d e s  and o p in io n s  o f  o th e r s?
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Vo ry- 
Ot t en

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5
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114.

115.

116.

Almost
Never

How o f t e n  do you en joy  having o th e r s  watch you 1 2  3
w h i le  you are engaged in  p h y s ic a l  a c t i v i t i e s  
such as dancing or s p o r ts ?

How o f t e n  i s  i t  hard f o r  you to  admit i t  when 1 2  3
you have made a mistake?

How o f t e n  do you f e e l  h ig h ly  s a t i s f i e d  w ith  th e  1 2  3
way you l i v e  up to  your moral v a lu e s?

Very
Often

4 5

4 5

4 5

8
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 

RESPONSES TO THE SOURCES OF SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY 

(N=200: 100 MOTHERS AND 100 FATHERS)

MOTHERS:
Mean Std Dev

GLOBAL SELF-ESTEEM 31.48 6.25
COMPETENCE 35.55 5.61
LOVEABILITY 38.17 6.93
LIKEABILITY 34.74 4.90
SELF-CONTROL 33.63 6.72
PERSONAL POWER 32.68 6.62
MORAL SELF-APPROVAL 39.91 4.87
BODY APPEARANCE 31.37 6.24
BODY FUNCTIONING 30.61 6.70
DEFENSIVE SELF-ENHANCEMENT 45.74 8.09
IDENTITY AND INTEGRATION 35.64 5.71

FATHERS:

GLOBAL SELF-ESTEEM 32.81 6.43
COMPETENCE 37.75 5.85
LOVEABILITY 36.90 6.69
LIKEABILITY 33.97 5.78
SELF-CONTROL 33.93 6.23
PERSONAL POWER 36.06 5.68
MORAL SELF-APPROVAL 37.53 6.14
BODY APPEARANCE 32.27 6.82
BODY FUNCTIONING 32.89 7.24
DEFENSIVE SELF-ENHANCEMENT 44.61 8.72
IDENTITY AND INTEGRATION 37.00 6.38
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PARENT-INFANT PROJECT 
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE LONDON 

MOOD GRID

Feelings are complex. They come in all shades and
degrees. The labels we have given are merely 
landmarks to help you understand the mood grid. When
using the grid, put an X anywhere in the grid to
indicate the exact shade and intensity of feeling.
Please look over the entire grid for the meaning of the 
various areas.

High Arousal
Stress Excitement

Unpleasant
Feelings

Pleasant
Feelings

Depression Relaxation
Sleepiness
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Appendix 6.6 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR RESPONSES 

TO THE AFFECT-GRID 

(N=200; 100 MOTHERS AND 100 FATHERS)

MOTHERS:

PRE-PLEASURE 

PRE-AROUSAL 

POST-PLEASURE 

POST-AROUSAL

FATHERS: 

PRE-PLEASURE 

PRE-AROUSAL 

POST-PLEASURE 

POST-AROUSAL

Mean Std Dev 

6.94 1.69

4.97 1.73

6.58 2.00

5.61 1.96

6.48 1.51

5.43 1.72

6.62 1.66

5.67 1.89

(NOTE: PRE AND POST REFER TO IMMEDIATELY BEFORE AND IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE
ADMINISTRATION OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW)
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Appendix 6.8 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

FOR ADJETIVE Q-SORT RATINGS 

BASED ON THE CONTENT OF THE ADULT ATTACHMENT INTERVIEWS 

FROM THE 100 MOTHERS

Mean Std dev

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADJECTIVES SUGGESTED 8.97 1.82

SECURE ADJECTIVES 5.21 2.22

INSECURE ADJECTIVES 2.77 2.06

RELAXED ADJECTIVES 4.16 1.91

TENSE ADJECTIVES 2.74 1.96

ACTIVE ADJECTIVES 5.04 2.33

PASSIVE ADJECTIVES 3.62 1.99
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Appendix 7.1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

FOR RATINGS OF CHILD BEHAVIOUR IN THE STRANGE SITUATION REUNIONS 

WITH MOTHER AT 12 MONTHS AND WITH FATHER AT 18 MONTHS 

(N=97 child-mother pairs; 87 child-father pairs)

Child with MOTHER: 

FIRST REUNION
Mean Std dev

PROXIMITY SEEKING 2.61 1.63
CONTACT MAINTENANCE 2.11 1.76
RESISTANCE 1.49 1.07
AVOIDANCE 3.58 1.75

SECOND REUNION

PROXIMITY SEEKING 3.48 1.68
CONTACT MAINTENANCE 3.46 2.35
RESISTANCE 2.16 1.55
AVOIDANCE 3.03 1.76

Child with FATHER:

FIRST REUNION

PROXIMITY SEEKING 3.17 1.36
CONTACT MAINTENANCE 1.97 1.43
RESISTANCE 1.30 1.09
AVOIDANCE 2.76 1.72

SECOND REUNION

PROXIMITY SEEKING 3.59 1.48
CONTACT MAINTENANCE 2.55 1.69
RESISTANCE 1.63 1.31
AVOIDANCE 2.72 1.75
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Appendix 7.2: STRANGE SITUATION REUNION BEHAVIOUR OF CHILD WITH MOTHER 
GROUPED BY CHILD-MOTHER ATTACHMENT STATUS AT 12 MONTHS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Proximity seeking 1 1.58 3.11 3.11 B 11.12

(SD) .85 .93 1.79
Contact maintenance 1 1.13 3.22 2.47 B 9.13

(SD) .43 1.92 1.96
Resistance 1 1.03 3.56 1.42 c 33.21

(SD) .18 1.33 .94
Avoidance 1 5.13 2.56 2.87 C 28.80

(SD) 1.28 1.42 1.44 .00
Proximity seeking 2 2.23 4.11 4.09 C 17.38

(SD) 1.15 1.27 1.61
Contact maintenance 2 1.74 5.56 4.09 C 19.18

(SD) 1.34 .73 2.39
Resistance 2 1.87 5.00 1.85 C  25.24

(SD) 1.52 1.00 1.13 .00
Avoidance 2 5.00 2.22 2.05 C 73.06

(SD) .93 1.09 1.19

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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Appendix 7.3: STRANGE SITUATION REUNION BEHAVIOUR OF CHILD WITH FATHER 
GROUPED BY CHILD-FATHER ATTACHMENT AT 18-MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value 

(DF=1,85)
Proximity seeking 1 

(SD)
2.29 
1.12

3.51
1.29

16. 46B

Contact maintenance 1 
(SD)

1.29
.86

2.22 
1. 52

B 8 . 00

Resistance 1 
(SD)

1. 08 
.41

1.38
1.25

1.29

Avoidance 1 
(SD)

4 . 75 
1.45

2 . 00 
1.09

C  91.19

Proximity seeking 2 
(SD)

2.67
1.40

3.94
1.37

B 14.78

Contact maintenance 2 
(SD)

1. 63 
1. 01

2.90
1.77 B 1 1 - 1A

Resistance 2 
(SD)

1. 54 
1.10

1. 67 
1.39

. 15

Avoidance 2 4.75 1.95 C 90.78
(SD) 1.29 1.20 i

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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A p p e n d i x  7 . 4 :  S O U R C E S -O F -S E L F -E S T E E M  SC O R E S OF EXPECTA NT MOTHERS
GROUPED BY C H IL D -M O T H E R  ATTACHMENT S T A T U S  AT 1 2  MONTHS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Global self-esteem 31.23 31.45 31.19 .00(SD) 7.42 6.90 5.63
Competence 35.32 37.55 35.30 .76(SD) 5.48 4.08 6. 00
Loveability 37.61 42.73 37.45 2.77(SD) 7.57 5.00 6.84
Likeability 34.55 35.36 34.32 .21(SD) 5.28 5.18 4.48
Self-control 33.00 35.91 33.92 .74(SD) 6.60 6.27 7.08
Power 33.29 29.45 33.21 1.60(SD) 5.72 6.99 6.97
Moral self-approval 38.77 42.09 39.77 1.85(SD) 4.84 3.33 5.21
Body appearance 32.52 33.82 30.28 2.33(SD) 6.62 5.10 5.81
Body functioning 30.13 30.91 31.30 .30(SD) 7 . 63 6.59 6. 06
Defensive

self-enhancement 45.74 46.55 45.21 . 13(SD) 7.77 8.55 8.20
Integration and Identity 35.68 34.55 35.40 . 16(SD) 6.38 5.32 5.30

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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A p p e n d i x  7m5:  M O T H E R -F A T H E R -P E E R  SC A L E  SC O R E S OF EXPECTANT MOTHERS
GROUPED BY C H IL D -M O T H E R  ATTACHMENT ST A T U S AT 1 2  MONTHS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Independ vs overprotect

(m) 47.48 49.82 48.44 .26
(SD) 8.69 9.48 9.79

Independ vs overprotect
(f) 50.67 51.22 47.98 .97

(SD) 9.43 9.02 9.66
Acceptance vs rejection 

(m) 41.71 47.18 40.09 2.69
(SD) 8.43 2.79 10.43

Acceptance vs rejection
(f) 41. 07 46.22 42. 06 1.30

(SD) 10.15 4.49 7.78
Accept vs rejection

(peers) 38.10 40.09 39.61 .54
(SD) 8.20 7.20 6.39

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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A p p e n d i x  7 . 6 : A D J E C T IV E -Q -S O R T  SC O R ES OF E X PE C T A N T  MOTHERS
GROUPED BY C H IL D -M O T H E R  ATTACHMENT S T A T U S  A T 1 2  MONTHS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Secure adjectives 5.08 5.55 5.15 .17

(SD) 2.02 3.00 2.18
Insecure adjectives 2.90 1.64 2.97 1.97(SD) 2.36 1.16 2.02
Relaxed adjectives 4.08 4.50 4.06 .24

(SD) 1.74 2.52 1.89
Tense adjectives 2.83 1.55 2.96 2.41(SD) 2.23 1.25 1.92
Active adjectives 4. 67 4.64 5.33 .94(SD) 2.15 3.19 2.29
Passive adjectives 3.87 3 .27 3.54 .42(SD) 1.80 2.88 1.96

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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A p p e n d i x  7.7: SOURCES-OF-SELF-ESTEEM SCORES OF EXPECTANT FATHERS
GROUPED BY CHILD-FATHER ATTACHMENT AT 18-MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value

(DF=1,85)
Global self-esteem 34 . 22 32.23 1. 57

(SD) 7. 65 6. 02
Competence 37.22 37.77 . 14

(SD) 6.88 5.71
Loveability 39.48 36.42 A 3*92(SD) 5.95 6.46
Likeability 35.96 33.44 A 3.18

(SD) 5.85 5.76
Self-control 33.43 33.81 . 05

(SD) 5. 65 6. 62
Power 36.43 35. 94 . 12

(SD) 5.97 5.70
Moral self-approval 38.39 37 . 03 .79

(SD) 5. 53 6.48
Body appearance 32.74 32 . 06 . 17

(SD) 8.31 5.97
Body functioning 33 . 09 33.42 - 03

(SD) 8.20 6.79
Defensive

self-enhancement 43.35 45.85 1.33
(SD) 6.93 9.49

Integration and Identity 36.96 37 . 05 . 00
(SD) 6. 03 6 . 55

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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A p p e n d i x  7.8: MOTHER-FATHER-PEER-SCALE SCORES OF EXPECTANT FATHERS
GROUPED BY CHILD-FATHER ATTACHMENT AT 18-MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value 

(DF=1,85)
Independ vs overprotect

(m) 50.13 46.63 2.28
(SD) 8.42 9.83

Independ vs overprotect
(f) 51.32 49 . 68 . 53

(SD) 9.54 8.75
Acceptance vs rejection

(m) 45.17 42.74 2 .30
(SD) 6.19 6. 69

Acceptance vs rejection
(f) 40.26 38 . 08 1. 07

(SD) 8.80 8 . 48
Accept vs rejection 

(peers) 41. 00 37 .16 B 5. 57
(SD) 6.36 6 .74

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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Appendix 8.1 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 

THE DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

(N=200: 100 EXPECTANT MOTHERS AND 100 EXPECTANT FATHERS)

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE (YRS) 5.35 3.97

AGE OF MOTHER (YRS) 31.87 4.26

AGE OF FATHER (YRS) 33.61 5.83

EDUCATION
(1=NO 0 LEVELS; 2=0 LEVELS;
3=A LEVELS; 4=UNIV. DEGREE;
5=POSTGRADUATE DEGREE)

OF MOTHER 3.82 .96

OF FATHER 3.88 1.04

SOCIAL CLASS (1-5)

OF MOTHER 1.98 .71

OF FATHER 1.96 .68

ECONOMIC GROUP (1-12)

OF MOTHER 4.44 1.98

OF FATHER 4.57 2.35

(NOTE: Indices of social class and economic group are those applied by the Registar
General's Survey, 1980).
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A SHORT VOCABULARY SCALE
for G inical Use with Individual Patients 

Prepared by J.C. Raven
(Each word correctly  exp la in ed  is equivalent to  a score o f  5 on  the w h ole  M.H.V. Sca le)

N a m e .................................................................... Date

A g e ......................  S e x ..................................

Other A sse s s m e n ts ...................................................

Cruel

Near

Shrivel

b oc
■5c

View

% 5 ■Liberty

o
10 — Minele

Elevate

25 -Verify

P.T.C
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Bombastic

50- -Virile

Perpetrate

75-

90-

95-

-Construe

Temeritv

-Criterion

-Specious

Recondite

A dum brate

N otes:

P u b l M i c d  hy  U.K . L e w i '  & C o ,  L t d . .  1 3 6  (Jmv«er S t r e e t .  L o n d o n  W C I L  6 B S  ©
P r i n t e d  in Circat B r i t a i n  J . C .  R A V I- 'N  L T D .

1977
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Appendix 8.3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 97 MOTHERS' AND 97 FATHERS' 

PERFORMANCE ON THE SHORT FORM OF RAVEN'S VOCABULARY SCALE

MOTHERS:

ALPHA SCORE 

TOTAL SCORE

FATHERS:

ALPHA SCORE 12.24 2.52

TOTAL SCORE 11.00 2.75

Mean Std dev

11.14 2.50

10.08 2.68



A p p e n d i x  8 . 4

Internal State Questionnaire Parent-Child Pro.iect UCL

BELOW ARE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT HOW YOU HAVE BEEN FEELING IN 
YOURSELF LATELY. WE DO NOT WANT ANY DETAILS, JUST "YES" OR "NO" 
WILL USUALLY BE ENOUGH. Please circle one of the options listed 
after each question.

1. Do you feel weak all over most of the time? No/Yes

2. Have you had periods of days, weeks or months when you could
not take care of things because you could not get going?

Yes/No

3. In general would you say that most of the time you are in 
good spirits, or low spirits? Good/Low

4. Do you suddenly feel hot all over every so often? Yes/No

5. Have you ever been bothered by your heart beating hard?
Often/Sometimes/Never

6. Would you say your appetite is poor, fair or good?
Poor/Fai r/Good

7. Do you have periods of great restlessness that you cannot sit
still very long? Yes/No

8. Are you the worrying type? Yes/No

9. Have you ever been bothered by shortness of breath when you 
were not working or excercising hard? Often/Sometimes/Never

10. Are you ever bothered by nervousness (irritable, fidgety,
tense)? Often/Sometimes/Never

11. Have you ever had any fainting spells (lost consciousness)?
Never/A Few Times/More Than a Few Times

12. Do you have any trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep?
Often/Sometimes/Never

13. Are you bothered by stomach trouble several times a week?
Yes/No

14. Is your memory all right (good)? No/Yes

15. Have you ever been bothered by cold sweats?
Often/Sometimes/Never

16. Do your hands ever tremble enough to bother you?
Often/Sometimes/Never

17. Does there seem to be a fullness in your head or nose much of
the time? Yes/No (continued on reverse)
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A p p e n d i x  8 . 4  c o n t

18. Do you have personal worries that get you down physically
(make you physically ill)? Yes/No

19. Do you feel somewhat apart even among friends (apart, 
isolated, alone)? Yes/No

20. Would you say that nothing ever turns out the way you want it
to? No/Often

21. Are you ever troubled with headaches or pains in the head?
Often/Sometimes/Never

22. Do you find that you sometimes cannot help wondering if
anything is worthwhile anymore? Yes/No



E.P.Q. (Adult)
428

Occupation......................................

A g e ..............................................Sex

INSTRUCTIONS Please answer each question by putting 
a circle around the "YES” or the "NO” following the ques
tion. There are no right or wrong answers, and no trick 
questions. Work quickly and do not think too long about the 
exact meaning of the questions.

PLEASE REMEMBER TO ANSWER EACH QUESTION

1 Do you have many different hobbies?.............. :      //YES NÔ
2 Do you stop to think things over before doing anything?.   .YES NO
3 Does your mood often go up and down?............................................................................ YES NO
4 Have you ever taken the praise for something you knew someone else had

really d o n e? ............................................................................................................................YES NO
5 Are you a talkative person?.................................................................................................YES NO
6 Would being in debt worry you?......................................................................................... YES NO
7 Do you ever feel "just miserable” for no reason?...........................................................YES NO
8 Were you ever greedy by helping yourself to more than your share of anything?. .YES NO
9 Do you lock up your house carefully at night?   YES NO

10 Are you rather lively?.    YES NO
11 Would it upset you a lot to see a child or an animal suffer?..........................................YES NO
12 Do you often worry about things you should not have done or said?........................... YES NO
13 If you say you will do something, clo you always keep your promise no matter

how inconvenient it might be ?..............................................................................................YES NO
14 Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a lively party?..........................YES NO
15 Are you an irritable person?.................................................................................................YES NO
16 Have you ever blamed someone for doing something you knew was really

your fault?................................................................................................................................ YES NO
17 Do you enjoy meeting new people?......................................................................................YES NO
18 Do you believe insurance schemes are a good idea?....................................................... YES NO
19 Are your feelings easily hurt?............................................................................................. YES NO
20 Are all your habits good and desirable ones?.............................................................. .j. YES NO ^

PLEASE TURN OVER page 1



21 Do you tend to keep in the background on social occasions?.............................. ... .Cyes NO^
22 Would you take drugs which may have strange or dangerous effects?.. . : ___ ....YES NO
23 Do you often feel ''fed-up” ?....................................................................................... .....YES NO
24 Have you ever taken anything (even a pin or button) that belonged to some

one else?......................................................................................................................... .....Y ES NO
25 Do you like going out a lot?....................................................................................... .....YES NO
26 Do you enjoy hurting people you love?.................................................................... .....YES NO
27 Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt?..................................................... .....YES NO
28 Do you sometimes talk about things you know nothing about?.......................... .....YES NO
29 Do you prefer reading to meeting people?................................................................ .....YES NO
30 Do you have enemies who want to harm you?....................................................... .....Y ES NO
31 Would you call yourself a nervous person?..................................................................YES NO
32 Do you have many friends?.................................. ...................................................... ....Y ES NO
33 Do you enjoy practical jokes that can sometimes really hurt people?................., . .  .YES NO
34 Are you a worrier?.: ............................................................................................... NO
35 As a child did you do as you were told immediately and without grumbling?..,....YES NO
36 Would you call yourself happy-go-lucky?............... ................................................ . NO
37 Do good manners and cleanliness matter much to you?...................................... .....YES NO

38 Do you worry about awful things that might happen?........................................... ....YES NO

39 Have you ever broken or lost something belonging to someone else?........... . . .  .YES NO
40 Do you usually take the initiative in making new friends?.................................... NO

41 Would you call yourself tense or "highly-strung” ?................................................. NO

42 Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people?..................... . .................. NO

43 Do you think marriage is old-fashioned and should be done away with?........... . . .  .YES NO

44 Do you sometimes boast a little?................................................................................ . NO

45 Can you easily get some life into a rather dull party?............................................... . .  .YES NO

46 Do people who drive carefully annoy you?........ .......................... .............. . ............ . . .  .YES NO

47 Do you worry about your health?...................................... ......................................... . . .  .YES NO

48 Have you ever said anything bad or nasty about anyone?.................................. .....Y ES NO

49 Do you like telling jokes and funny stories to your friends?.................................. NO

50 Do most things taste the same to you ? ............................................................. NO

51 As a child were you ever cheeky to your parents?................................................... NO

52 Do you like mixing with people?.................................................................................. NO

53 Does it worry you if you know there are mistakes in your work?.......................... . . .  .YES NO
54 Do you suffer from sleeplessness?................................................................................ NOj

page 2



55 Do you always wash before a meal? CyeS NO^
56 Do you nearly always have a "ready answer” when people talk to you? YES NO
57 Do you like to arrive at appointments in plenty of time? YES NO
58 Have you often felt listless and tired for no reason? YES NO
59 Have you ever cheated at a game? YES NO
60 Do you like doing things in which you have to act quickly? YES NO
61 Is (or was) your mother a good woman?   YES NO
62 Do you often feel life is very dull?...................................................................................... YES NO
63 Have you ever taken advantage of someone?   YES NO
64 Do you often take on more activities than you have time for?.................................... YES NO
65 Are there several people who keep trying to avoid you?................................................YES NO
66 Do you worry a lot about your looks?................................................................................ YES NO
67 Do you think people spend too much time safeguarding their future with

savings and insurances?   YES NO
68 Have you ever wished that you were dead?.......................................................................YES NO
69 Would you dodge paying taxes if you were sure you could never be found out? YES NO
70 Can you get a party going ?     YES NO
71 Do you try not to be rude to people?..................................................................................YES NO
72 Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience?............................................YES NO
73 Have you ever insisted on having your own way?........................................................... YES NO
74 When you catch a train do you often arrive at the last minute?.................................. YES NO
75 Do you suffer from "nerves” ?.................................................................... .......................YES NO
76 Do your friendships break up easily without it being your fault?................................ YES NO
77 Do you often feel lonely?....................................  YES NO
78 Do you always practice what you preach?........................................................................ YES NO
79 Do you sometimes like teasing animals?   YES NO
80 Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you or the work you do?....................YES NO
81 Have you ever been late for an appointment or work?................................................. YES NO
82 Do you like plenty of bustle and excitement around you?: ............................. ; . .  .YES NO
83 Would you like other people to be hfraid of you?............................................................. YES NO
84 Are you sometimes bubbling over with energy and sometimes very sluggish?...........YES NO
85 Do you sometimes put off until tomorrow what you ought to do today?.......................YES NO
86 Do other people think of you as being very lively?     YES NO
87 Do people tell you a lot of lies?........................................................................................... YES NO
88 Are you touchy about some things?....................................................................................YES NO
89 Are you always willing to admit it when you have made a mistake?...........................YES NO
90 Would you feel very sorry for an animal caught in a trap?................. .....................̂ .YES NOj

PLEASE CHECK TO SEE THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL THE QUESTIONS

page 3
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Appendix 8 .6

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 97 MOTHERS AND 97 FATHERS SCORES 

ON THE LANGNER-22 INDEX OF PSYCHOPATHOLOGY 

AND 87 MOTHERS AND 87 FATHERS SCORES 

ON THE EYSENCK PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRE (EPQ)

LANGNER:

MOTHERS 2.97 2.44
FATHERS 2.32 1.98

EPQ:

EXTROVERSION

MOTHERS 14.00 4.89
FATHERS 13.70 5.06

NEUROTICISM

MOTHERS 12.05 4.71
FATHERS 9.11 4.92

PSYCHOTICISM

MOTHERS 2.31 2.11
FATHERS 3.73 2.98

LIE SCALE

MOTHERS 6 .86  3.21
FATHERS 6.62 3.54
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A p p e n d i x  8#7. VOCABULARY SKILLS OF MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY CHILD-MOTHER ATTACHMENT STATUS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,94
Vocabulary score (total) 11.39 11.18 11.00 .23

(SD) 2.84 2.36 2.36
Vocabulary score (alpha) 10.10 10.73 9.95 .38(SD) 3.28 2.28 2.40

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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Appendix 8.8: VOCABULARLY SKILLS OF FATHERS 
GROUPED BY CHILD-FATHER ATTACHMENT STATUS AT 18 MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value 

(DF=1,85)
Vocabulary score (total) 12.17 12.20 .00

(SD) 2.72 2.33
Vocabulary score (alpha) 11. 00 10.97 . 00

(SD) 2.76 2 . 69

A = p < 0.05 B = p < 0.01 C = p < 0.001
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Appendix 8.9: LANGNER-22 AND EPQ SCORES OF MOTHERS 
GROUPED BY CHILD-MOTHER ATTACHMENT STATUS

Infant-mother attachment
Avoidant Resistant Secure F-value 

(DF=2,84
Psychopathology 3.26 4.09 2.57 2.14

(SD) 2.89 3.08 1.92
Extroversion 13. 62 15.25 14.00 .33

(SD) 5.11 4.43 4.91
Neuroticism 11.88 14.63 11.71 1.34

(SD) 4.54 5.01 ' 4.72
Psychoticism 2.54 1. 63 2.31 .56

(SD) 2.16 1.60 2.17
Lie scale 6.42 7.00 7.06 .33

(SD) 3.40 2.33 3 .26

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1
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A p p e n d i x  8 .  1 0 :  L A N G N E R -22 AND EPQ SC O R E S OF FATHERS
GROUPED BY C H IL D -F A T H E R  ATTACHMENT S T A T U S AT 1 8  MONTHS

Infant--father attachment
Avoidant Secure F-value 

(DF=1,85)
Psychopathology 2.35 2 .29 . 01

(SD) 1.72 2.06
Psychoticism 3.43 3.93 .44

(SD) 3.09 2 .95
Neuroticism 8.86 9.34 . 15

(SD) 4.95 4.94
Extroversion 15. 05 13 . 07 2.45

(SD) 4 .89 5. 03
Lie scale 5.48 6.98 2.82

(SD) 3 . 04 3 . 69

A =  p  < 0 . 0 5  B =  p  < 0 . 0 1  C =  p  < 0 . 0 0 1


