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In this chapter we examine the methods of as-
sessing attachment security in infancy and early
childhood, at both the level of behavior and the
level of representation. Qur first goal is to pro-
vide the reader with an overview and summary
of available measures, including new or lesser-
known measures, along with information about
their psychometric properties and the ways in
which they have been used in research. Our sec-
ond goal is to evaluate the current state of mea-
surement in the field of attachment. How well do
the available instruments and protocols actually
reflect the construct of attachment security? How
useful are these measures for testing core predic-
tions in attachment theory?

This chapter can be used in several ways.
Some readers, especially those new to research mn
this area, can use this chapter as a source of in-
formation to help select measures appropriate 1o
their research. For readers who are familiar with
childhood attachment assessment and well
grounded in attachment theory, this may be thetr
first opportunity to examine all of the measures
together. This kind of overview is important for
understanding the development of the field and
providing a sense of new directions and opportu-
nities for theory and research.
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THE DOMAIN
OF ATTACHMENT SECURITY

“Attachment security” is defined by Ainsworth,
Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) as the state of
being secure or untroubled about the availability
of the attachment figure. As a construct, security
can never be directly observed, but must be in-
ferred from that which is observable. Further-
more, a construct is “evidenced in a variety of
forms of behavior and not perfectly so in any one
of them” (Nunnally, 1978, p. 84). How, then, do
we determine whether a particular measure of at-
tachment security is a “good” or valid measure of
this construct?’

In practice, psychologists typically follow a
three-step process. First, they operationalize the
construct, either intuitively or with respect to
theory or prior research. Second, they establish
the basic reliability of the measure, asking them-
selves, “Can it be replicated over time {short-
term stability of scores or categories], and, to the
extent that the measure is tester-derived and thus
requires some judgment, can scores, codes, and
so forth, be agreed upon?” Finally, they evaluate
how well the measure predicts (in the broadest
sense) other theoretically important variables
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288 PARTIII. ATTACHMENT IN INFANCY AND CHILDHOOD

(convergent validity) or 1s uncorrelated with the-
oretically unrelated variables {discriminant valid-
itv) (Campbel]l & Fiske, 1959).

Although this approach is well accepted, Nun-
nally (1978) has pointed out that it 1s based upon
an inherent circularity in logic. We predict a rela-
tion between constructs, we “find” 1t using mea-
sures of the constructs at hand, and we thereby
infer that our measures are valid. Optimally, con-
struct validation requires three somewhat ditfer-
ent steps (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Nunnally,
1978): (1) The domain of relevant indices or
variables (“observables’) must be specified, indi-
cating which variables are indicative of security
and which are not; (2) the intercorrelations
among multiple concurrent measures of the con-
struct must be ascertained; and (3) each measure
must be cross-validated with respect to a network
of other theoretically important constructs that
have been similarly validated. Rather than being
sequential, these three steps constitute a reflec-
tive process, in which knowledge gained from
one step transforms our understanding of the oth-
ers.

For attachment researchers, the domain of
“observables,” at least for infancy and toddler-
hood (12 to 20 months), 1s currently drawn from
Bowlby’s (1969/1982, 1973, 1980} ethological
attachment theory. “Attachment behaviors™ are
those that increase proximity to or maintain con-
tact with a particular attachment figure. They are
understood to be organized with respect to an in-
ternal system of control (the attachment system)
that has the adaptive function of protection and
the set goal of physical proximity or felt security
(Sroufe, 1979). A critical feature of this model,
with 1mportant implications for measurement,
must be emphasized: The type of attachment be-
havior observed depends upon the degree to
which the attachment system 1s activated. When
a voung child is alarmed, he or she can be ex-
pected to signal clearly for proximity to and con-
tact with the attachment figure (crying, ap-
proaching, reaching, clinging). Once these are
achieved, and in the absence of further distur-
bance, the child can be expected to accept some
distance from the attachment figure and return to
exploration. Attachment behavior under condi-
tions of low activation, often referred to as “se-
cure-base behavior,” can be difficult to distin-
guish from friendly, affiliative behavior and can
be very much influenced by features of the exter-
nal environment {e.g., how far away the child can
wander, how visible the mother ts) (Carr, Dabbs,
& Carr, 1975; Rheingold & Eckerman, 1970).

Ainsworth et al. (1978) have argued that this
basic pattern (a shift from exploration to attach-
ment behaviors and back) wili appear disturbed
or distorted to the extent that the infant perceives
the attachment figure to be inaccesstble or unre-
sponsive. Thus, Ainsworth’s classic measure of
attachments in infancy (the strange situation),
and the more recent Waters and Deane Attach-
ment O-Sort measure (AQS; Waters, 1987, 1995,
Waters & Deane, 1985), which are described
more fully later, focus on deviations from this
basic pattern as a measure of insecurity in in-
fant—parent attachment.

Attachment theory is less specific regarding
appropriate measures of security in the third and
fourth years of life and beyond. The attachment
system is believed to function throughout this pe-
riod, and indeed throughout the lifespan, but with
diminishing sensitivity. Fewer situations are per-
ceived as threatening, and knowledge of the par-
ent’s accessibility (rather than actual proximity
or contact) is increasingly effective in terminat-
ing attachment behavior. In addition, the broader
and more flexible behavioral repertoire of the
older child, as well as the child’s capacity to com-
prehend cognitively and therefore to anticipate
and coordinate with the parent’s behavior, can
make 1t more difficult for scientific observers to
perceive the underlying organization of attach-
ment behavior. At the same time, the achieve-
ment of language and symbolic operations dur-
ing this period begins to make it feasible to

assess attachment security at the representational
level.

CORE THEORETICAL PREDICTIONS

Whether one is following Nunnally’s model of
optimal construct validation or the commonly ac-
cepted but more approximate procedures of most
investigators, the predictive (retrodictive, concur-
rent, predictive) valhidity of a measure 15 a funda-
mental concern. There are probably as many the-
oretically interesting relations among constructs
in the field of attachment as there are researchers
to propose them. Attachment theory as articulat-
ed by Bowlby and Ainsworth, however, provides
certain key predictions regarding the relation be-
tween security and other variables that are core to
the theory itself. The validity of any particular
measure of security should be assessed at a mini-
mum with respect to these. Acknowledging that
there may be some dispute in the boundary areas,
we propose the following core predictions:
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1. Attachment security should be positively
related to the caregivers accessibility and re-
sponsiveness to the child. This prediction s im-
plicit in the definition of security itself—that is,
the state of being untroubled (confident) that the
attachment figure will be available and will per-
mit proximity and contact to the extent needed.
An important corollary to this prediction is that
attachment security with one caregiver should be
independent of security with the other, insofar as
the sensitivity of the two caregivers can be shown
to differ. This follows from the definition of at-
tachment secunty as a reflection of a particuiar
relationship (Ainsworth et al, 1978; Hinde,
1982) and not (entirely) a property of the child
(1.e., not a function of temperament or some oth-
er quality).

2. Attachment security in a particular care-
giver—child relationship should tend to remain
stable over time. Although Bowlby (1973, 1980)
was well aware of destabilizing influences on
infant-caregiver attachment (e.g., repeated sepa-
ration, life stress) and avoided adherence to a
doctrine of cntical periods, he proposed that the
quality of attachment should tend to remain in-
creasingly stable and resistant to change as a
function of mutual adaptation in interaction pat-
terns and in each party’s expectations about the
other and the relationship. Sroufe and Waters
(1977) emphasized the organizational quality of
attachment; that 1s, although particular attach-
ment behaviors may show little stability (due to
the situation or the child’s development), the un-
derlying quality or organization of the relation-
ship should be expected to remain stable.

3. Attachment security should predict other
important aspects of development. Related to the
notion of continuity, but distinct from it, is the
general hypothesis argued by Bowlby (1973) and
elaborated both theoretically and empiricaily by
Sroufe (1979) that attachment security should
predict other key aspects of development. Bowl-
by emphasized the effects of insecurity arising
from separation and loss on the development of
psychopathology. In contrast, Sroufe articulated
the more normative construct of “coherence” in
development; that is, successes or failures in one
developmental task (such as attachment in infan-
¢y} should predispose the child (and the caregiv-
er—child dyad) to success or failure in subsequent
developmental tasks (e.g., autonomy, social com-
petence). Sroufe’s notion, though perhaps less
central to attachment theory proper, parallels in
many respects Erikson’s (1950) classic formula-
tion of developmental stages and has captured

the attention of many researchers, It is important
to note that 1t implies prediction to constructs
other than attachment security, either concurrent-
ly or from one developmental period to another.
In contrast, continuity implies prediction from an
attachment security measure at one time to the
same or a different measure of attachment securi-
ty at another. Demonstration of coherence across
time does not necessarily establish continuity in
the attachment relationship.

4. Attachment security can be assessed using
similar or parallel measures cross-culturally and
across attachment figures. In the first two vol-
umes of his Attachment and Loss trilogy, Bowlby
(1969/1982, 1973, 1980) painstakingly built a
case for the species-specific and therefore uni-
versal nature of attachment behavior in the
young child. To the degree that a measure is
based upon ethological attachment theory, it
should function similarly across cultures; that is,
it should be as effective in describing the range
of attachment relationships found tn one culture
(society, ethnic group, social class) as it is in any
other. In addition, it should be expected to be
correlated in stmilar ways to measures of other
theoretically important constructs, particularly to
caregiver behavior, By virtue of the same reason-
ing, the effectiveness of security measures and
the pattern of corre¢lations to caregiver behavior
should be similar for all attachment figures (e.g.,
mother, father, other caregivers).

ORGANIZATION OF THIS CHAPTER

For the period of infancy through early childhood
(ages 12 to approximately 72 months), measures
of attachment security are based on observation
of behavior of one type or another. These mea-
sures can be further divided according to whether
they focus on the organization of attachment be-
havior directed toward the caregiver or on the
child’s linguistic or play behavior (representa-
tional measures of attachment). Although the
field of attachment has its theoretical origins in
Bowlby’s ethological theory of attachment, its
empirical origins and the foundation of almost
all subsequent efforts at assessment lie in the
classification approach to attachment relation-
ships pioneered by Ainsworth et al. (1978). This
system of muitidimensional categories of rela-
tionship, assessed on the basis of the infant’s be-
havior in a laboratory separation and reunion
context, has been both intuitively and theoretical-
ly compelling. The majority of measures for the
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period beyond early toddlerhood have been de-
signed deliberately to capture these same or sim-
ilar qualitative differences in child-—caregiver
attachment at both the behavioral and representa-
tional levels. A second strand of development 1s
represented by Waters’s (1995) AQS method,
which is designed to permit observers (either
trained observers or caregivers) to describe n-
fant or child attachment behavior in the home.
We begin by describing Ainsworth’s classitica-
tion system and a recent modification of it
(specifically, the inclusion of the disorgamzed/
disoriented category). This is followed by a de-
seription and discussion of classification systems
for reunion behavior and mental representation
of preschool and kindergarten-age children, and
then by information on the AQS approach. Each
section includes a brief discussion of unresolved
1ssues in the construct vahdatuon of the mea-
sure(s) in question. We conclude with a general
discussion of measurement in the field.”

ATTACHMENT CLASSIFICATION
IN INFANCY:
THE STRANGE SITUATION

Attachment classification is based on the behav-
ior of the young toddier (12 to 20 months of age)
in the strange situation. This 1s a laboratory pro-
cedure that was designed to capture the balance
of attachment and exploratory behavior under
conditions of increasing though moderate stress
(Alnsworth et al., 1978). Full directions for run-
ning the session and for classification are pre-
sented in Ainsworth et al, (1978). An outline of
the episodes that make up the strange situation 1s
shown in Table 14.1. Ainsworth’s system pro-
vides instructions for classifying the infant’s at-
tachment relationship into one of three main
groups: a “secure” group (B) and two “msecure”
groups, “avoidant” (A) and “resistant” or “am-
bivalent” (C). Table 14.2 provides a brief descrip-
tion of classification critena. Instructions are
also available for designating eight subgroups,
but the subgroups are rarely examined separately
(due to limited sample sizes) and are not consid-
ered further here. Classification is based on the
infant’s behavior toward the caregiver during the
two reunion episodes, viewed in the context of
behavior in the preceding and intervening
episodes and in response to the caregiver’s cur-
rent behavior. The infant’s behavior dunng re-
unions can also be rated with respect to four
scales of infant—caregiver interactive behavior

that are used in the process of classification:
proximity seeking, contact seeking, avoidance,
and resistance to contact and interaction.

About 15% of attachments 1n normative sam-
ples and much higher percentages in high-nsk
samples are difficult to classify using the ongi-
nal A-B-C criteria (see Main & Solomon, 1986,
1990, for a complete discussion). Main and
Solomon described the range of behaviors found
in such unclassifiable infants, and developed
guidelines for classification of most of these in-
secure infants into a fourth classification group
termed “disorganized/disoriented” (D). Infants
classified into Group D show a diverse set of be-
haviors that are characterized by a lack of ob-
servable goal, purpose, or explanation in the
immediate situation, and, at a higher level of ex-
planation, suggest that the child lacks a coherent
attachment strategy with respect to the parent.
(Further information about this category can be
found in Lyons-Ruth & Jacobvitz, Chapter 23,
this volume.)

Validation of the Measure

Beginning with Ainsworth’s seminal work, vali-
dation of the infant classification system has
been an ongoeing priority. Many chapters in this
volume summarize this progress, and the reader
is referred to pertinent chapters throughout this
section. In what follows, we briefly summarize
the literature with respect to the construct validi-
ty criteria established earlier.

Reliability

Intercoder Agreement. The Amsworth system
and the other classification measures that we de-
scribe elsewhere in this chapier require extensive
training. Some systems require certification or
proof that the researcher can meet a minimum re-
liability standard. This is a departure from mea-
sures commonly used in psychology, and some
further explanation may be helpful. Unlike event
coding, which involves tallies of relevant, pre-
cisely defined acts, the classification process re-
quires matching a particular case to a multidi-
mensional, categorical template or prototype.
Manuals for classification are composed mainly
of written descriptions of these templates. These
written descriptions cannot capture, however, the
range and nuance of behavior and context that
determine placement in a particular group. Only
in training, where a student can see many ¢ases
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TABLE 14.1. Episodes of the Strange Situation

Episode Duration Description

| | minute Parent, infant: Dyad introduced to room.

2 3 minutes Parent, infant: Infant settles in, explores. Parent asststs only if necessary.

3 3 minutes Parent, infant, stranger: Introduction of a stranger. Stranger plays with infant
during final minute. _

4 3 minutes Infant, stranger: Parent leaves infant with stranger. first separation.

5 3 minutes Parent, infant. Parent returns. Stranger leaves quietly. First reunion.

6 3 minutes Infant. Parent leaves infant alone in room. Second separation.

7 3 minutes Infans, stranger: Stranger enters room and stays with infant, interacting as
necessary.

8 3 minutes Farent, infant. Parent returns. Stranger leaves quietly. Second reunion.

of a particular type, can the student develop the
expertise that will permit evaluation of new cases
in terms of their fit to a particular attachment
category.

Within-laboratory agreement for trained
coders tends to be very high, ranging from 100%
in the onginal Ainsworth and Bell study (Ains-
worth et al., 1978) to 85-95% for researchers

TABLE 14.2. Strange Situation Classification Groups

who were trained by Ainsworth or her students
(e.g., Main & Weston, 1981; Waters, 1979). In
the one published study that examined the impor-
tant question of interlaboratory agreement on
A-B-C classification, five expert coders and
Ainsworth independently coded all or a subset of
37 cases (videotapes), several of which were
chosen because of the classtfication difficulties

Group Brief description

Secure (B) Uses mother as secure base for exploration. Separation: Signs of missing

(Ainsworth et al., 1978)

parent, especially during the second separation. Reunion; Actively greets

parent with smile, vocalization. or gesture. If upset, signals or seeks contact
with parent. Once comforted, returns to exploration.

Avoidant (A) Explores readily, hittle display of affect or secure-base behavior. Separation:

(Ainsworth et al., 1978)

Responds minimally, little visible distress when left alone. Reunion: Looks

away from, actively avoids parent; often focuses on toys. If picked up, may
sttffen, lean away. Seeks distance from parent, often interested instead in

toys.

Ambivalent or reststant (C) Visibly distressed upon entering room, often fretful or passive; fails to

(Amnsworth et al., 1978)

engage 1n exploration. Separation: Unsettled, distressed. Reunion: May

alternate bids for contact with signs of angry rejection, tantrums; or may
appear passtve Or too upset to signal, make contact. Fails to find comfort in

parent.

Disorganized/disoriented (D) Behavior appears to lack observable goal, intention, or explanation—for

(Main & Solomon, 1990)

example, contradictory sequences or simultaneous behavioral displays;

incomplete, interrupted movement; stereotypies; freezing/stilling; direct
indications of tear/apprehension of parent; confusion, disorientation. Most
characteristic 1s lack of a coherent attachment strategy, despite the fact
that the baby may reveal the underlying patterns of organized attachment

(A, B, C).

Nore. Descriptions in Groups A, B, and C are based on Ainsworth ¢t al. (1978). Descriptions in Group D are based on Main and
Solomon (1990).
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that they presented (Carison & Sroufe, 1993).
Agreement percentages ranged from 350% to
100%, with the highest agreement (86%) found
between Ainsworth and others. The fact that not
all coders were trained to identify the disorga-
nized/disoriented group may have influenced av-
erage reliability. The overall level of agreement is
reassuring, especially considering the difficulty
of the cases. The wide range of intercoder agree-
ment, however, leaves room to question what lev-
el would have been achieved with a more diverse
and less experienced group of coders. In studies
that made use of coders trained to identify the
disorganized/disoriented group, across- and
within-laboratory agreement ranged from 80% to
88% (Carlson, in press; Carlson, Cicchetti, Bar-
nett, & Braunwald, 1989; Lyons-Ruth, Repa-
choli, McLeod, & Silva, 1991).°

Short-Term Stability. Issues surrounding the
short- and long-term stability of classifications
are discussed thoroughly by Grossmann, (ross-
mann, and Zimmerman (Chapter 33, this vol-
ume). We note briefly here that classification sta-
bility i1s generally high (from 50% to 96%) when
laboratory assessments are spaced 2 to 6 months
apart or longer. The highest stability levels are
generally found in middle-class samples, and the
lowest in disadvantaged ones (Connell, 1976, cit-
ed in Waters, 1982; Lyons-Ruth et al., 1991;
Main & Weston, 1981; Vondra, Hommerding, &
Shaw, 1996; Waters, 1979; see Belsky, Campbell,
Cohn, & Moore, 1996, and Thompson, Lamb, &
Estes, 1981, for lower reliability estimates in
middle-class samples). Stability of the D attach-
ment classification over the course of the second
vear of life may be lower than that of the stan-
dard A-B-C classifications (Lyons-Ruth et al.,
1991: 86%:; Main & Weston, 1981: 50%; Vondra
et al., 1996: 68%). Lyons~Ruth et al. and Vondra
et al. reported an increase in numbers of disorga-
nized/disoriented infants between 12 and 1R
months. In a meta-analysis of nine samples (n =
840), however, in which the time-lag between as-
sessments ranged from 2 to 60 months, van
[Jzendoorn, Schuengel, and Bakersman-Kranen-
berg (in press) estimate stability of the D classi-
fication to be strong (r = .34). Repeated assess-
ments of the strange situation over the very short
term (1.e., 2 to 4 weeks) result in much lower sta-
bility, presumably reflecting sensitization of in-
fants to the separation procedure (Ainsworth et
al., 1978). Thus, where research designs require
repeated testing, researchers should avoid close
spacing of assessments,

Relation to Other Measures of Security

One of the most compelling aspects of Amns-
worth’s original work was in the exceptional ef-
fort she and her colleagues made to validate the
classification groups with respect to infant be-
havior toward the mother in the home. Home ob-
servation data for the original sample of 23 ba-
bies was based on detailed narrative records of
monthly visits over the course of the first year of
life. Drawing on this work, Ainsworth was able
to develop a rich and complex portrait of each re-
lationship. (See Weinfield, Sroufe, Egeland, &
Carlson, Chapter 4, this volume.) Well-known
findings from the study link classification in the
strange situation to a set of variables reflecting
the frequency and quality of infant attachment
behavior in the home. Attachment classifications
have also been assessed against home-based
measures of attachment security—both a catego-
ry system developed by Ainsworth and the AQS,
which yields a summary security score reflecting
the quality of an infant’s secure-base behavior 1n
the home. Broadly speaking, the results using all
three approaches have been consistent: Secure
versus insecure laboratory attachment classtfica-
tions were related to different patterns of infant
behavior in the home in ways predicted by theo-
ry. The two main insecure groups (A and (),
however, were generally less well discniminated
from each other in the home (Ainsworth et al.,
1978; Vaughn & Waters, 1990). In addition, sev-
eral studies using the AQS method have failed to
find any relation between AQS security scores
and attachment classification. (See the laier sec-
tion on the AQS.)

Prediction to Core Variables

Mother-Child Interaction. Ainsworth’s ornigi-
nal home observations established key differ-
ences among mothers of secure, avoidant, and
ambivalent infants with respect to four highly in-
tercorrelated variables; sensitivity (defined as
prompt and appropriate responsiveness to the in-
fant’s signals), acceptance (vs. rejection), coop-
eration, and psychological accessibility. Mothers
of secure infants were high on all four dimen-
sions; mothers of avoidant infants provided the
infants with little positive experience with physi-
cal proximity and were rejecting; and mothers of
ambivalent infants were inconsistent or unre-
sponsive to infant distress and other signals.
These findings have been replicated in several
studies in both naturalistic and structured situa-
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tions, although the strength of the associations
has been weaker in the replications. In a recent
meta-analysis, DeWolff and van lJzendoorn
(1997) concluded that parental sensitivity, al-
though clearly important, does not appear to be
the exclusive factor in the development of secure
attachment. Given the centrality of the sensitivity
construct in contemporary attachment theory,
this is a radical notion. It should be noted that
failure to replicate Ainsworth’s original findings
may reflect various kinds of measurement
error—for example, reliance on more limited
sampling of mother-child interaction (e.g., Ped-
erson & Moran, 1995) and shifts in the opera-
tional definition of sensitivity away from
Ainsworth’s original emphasis on appraisal of
signals and appropriate responding toward an
emphasis on warmth, acceptance, and support
(Seifer & Schiller, 1993).

The identification of the disorganized/disort-
ented category may be another influence on the
strength of the association found between sensi-
tivity and attachment security. Children classi-
fied into this group usually receive an alternate
classification corresponding to the Ainsworth
category they most nearly resemble. Perhaps the
alternate classification corresponds to the gener-
al level of maternal sensitivity, whereas disorga-
nization of the attachment strategy reflects other
types of experience with the mother (Mamn &
Hesse, 1990; Solomon & George, 1996, 1n
press). In some cases, attachment disorganiza-
tion may also arise from neurological vulner-
abilities in the children (Spangler, Fremmer-
Bombik, & Grossmann, 1996), although van
[Jzendoorn et al. (in press) found no association
between temperament and D classification in
their meta-analysis. There has been very little
actual observation of patterns of mother—infant
interaction related to the D classification. Re-
ports from other investigators using Main and
Solomon’s criteria, however, strongly suggest a
link between attachment disorganization and
dysfunctional mother~infant interaction, includ-
ing maltreatment (Carlson et al., 1989; Lyons-
Ruth & Block, 1996; Lyons-Ruth et al., 1991;
O’Connor, Sigman, & Brill, 1987; Schuengel,
van [Jzendoorn, & Bakersmans-Kranenburg, in
press).

Individual studies have shown no relation be-
tween attachment security to mothers and to fa-
thers (e.g., Belsky & Rovine, 1987; Main & Wes-
ton, 198!), supporting the basic premise that
classifications reflect particular relationships and
not, for example, an infant’s temperament. How-

ever, meta-analysis has revealed a small but sig-
nificant concordance in an infant’s classification
to both parents (Fox, Kimmerly, & Schafer,
1991; van IJzendoorn & De Wolff, 1997). This
concordance may reflect the effect of negative
emotionality (i.e., temperament) on the manifest
expression of distress in the strange situation
(Goldsmith & Alansky, 1987), as well as mutual
influences and temperamental similarities be-
tween parents. The independence of attachment
classifications to mothers and to other caregivers
has also been found in several different contexts
(see Howes, Chapter 29, this volume). Although
a child’s temperament may influence the devel-
opment of regulatory strategies i the parent—
child relationship and present a challenge to the
parent’s capacity to be sensitive, current evidence
does not suggest that attachment classifications
can be simply reduced to temperamental ditler-
ences among children (Fogel & Thelen, 1987,
Goldsmith & Harman, 1994; Seifer & Schiller,
1995). (See also Vaughn & Bost, Chapter 10, this
volume.)

Continuity. Long-term stability or continuity
of classification conducted between the ages of
12 to 18 months and 60 months has been report-
ed to be very high (82%) in two studies that have
made use of Main and Cassidy’s classification
system for kindergarten-age children (Mamn &
Cassidy, 1988; Wartner, Grossmann, Fremmer-
Bombik, & Suess, 1994) but considerably lower
when attachment is assessed in preschoolers
(Cassidy, Berlin, & Belsky, 1990). Substantal
(72-77%) continuity of secure versus insecure
classifications from the ages ot 18 months to 20
years (attachment classifications derived from
the Adult Attachment Interview [AAI]; George,
Kaplan, & Main, 1984, 1985, 1996) has been re-
ported (Hamilton, in press; Waters, Treboux,
Crowell, Merrick, & Albersheim, in press). Sta-
bility has been found to be lower in other sam-
ples, however (Grossmann, Grossmann, & Zim-
merman, Chapter 33, this volume; Thompsen,
Chapter 13, this volume). In the Waters et al.
(1995) study, stability within the insecure group
was lower than in the secure group, and changes
in classification were linked to experiences of
loss, abuse, or major illness over the course of
development. Consistent with this view, Wein-
field, Sroufe, and Egeland (in press) report little
stability in secure versus insecure classifications
in a high-risk poverty sample. Thus it appears
that long-term continuity should not be expected
in samples that have undergone major changes in
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family functioning or status and/or when the
family 1s under chronic stress.

Colierence. Beginning with Sroufe’s (1979)
earlv articulation of the coherence of develop-
ment across developmental tasks, he and other re-
searchers have established hinks between infant
patterns of attachment and autonomy, peer rela-
tionships, social competence, and cognitive and
socroemotional functioning (see Thompson,
Chapter 13, this volume). In contrast to Bowlby’s
predictions, however, A-B-C classifications tend
not to be strongly related to later measures of mal-
adaptation—that 1s, to clinical indices (Carlson,
1998. Lyons-Ruth, 1996; Lyons-Ruth, Alpern, &
Repachoili, 1993; Ogawa, Sroute, Weinfield, Carl-
son, & Egeland, 1997). In a study of high-risk in-
fants, the investigators reported that 71% of the
sample in preschool and 83% of 7-year-olds who
showed above-normal levels of hostility in the
classroom had been classified as disorganized/
disortented 1n mnfancy (Lyons-Ruth, 1996; Lyons-
Ruth et al., 1993). In addition, ratings of disorga-
nization in the strange situation in infancy have
been found to predict psychopathology in late
adolescence (Carlson, 1998; Ogawa et al., 1997).

Cross-Cultural Predictions and Predictions to
Other Caregivers. Studies of infants from cul-
tures beyond North America in the strange situa-
tion have mainly been limited to Western Europe,
but researchers have also examined infants and
their mothers in Israel, Japan, and two sites In
Africa (Kermolan & Leiderman, 1986; Miyake,
Chen, & Campos, 1985; Sagi et al., 1985; Taka-
hashi, 1986; True, 1994; see van IJzendoorn &
Sagi, Chapter 31, this volume). Although secure
classifications appear to be normative cross-cul-
turally (Sagi, 1990), cultural differences have
emerged in the proportions of attachment types,
and debate continues regarding the cross-cultural
interpretation of strange situation classifications
(e.g., Levine & Miller, 1990). Corresponding ob-
servations of maternal behavior in the home
(e.g.. Grossmann, Grossmann, Spangler, Suess,
& Unger, 1985) suggest that differences in the
distributions of classifications may reflect sys-
tematic cultural differences in maternal behavior.
They may also reflect differences in the frequen-
cy with which infants in different cultures and
subcultures experience even brief separations
from their mothers (Jackson, 1993; Mivake et al.,
1985; Takahashi, 1986).

Investigators have reported no difficulty in
classifying infant-father attachment relationships

from the strange situation. In several but not all
studies, the modal classification category is se-
cure (Easterbrooks & Goldberg, 1984; Main &
Weston, 1981; Schneider-Rosen & Rothbaum,
[993: but see Cox, Owen, Henderson, & Mar-
gand, 1992, and Grossmann, 1997). Nevertheless,
at least in conventional two-parent families, in-
fants seem to prefer their mothers as a haven of
safety when they are distressed (Lamb, 1976). In
the last two decades, influenced 1n part by prevail-
ing social pohtics, developmental psychologists
have attempted to demonstrate that mothers and
fathers are interchangeable as caregivers. Mea-
sures of paternal sensitivity to infant signals in
various contexts (paralleling Ainsworth’s scales
for maternal behavior) have not been found to
predict secure infant—father attachment, however.
Measures of reciprocity during play and a father’s
sensitive support of a child’s exploration have
emerged as the strongest predictors of secure clas-
sifications, suggesting that fathers promote their
infants’ security in different ways than do mothers
(Cox et al,, 1992; Grossmann, 1997; van IJzen-
doorn & DeWolff, in press). Belsky (1996) re-
ported that in comparison to infant-mother at-
tachments, infant—father attachments were more
closely related to marital satisfaction and to both
paternal and infant temperament. These data
highlight the fact that the early infant—father rela-
tionship 15 subject in many respects to the moth-
er—father relationship, which influences whether
the father chooses and/or is permitted to enter the
“circle” of the infant—-mother bond (Solomon &
George, 1996). The manner in which these com-
plex family relationships come to influence the
security of the infant’s attachment to the father re-
mains unknown.

Discussion

There can be little doubt that attachment classifi-
cation by highly trained judges captures funda-
mental and far-reaching qualities of the infant~
mother relationship. The reliability, stability, and
predictive vahdity of Ainsworth’s classification
measure are well established in U.S. and Western
European populations. However, important ques-
tions still remain about the psychometric proper-
ties and meaning of the measure for infant—father
relationships, relationships with other caregivers,
and attachment relationships in non-Western so-
cieties,

One of the most significant contributions of
the method stems from its recognmtion of attach-
ment relationship patterns or types, which has
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permitted researchers to describe and explicate
individual differences in early relationships in a
parsimonious and predictively very powerful way
(see Weinfield et al., Chapter 4, this volume).
Ainsworth’s observational and coding skills re-
main unsurpassed. Indeed in a recent set of meta-
analyses, van IJzendoorn noted that the magni-
tudes of the associations between theoretically
important variables reported by Ainsworth have
yet to be matched by other researchers (DeWolff
& van lJzendoomrn, in press; van [Jzendoorn,
Verejjken, & Riksen-Walreven, in press). It
should not be forgotten, however, that the A-B-C
groups were based on the study of a middle-class
sample of only 23 mothers and infants, observed
three decades ago. As researchers have investi-
gated larger samples and high-risk groups, in-
consistencies and gaps as well as new research
opportunities have emerged. For example, Bel-
sky et al. (1996) recently reported less than 50%
short-term stability of A-B-C classifications. The
sample for this study was considerably larger
than that studied in early stability samples (Con-
nell, 1976, cited in Waters, 1982; Main & West-
on, 1981; Waters, 1979). Mothers’ work patterns
and the degree of father’s involvement in the
lives of very young children have also changed
considerably since the early work was undertak-
en. A replication of Belsky et al.’s finding would
raise important new questions and force us to re-
visit assumptions about attachment stability.

The disorganized/disoriented group would not
have been identified had researchers not attempt-
ed to replicate early findings in larger and atypi-
cal populations, and had they not been open to
unexpected variations in strange situation behayv-
tor (Main & Solomon, 1990). Although more in-
formation is required regarding the demarcation,
etiology, and sequelae of the D category, find-
ings from several studies strongly suggest that
the explanatory power of Ainsworth’s methodol-
ogy 1s increased when this category is included
n the study. As researchers focus on additional
and larger groups of various risk samples, stable
subgroups within this very heterogeneous cate-
gory may yet be identified (Solomon & George,
In press; Tetl, in press).

We would also like to note an important
methodological implication of Ainsworth’s re-
liance on a categorical approach to qualitative dif-
ferences in attachment. This approach reflected
her background in clinical assessment, as well as
her conviction that the patterns of behavioral con-
stellations, rather than individual differences in
particular behaviors, distinguish types of attach-

ment (Amsworth & Marvin, 1995). Statistically
less sensitive than dimensional measures, cate-
gorical systems require larger samples to estab-
lish reliable group differences. Many researchers
who make use of Ainsworth’s classification sys-
tern (or other systems derived from it) are forced
to reduce variability to a simple secure—insecure
dimension because of inadequate sample size,
usually in the insecure groups. As a result, these
studies are unable to provide complete validation
of the three- and four-group classification sys-
tems. When the literature is based on small sam-
ples, researchers are also at risk of deriving false
conclusions from inconsistencies in results that
arise simply from sampling error.*

Infant classification procedures have become
so closely identified with the construct of securi-
ty that 1t 1s difficult for either new or established
attachment researchers to conceive that different
or additional measures may be necessary or fea-
sible. In part, this state of affairs reflects the sim-
ple brilliance of the strange situation procedure:
It 1s hard to imagine another situation that can as
reliably and ethically activate attachment behayv-
lor in the second year of life. The procedure
makes use of a “natural cue to danger” (Bowlby,
1973), separation from the attachment figure, to
activate the attachment system. The use of dis-
tinct episodes allows the coder to observe the in-
fant’s immediate response to particular events
and the coherence of behavior across episodes.
Furthermore, the situation appears to provide the
“right” amount of stress. Too little stress does not
activate the attachment system adequately, judg-
ing by the results of home observations (e.g.,
Ainsworth et al., 1978; Vaughn & Waters, 1960,
and therefore may not allow critical distinctions
among insecure groups to be revealed. Very high
stress, such as that provided by repeating the pro-
cedure twice in 2 weeks, appears to result in a
breakdown of defensive strategies, again obscur-
Ing tmportant differences among groups. Finally.
given that the primary threat to the child in the
strange’situation is a (transitory) threat to the re-
lationship, the inferential leap from an observed
pattern of attachment behavior to the infant's
confidence regarding the psychological respon-
siveness of the caregiver seems to be a relatively
modest one.

Whatever its appeal, from a technical stand-
pomnt the validity of the security construct as
measured by the strange situation requires its
cross-validation with one or more other measures

of security. Since the validation of the single al-

ternative measure of security in early toddler-




e —— [ — e L

296 PARTIII. ATTACHMENT IN INFANCY AND CHILDHOOD

hood. the AQS, 1s stll at an early (though
promising) stage, It 18 fair 10 conclude that con-
struct validation for attachment classifications
has vet to be established definitively. We hope
that this rather unsettling realization will inspire
researchers to participate in the validation of the
AQS measure, as well as 10 devise other alterna-
(ive measurement approaches.

CLASSIFICATION

OF ATTACHMENT RELATION SHIPS
IN THE PRESCHOOL

AND KINDERGARTEN PERIOD

Investigators have followed two approaches to
developing classification systems for children’s
attachment behavior beyond infancy. The domi-
nant approach is based on an assumption of con-
tinuity between infancy and older ages, with al-
lowances for developmental changes in the
actual behaviors indicative of one or another type
of relationship. Beginning with the challenges of
interpreting the strange situation behavior of
children older than 18 months, Marvin (1977)
and later Schneider-Rosen (1990) developed
general guidelines 1o identify the traditional
Ainsworth classification groups among toddlers.
These researchers modified assessment criterta
developmentally; for example, the timing and
quality of distance interaction (including talking)
was used as an index of security, instead of the
proximity seeking and contact maintenance of
the very young child. Marvin also emphasized
the importance of considering additional aspects
of parent—child interaction, such as the quality of
parent—child negotiations around departures and
reunions, as an index of the quality of the goal-
corrected partnership that begins to emerge in
the older toddier (Bowlby, 1969/ 1982, 1973,
1980).

The first major effort along these lines was
that of Main and Cassidy (1988), who attempted
to apply the continuity framework to developing
4 set of classification criteria for 6-year-olds.
This system was developed using children whose
infant attachment classifications were known.
This effort was followed by the work of Cassidy,
Marvin, and the MacArthur Working Group on
Attachment, who attempted to adjust the kinder-
garten system downward to develop a classifica-
tion system for the preschool-age child (272 to
4% years old). Both systems can therefore be
said to be founded on g priori notions of devel-
opmental transformation in the early years of

life. as informed by careful and extensive obser-
vations of children in the various age ranges.

The second approach, called by Crittenden
(1992a, 1992b, 1994) the “dynamic-maturational
approach,” emphasizes dynamic changes in the
quality of attachment that arise from the interac-
tion between maturation and current experience.
Based on the concept of developmental path-
ways, this approach emphasizes more strongly
than the continuity approach the possibilities for
changes in quality of the attachment relationship
over lime. In addition, greater emphasis 15 placed
in this system on inferences regarding the func-
tion of the child’s behavior toward the parent.
Crittenden  originally participated in the
MacArthur Working Group, so that there are
strong similarities between her system and the
Cassidy-Marvin system, as well as subtle but
nonetheless significant differences. In both sys-
tems, attachment groups are distinguished by
identifying the communicative or defensive goals
that underlie attachment patterns. In both, the
avoidant pattern is viewed as 2 defensive behav-
ioral strategy organized around the goal of de-
creasing the probability of emotional involve-
ment or confrontation. In Crittenden’s Preschool
Assessment of Attachment (PAA), however, this
defensive strategy includes both cool or neutral
avoidance of the parent (as in the Main-Cassidy
and Cassidy—Marvin systems) and behavior that
might be seen as somewhat role-reversed (1.e.
placating, guiding, or acting solicitously toward
the parent). The latter, according to Crittenden, 18
linked to cool neutrality by the fact that in both
strategies, the child takes the major initiative in
regulating proximity and communication with
the parent.

Both approaches to preschool attachment use
the strange situation procedure, especially the
two separations and reunions of the original.
Some investigators have introduced variations to
accommodate the older age of the children, such
as longer separations (Moss, Parent, Gosselin,
Rousseau, & St-Laurent, 1996; Stevenson-Hinde
& Shouldice, 1995). Other variations include
changing the role and/or gender of the stranger
(DeMulder & Radke-Yarrow, 1991; Stevenson-
Hinde & Shouldice, 1990), changing the instruc-
tions to the caregiver (Cassidy & Marvin, 1987,
1990, 1991, 1992), and blending the strange situ-
ation with other laboratory tasks and procedures
(DeMulder & Radke-Yarrow, 1991; Stevenson-
Hinde & Shouldice, 1995). There has been no
systematic determination of whether these vana-
tions materially affect the reunion behavior of the
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children. Although the Main and Cassidy system
for 6-year-olds was developed earlier, we present
information about the Cassidy—Marvin and Crit-
tenden systems first because they apply to

chronologically younger children.

The Cassidy-Marvin System

“avoidant” (A), “ambivalent” (C), “controtling/
disorganized” (D), and “insecure/other” (IO).
Each classification group includes a set of sub-
groups, including types that expand upon the in-

fant subgroups. A brief description of classifica-
tion criteria is shown in Table 14.3, and we
summarize information on reliability and validi-

ty below.

and the Work of the MacArthur Group

The Cassidy-Marvin system (Cassidy & Mar- Reliability
vin, 1987, 1990, 1991, 1992) for preschool-

age children provides guidelines for a “secure™
group (B) and four “insecure’ groups as follows:

Intercoder Agreement. The majority of re-
searchers using the Cassidy—Marvin system par-

TABLE 14.3 Early Childhood Laboratory Separation-Reunion Classification Systems:

Major Classification Groups

Group Cassidy—Marvin

PAA

Main—Cassidy

B Secure: Uses parent as secure
base for exploration. Reunion
behavior 18 smooth, open,
warm, positive,

A Avoidant: Detached, neutral
nonchalance, but does not
avoid interaction altogether.
Avoids physical or
psychological intimacy.

C Ambivalent: Protests separation
strongly. Reunion
characterized by strong
proximity-seeking,
babyish, coy behavior.

D Controlling/disorganized:
Characterized by controlling
hehavior (punitive, caregiving)
or behaviors associated
with infant disorganization.

A/C

AD

[OoryU Insecuwre/other, Mixtures of
insecure indices that do not
fit into any of the other groups.

Securesbalanced: Relaxed,
intimate, direct expression of
teelings, desires. Able to
negotiate conflict or
disagreement.

Defended: Acts to reduce
emotional involvement
or confrontation.

Focuses on play and
exploratton at expense
of interaction.

Coercive: Maximizes
psychological involvement
with parent; exaggerates
problems and conflict. Is co-
ercive, for example, threaten-
ing (resistant, punitive) and/
or disarming (innocent, coy)

Defended/coercive; Child
shows both defended and
coercive behaviors, appearing
together or in alternation.

Anxious depressed: Sad/
depressed; stares, extreme
distress/panic.

Insecurefother; Mixture of
insecure indices; acts
incoherently in relation to
parent.

Secure: Reunion behavior 1s
confident, relaxed, open.
Positive, reciprocal interaction or
conversation.

Avoidant: Maintains affective
neutrality; subtly minimizes
and limits opportunities

for interaction.

Ambivalent: Heightened
intimacy and dependency

on parent. Reunion characterized
by ambivalence, subtle hostility.
exaggerated cute or babyish
behavior.

Controlling: Signs of role
reversal: punitive (rejecting,
humiliating) or caregiving
(cheering, reassuring, falseiv
positive).

Unclassifiable: Mixture of
insecure indices that do not
f1t into any of the other groups.

Note. Casstdy—Marvin, Main-Cassidy: Organized groups = A, B, C. PAA: Organized groups = A, B, C. A/C.
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ticipated in the MacArthur Working Group on
Attachment (2 collection of attachment re-
searchers who collaborated to create the system},
report establishing reliability with this group,
and/or brought 10 a classification judge who
established reliability on the system. The Mac-
Arthur Group requires a minimum of 75% agree-
ment for certification. The range of training
reliability scOTES reported 1n published studies
includes percentages a bit lower: 75-92% (Ach-
ermann, Dinneen, & Qtevenson-Hinde, 1991
Rretherton, Ridgeway, & Cassidy, 1990; Cassidy
et al., 1990; Cicchetti & Barnett, 1991: Critten-
den & Claussen, 1994; Easterbrooks, Davidson,
& Chazan, 1993; Greenberg, Speltz, DeKlyen, &
Endriga, 1991; Marvin & Pianta, 1996; Moss €t
al., 1996, Shouldice & Srevenson-Hinde, 1992
Speltz, Greenberg, & DeKlyen, 1990; Stevenson-
Hinde & Shouldice, 1995: Turner, 1991).

Short-Term Stability. There are no published
studies of short-term stability.

Relation to Other Measures
of Attachment Secu rity

Some convergence between Cassidy—-Marvin
classifications and concurrent representational
measures of attachment security has been dem-
onstrated, especially for the secure—insecure di-
chotomy. It must be emphasized, howeVver, that
the representational measures are also new and
that their validity has not been independently and
thoroughly established. (See the section on Tep-
resentational measures, below.) Classification as
secure versus insecure with the Cassidy—Marvin
system significantly predicted classification as
secufe Vversus Insecure with Bretherton’s doll-
play attachment representation measure (Breth-
arton et al., 1990) and was significantly related
to scales designed to capture qualities of secure
.ttachment representation in the Separation Anx-
iety Test (SAT; Shouldice & Stevenson-Hinde,
1992). In neither study were investigators able to
discriminate among the insecure reunion classi-
fications with the representational measures. It 1s
unclear whether this reflects a shortcoming 1n
ane or both types of securty measures. Posada,
Waters, Marvin, and Cassidy (in press) report no
relation between concurrent AQS assessment and
Cassidy—Marvin classifications.

Prediction to Core Variables

Mother—Child [nteraction. There are a limit-
ed number of studies demonstrating the validity

of Cassidy—Marvin classifications with respect
1o core theoretical predictions. Detailed descrip-
tive work on mother—child relationships in the
home, particularly with a focus on maternal be-
havior in situations 1n which the attachment sys-
tem is presumed o be activated, has not yet been
carried out. Based on hrief observations in the
home and laboratory, however, Stevenson-Hinde
and her colleagues found some predicted difter-
ences between the secure and insecure groups 1n
measures of mothers' sensitivity, socialization,
and positive involvement with their children.
Differences between the secure and the various
insecure groups were revealed in one type of sit-
uation or the other, depending upon the group
(Acherman et al., 1991; Stevenson-Hinde &
Shouldice, 1990, 1995). Moss, Rousseau, Parent,
St-Laurent, and Saintonge (1998) found overall
smoother and more positive interaction during a
brief free play between mothers and secure 3- 0
6-year-olds, in comparison to dyads in which the
children were judged msecure. In both samples,
dyads with children judged controlling were
characterized by the poorest mother—child coor-
dination. Crittenden and Claussen (1994) found
no relation between Cassidy—Marvin classifica-
tions and ratings of maternal sensitivity ina brief
play situation, but did find a difference between
mothers of secure and insecure children 1n ma-
ternal involvement and positive affect during lab-
oratory cleanup. Studies in non-normative sam-
ples provide indirect evidence to suggest that
classification reflects differences in maternal be-
havior. Maltreated children were more hikely to
be classified as nsecure, especially D (control-
ling/disorganized) of 10 (insecure/other) (Cic-
chetti & Barnett, 1991). Manassis, Bradley,
Goldberg, Hood, and Swinson (1994) found that
only 25% of children were securc in a sample of
preschoolers with anxiety-disordered mothers;
65% of the children were rated as D or 10. Chl-
dren whose mothers were rated as unresolved
with respect to the children’s diagnosis of 2
chronic, debilitating disorder were also more
likely to be classified as insecure (Marvin & Pi-
anta, 1996). Finally, Marcovitch et al. (1997)
found that the distribution of attachment classifl-
cations among Romanian adoptees differed sig-
nificantly from that of 2 normal comparison
sample, with D the most common classification.
(See Note 1.)

Continuity. There is only One report address-
ing continuity of ~lassification. Cassidy et al.
(1990) reported 66% stability of A-B-C classifi-
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cation groups from infancy to age 3 for a sample
of 53 chiidren. Stability was found mainly 1n
the secure group, whereas children judged as
avoidant and resistant in infancy with the strange
situation were more likely at age 3 to be judged
as secure with the Cassidy—Marvin system. This
estimate of continuity 1s somewhat lower than
that obtained over longer periods of time (see the
discussion of the Main-Cassidy system, below)
and could suggest that the Cassidy—Marvin sys-
tem overestimates the numbers of secure rela-
tionships in the preschool years.

Coherence. A few studies report differences
between secure and insecure children 1n other de-
velopmental domains. Secure children appear to
be more cooperative with their mothers in brief
laboratory tasks (Acherman et al., 1990; Cassidy
et al., 1990), are less likely to show behavioral
problems in the clinical range (Moss ¢t al., In
press), and are less likely to be diagnosed with
conduct disorders in clinical populations (Green-
berg et al., 1991; Speltz et al., 1990). In the one
study focusing on peer relationships, secure chil-
dren were found to be iess gender-stereotyped n
behavior than insecure children (Turner, 1991).

Cross-Cultural Studies and Other Relation-
ships. The Cassidy—Marvin system has been
used to study attachment in the United States and
England. There 1s no published information on
preschooler attachment in countries or cultures
other than these, on the father—child relationship,
or on relationships with other caregivers.

The Preschool Assessment
of Attachment

Crittenden’s PAA (Crittenden, 1992b, 1994) pro-
vides guidelines for six major classification
groups as follows: “secure” (B), “defended”
(A), “coercive” {C), “defended/coercive” (A/C),
“anxious depressed” (AD), and “insecure/other”
(IO). Each classification group includes a set of
subgroups, including typologies that expand
upon the infant classifications by integrating a
maturational/developmental perspective on pre-
schooler behavior into the system. Classification
criteria are shown in Table 14.3. Despite the ap-
parent overlap with the Cassidy—Marvin system
in group designations, it should be noted that the
PAA depends upon an expanded set of critena,
including inferred regulation of internal fecling
states, parent—child negotiation, the responsive-
ness of the attachment figure, and the observer’s

affective response to interaction. Published pa-
pers using the PAA are based on children ranging
in age from 21 months to 65 months.

Reliability

Intercoder Agreement. Investigators report
high intercoder agreement with Crittenden
(80-90%) and within laboratories (82-87%)
(Crittenden & Claussen, 1994; Fagot & Pears,
1996: Teti, Gelfand, Messenger, & Isabella,
1995). No cross-laboratory reliability figures are
available.

Short-Term Reliability. There are no studies
of short-term reliability.

Relation to Other Attachment Measures

There is no information regarding the association
of PAA classifications with measures of child at-
tachment in the home. Cnttenden and her col-
leagues, however, used both the Cassidy-Marvin
system and the PAA to classify two samples of
preschoolers—one a maltreatment group, the
other a heterogeneous community sample that in-
cluded some mailtreated children (Crittenden &
Claussen, 1994). Agreement on main classifica-
tion group (with PAA Groups A/C, AD, and 10
treated as equivalent to Cassidy—Marvin Group
D) between the two systems was poor (38% and
39%). These figures, however, partially retlect
the fact that Crittendon “forced” the very high
proportion of Cassidy—Marvin IO classifica-
tions into the otherwise best-fitting A, B, or C
group. Within the Cassidy—Marvin system, these
cases would have been combined with the D
group. Agreement between the two systems on a
secure—insecure split was 82% 1n the maltreat-
ment sample, but only 64% 1n the community
sample. Agrecement for insecure classifications
was considerably better than for secure classifi-
cations in both samples. This result exemplifies
the serious lack of consensus about what consti-
tutes secure behavior in the preschool years, and
the corresponding lack of fundamental descrip-
tive data on parents and children at this age.

Prediction to Core Variables

Mother—Child Interaction. The PAA involves
an explicit departure from the Ainsworth system
and its descendants, and predictions regarding
maternal behavior differ slightly as well (Critten-
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den, 1992a). Secure attachment 1s predicted to be
related to sensitive, stable mothering; the defend-
ed pattern 1s believed to reflect a predictable neg-
ative parental response to a child’s display of
negative affect; and the coercive pattern is be-
lieved to reflect unpredictability (whether this 1s
unpredictability in response to a child’s positive
and/or negative affect or in general living cir-
cumstances is not specified). These predictions
have been partially tested in brief, semistructured
home and laboratory observations. Mothers of
secure children received highest ratings for sen-
sitivity, low controllingness, positive involve-
ment, and positive affect. Mothers of defended
children showed little involvement 1n cleanup 1n
the laboratory, but otherwise the groups of inse-
cure children’s mothers were not differentiated
(Crittenden & Claussen, 1994). In a study of nor-
mative, middle-class children, Fagot and Pears
(1996) found that children who moved from ei-
ther security or avoidance at 18 months to coer-
civeness at 30 months had mothers who differed
from their stable counterparts, but not tn ways
that clearly indicated unpredictability of the
mothers’ behavior toward the children. Finally,
idirect evidence of differences in maternal be-
havior 1s suggested by links among PAA pat-
terns, maltreatment history, and maternal depres-
sion. Crittenden and Claussen (1994) found
secure attachments to be modal among nonmal-
treated infants; the mixed A/C pattern was signif-
icantly associated with maltreatment. Tet1 et al.
(1995) found that the AD and IO patterns were,
as would be expected, particularly common 1in a
sample of preschoolers whose mothers were de-
pressed.

Continuity. The PAA explicitly predicts dis-
continuity—a shift from a defended pattern of at-
tachment to a coercive one—Iin some proportion
of children as a reflection of unpredictability in
maternal behavior and maturational changes in
children from infancy to preschool age. In the
study referred to above by Fagot and Pears
(1996), a normative sample of mother-toddler
dvads was assessed when the children were 18
and 30 months and 7 years of age. They found
shifts from A to C and the reverse in the
preschool period, with an overall increase in C
classifications from 10% to 36% of the sample.
Disorganized/disoriented attachment classifica-
tions were not made at 18 months; since 1t 15 like-
ly that this group overlaps with both A and C in
the PAA system, 1t 1s difficult {o evaluate the ac-
tuai discontinuity in attachment relationships.

Cohcrence. Specific relations between PAA
patterns and maladaptive development, both at
home and with peers, have been predicted. In
line with predictions, Crittenden and Claussen
(1994) found maternal ratings of social with-
drawal to be associated with the defended pat-
tern, but was unable to show that A and C chil-
dren differed from one another as predicted with
respect to conduct disorder, anxiety, and atten-
tional difficulties. Fagot and Pears found that the
coercive pattern predicted teacher reports of poor
peer relationships at age 7.

Cross-Cultural Studies and other Relation-
ships. The PAA has been used i studies of
normative and high-risk samples in the United
States. There are no published studies of the PAA
as a measure of security in other relationships
(e.g., father—child, other caregiver—child).

The Main-Cassidy Attachment

Classification for Kindergarten-Age
Children

The Main and Cassidy (1988) attachment classi-
fication system for Kkindergarten-age children
was developed on a sample of 33 children whose
infant attachment classifications in the strange
sifuation (A, B, and D) were known and who had
experienced no major change in caretaking rela-
tionships. The system was further tested and
extended on a new sample of 50 children that af-
forded enough C children to establish classifica-
tion guidelines for this group. Classification is
based on a chiid’s behavior during the first 3 or 5
minutes of reunion with the parent following a
one-hour separation, rather than on the episodes
and timing of the strange situation. Guidelines
are provided for five major classification groups:
“secure” (B), “avoidant” (A), “ambivalent” (C),
“controiling” (D), and *“unclassified” (U). Crite-
na for subgroup classifications are also provid-
ed. Rating scales for security and avoidance have
also been developed. The major criteria for clas-
sification are shown 1n Table 14.3.

Relability

Inttercoder Agreement. In the majority of
studies, intercoder reliability between Main or
Cassidy and other investigators ranges from 70%
to 82% (Cassidy, 1988; Cohn, 1990; Main &
Cassidy, 1988; Wartner et al., 1994). Intercoder
agreement on the security and avoidance rating
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scales is in the same range. However, in one
study completed before the system was finalized,
agreement between expert coders was 52%, with
the majority of disagreements involving the con-
trolling (D) category {Solomon, George, & Sil-
verman, in press).

Short-Term Stability. Stability of classifica-
tion over a 1-month period in Main and Cassidy’s
sample of 50 was 62%. Instability was largely
due to change involving the controlling group.
Given that (as noted below) long-term continuity
of classification is much higher, it 1s likely, as
with infant classifications, that instability 1n part
reflects sensitization to the test situation.

Relation to Other Measures of Security

Main—Cassidy classifications have been shown
to be strongly related to classifications based
on two different procedures for classifying chil-
dren’s representation of attachments. We (Solo-
mon, George, & De Jong, 1995) reported 79%
agreement (kappa = .74) between Main—Cassidy
classifications and classifications based on chil-
dren’s responses in a structured doll-play situa-
tion. Agreement between the systems was very
high for children in the secure, ambivalent, and
controlling groups, but lower for those in the
avoidant group. A high level of agreement be-
tween Main—Cassidy classifications and classifi-
cations of children’s responses to pictures of at-
tachment-related events has also been reported
(Jacobsen, Edelstein, & Hofmann, 1994; Jacob-
sen & Hofmann, in press). Slough and Green-
berg (1990) found that ratings of child security,
as assessed from children’s responses to the SAT
(Hansburg, 1972; Klagsbrun & Bowlby, 1976),
were positively related to Main-Cassidy security
ratings during reunion. (For a full description of
these studies, see the section on representational
measures, below.)

Prediction to Core Variables

Mother—Child Interaction. We (Solomon et
al., in press) found significant correlations be-
tween ratings based on Main—Cassidy classifica-
tions of security, avoidance, and ambivalence and
observer sorts of maternal behavior in the home
(Maternal Caretaking Q-Sort). Security was re-
lated to age-appropriate maternal involvement
and support; avoidance to rejection and affective
distance: and ambivalence to indulgent and 1n-

fantalizing behavior. Mothers of children rated
high in controlling behavior were distinguished
solely by high scores on the Q-sort item “Ireats
child like a playmate or companion.”

Continuity. In their original development
study, Main and Cassidy (1988) reported a match
of 82% (kappa = .76) between 12-month and 6-
year A-B-C-D classifications with mothers and
62% stability (kappa = .28) in classifications
with fathers. Wartner et al. (1994) reported an
82% match in classifications with mothers (kap-
pa = .72) over the same period in their indepen-
dent German sample.

Coherence. Cohn (1990) and Wartner et al.
(1994) have investigated the links between clas-
sifications at age 6 and social competence and
peer acceptance in school. In both studies, the se-
curely attached children were judged to be more
socially competent and accepted than the inse-
curely attached children, although the studies
differed as to which insecure group showed the
greatest deficit (C or A, respectively). Paralleling
these findings at the representational level of as-
sessment, Cassidy (1988), found that secure chil-
dren had more positive representations of peers’
feelings, as assessed from social problem-solv-
ing vignettes, than did insecure children. We
(Solomon et al, 1995) found that middle-ciass
controlling and unclassifiable kindergarten chil-
dren showed the highest levels of behavioral
problems (especially hostility) at home and
school, but that the secure, avoidant, and ambiva-
lent groups did not differ significantly on these
measures. Secure versus insecure Main—Cassidy
classifications have also been found to be related
to representational measures of self-esteem and
attachment, with secure children judged to be
more open about themselves and about feelings
of vulnerability than insecure children (Cassidy,

1988: Slough & Greenberg, 1990).

Cross-Cultural Studies. The Main—Cassidy
system has been used in the United States, Ice-
land, and Germany.

Discussion

Given the range of options for attachment classi-
fication in early childhood, readers may find
themselves perplexed as to which system is most
appropriate for their own research. At present.
there are two classification systems available for
the preschool period—the Cassidy—Marvin sys-
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tem and the PAA. To complicate manei‘s further,
a few investigators (Easterbrooks et al., 1993,
Moss et al., 1996, 1998) have recently, extended
the use of the Cassidy—Marvin system to classifi-
cation of attachment in kindergartners, the age
range of the Main—Cassidy system.

The greater ambiguity at present surrounds the
measures for the preschool range proper (1.€., 21
to 48 months). The Cassidy-Marvin and PAA
svstems overlap in several areas, but they differ
just enough to make comparisons d1ff1cult Both
systems rely on inferences regarding a child’s at-
tachment strategy with respect to a parent, but on
somewhat different bases. A key conceptual dif-
ference concerns what constitutes a disorganized
attachment strategy. In the Cassidy—Marvin sys-
tem, behavior that either is clearly disorganized
or is aimed at controlling the parent can result in
placement into the D category. The link between
these morphologically different behaviors 18 sup-
ported by continuity in these categories between
infancy and age 6 (Main & Cassidy, 1988) and
by the finding that children who were classified
as controlling at age 6, on the basis of reunion
with their parents were judged 1o be disorgamzed
at the level of representation on the basis of a
doll-play measure (Solomon et al., 1995). In con-
trast, the PAA defines as organized any strategy
that is coherent and whose goal in the immediate
situation 1s apparent. Thus it places greater em-
phasis on a parent’s behavior and a child’s re-
sponse in the . moment, and it requires a.more ab-
stract level of inference.

Although the overlap between Cassidy—
Marvin and PAA classifications for identical cas-
es 1s limited, both systems appear to capture at
least some of the variance in preschool mother—
child relationships. Secure classifications in both
systems are related to global measures of posi-
tive/smooth interaction between a mother and
child (Cassidy et al.,, 1990; Crnttenden &
Claussen, 1994; Fagot & Pears, 1996; Moss et
al., in press; Stevenson-Hinde & Shouldice,
1995). Particular categories in both. systems
(Cassidy—Marvin: D, 10; PAA: A/C, AD, 10)
seem to be closely associated with clinical an-
tecedents (i.e., maltreatment, maternal depres-
sion, conduct disorders), Beyond these broad dis-
tinctions, however, the relative value, uttlity, or
validity of one system over another CBI]I]Dt be de-
termined at present. r

A p0551ble limitation to both preschnol mea-
sures is their reliance on the brief separation and
reunion episodes of the strange situation. Theo-
retically, the quality of attachment behavior will

depend on the degree to which the attachment
system 1s activated. and it 1s not clear that 2-, 3-,
and 4-year old children will find a 3-minute sep-
aration sufficiently arousing. On the other hand,
very long separations may also mask group dif-
ferences by overstressing the attachment system
(Slough & Greenberg, 1990). Research shouid
begin to establish the optimal separation time for
this age.

A long separation is part of the Main-Cassidy
procedure for classifying attachment relation-
ships at age 6. This may partly explain the com-
parative success researchers have had with this
measure in finding unique and theoretically ex-
pected differences for each of the major classif-
cation groups at the older age. Maturational dif-
ferences between kindergarten and preschool
children may also result in differential validity of
classification at the two ages. For example, In
both the Main—Cassidy and Cassidy—Marvin sys-
tems, the quality (especially the elaboration and
coherence) of verbal communication is a distin-
guishing characteristic of a securely attachec
child. In the preschool years, however, verba
skills are generally more limited and are stil
quite unevenly distributed. The classifier 1s
forced therefore to rely on subtler (less reliable)
behavioral indices. This greater variability in the
behavior of preschoolers is reflected in the Cas-
sidy—Marvin manual, which is both more inclu-
sive and less precise n spelling out criteria for
categorization than is the Main—Cassidy manual
for older children.

This leads us to consider which system to use
with children ages 5 to 7. 1f the kindergarten-age
child is indeed “easier” to classify than the
preschool-age child, researchers trained in the
Cassidy—-Marvin system should have httle trou-
ble using the Main—Cassidy system. Two groups
of researchers have used the former to generate
classifications for kindergarten-age children
(Easterbrooks et al., 1993; Moss et al., 1996),
with each group having established reliability on
a small subsample with a coder trained in both
systems.” This procedure may indicate that
the Cassidy-Marvin system 1s identical to the
Main—Cassidy system when used with older chil-
dren, or 1t may reflect the skillfulness of one or
both sets of researchers; however, it 1s not sutf-
cient for establishing the validity of the Cas-
sidy—Marvin system for children in the transition
to the middle childhood period (cf. Moss et al.,
1998). At present, therefore, investigators work-
ing with 5- to 7-year-olds would be well advised
to rely on the Main—Cassidy system.
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ATTACHMENT SECURITY
MEASURES BASED ON SYMBOLIC
REPRESENTATION

It is generally believed that infants and toddlers
encode knowledge, including knowledge about
their relationships with attachment figures, n
terms of enactive or sensorimotor representation.
Early in the preschool years, children begin to
use symbolic forms of mental representation and
to organize knnwle::lge conceptually (Bretherton,
1985). These conceptual structures and processes
can be observed in contexts in which a child 1s
asked to develop scripts for actions and events.

~ As a result of this developmental achievement,

the child is ripe for assessments that tap internal
working models of attachment. Internal repre-
sentational models of relationships are believed
to arise from actual experiences in a relationship.

They have been conceptualized as consisting of

both specific content, including affect, and infor-
mation-processing rules that integrate and deter-
mine perception and memory (Bowlby, 1969/
1982: Bretherton, 1985; Main, Kaplan, & Cas-
sidy, 1985). Because of their link to expenence,
individual differences in these models can be ex-
pected to parallel individual differences in a
child’s actual behavior with an attachment fig-
ure: that is, they should be systematically related
to measures of attachment security based on re-
union and/secure-base behavior in early child-
hood and thereatter.

The measures that have been developed are of
two kinds—those based on children’s responses to
pictured situations, and those based on children’s
doll-play narratives and enactment of attachment-
related scenarios. Some researchers have attempt-
ed to develop classification schemes to parallel
the Ainsworth system. Other researchers have de-
veloped scales to reflect aspects of attachment se-
curity or related constructs, but have not attempt-
ed to understand patterning of responses in such a
way as to derive classifications.

Picture Response Procedures

Three interrelated measures have been developed
to assess internal representations of attachment
on the basis of children’s responses to projective
pictures or stories. Two measures (Kaplan, 1995;
Slough & Greenberg, 1990) incorporate the pro-
cedures of the SAT, a picture response protocol
that was first developed by Hansburg (1972) for
adolescents and later modified for children ages
47 by Klagsbrun and Bowlby (1976). The pro-

cedure consists of a set of six photographs de-
picting attachment-related scenes ranging from
mild (a parent says goodnight to a child in bed)
to stressful (a child watches a parent leave). Each
picture is introduced by an adult, and the child 1s
asked to describe how the child in the picture
feels and what that child will do.

Kaplan (1987) developed a classification sys-
tem for children’s responses to the pictures that
differentiates attachment groups on the basis of
children’s emotional openness and ability to en-
vision constructive solutions to feelings engen-
dered by separation. The system was developed
on a small sample of middle-class 6-year-
olds whose attachment classifications with their
mothers at 12 months were known. Children
classified as “resourceful” (B) were able to dis-
cuss coping with separation in constructive ways.
There was no evidence that they denied feelings
of vulnerability, and no evidence that they be-
came disorganized or disoriented. Children were
classified as “inactive” (A) when they offered re-
sponses indicating feelings of vulnerability or
distress at separation. but were at a loss to sug-
gest ways in which the child in each picture
might cope. Children classified as “ambivalent”
(C ) typically demonstrated a contradictory mix-
ture of responses; for example, a child might
seem angry toward the parent, but would shift to
wanting to please the parent. Children were clas-
sified as “fearful” (D) on the basis of several
types of responses: inexplicable fear, lack of con-
structive strategies for coping with separation, or
disorganized or disoriented thought processes.
Although Kaplan’s classification system has
been very influential in the design of other repre-
sentational measures, information regarding its
reliability and validity when used with the SAT
pictures is limited to Kaplan’s original study. She
reached 76% reliability with a second trained
judge on her sample of 38 children. Correspon-
dence between SAT responses and infant strange
situation classifications was 68% for the four
groups (kappa = .55) (see Grossmann & (Gross-
mann, 1991, for data relating to a small modifi-
cation of Kaplan’s procedures).

Jacobsen and her colleagues (Jacobsen et al..
1994: Jacobsen & Hofmann, in press) adapted
Kaplan’s classification system for use with a se-
ries of pictures depicting a long separation from
parents (Chandler, 1973). These investigators
were unusually thorough in establishing the va-
lidity of the measure. As in Kaplan's study, Ja-
cobsen et al.'s Icelandic children were 7 years old
when assessed. Judges were trained by Kaplan
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and established excellent within-laboratory
agreement (kappa = .80-87). Short-term stability
1 vear later was substantial (kappa = .78). Repre-
sentational classifications agreed closely with
concurrent classifications based upon reumon
behavior (Main & Cassidy, 1988): Agreement on
secure versus insecure classifications was 89%,
and for the three groups (B, A, D) 1t was 80%.
Representational classifications also showed sig-
nificant correspondence to strange situation clas-
sifications completed when the children were 18
months of age (82% agreement on main groups).
Finally, secure versus insecure representational
classification (especially the D pattern) success-
fully predicted the following theoretically related
variables for children between the ages of 7 and
15, even when differences in 1Q were controlled
for: performance on cognitive-developmental
tasks, self-esteem, teacher-reported attention and
participation in class, insecurity about self, and
grade point average. Classification was unrelated
to emotion recognition for the Chandler pictures
and to teacher-rated extraversion and disruptive
behavior.

A limited amount of information is available
about a third representational measure of attach-
ment security, designed by Slough and Green-
berg (1990). These investigators used the SAT
pictures and developed four scales, apparently
adapted from Kaplan’s early classification crite-
ria (Main et al., 1985), to rate attachment securi-
ty. The attachment scales (acknowledgment of
separation-related affect in stressful separations;
statements of well-being in mild separations)
were positively related to security ratings (Main
& Cassidy, 1988) of 5-year-olds upon reunion
with their mothers following a 3-minute separa-
tion, and negatively related to ratings of avoid-
ance. Representation ratings were unrelated,
however, to reunion behavior following a second,
longer (90-minute) separation. Since the Maimn-
Cassidy ratings were based on nonstandard sepa-
ration-reunion procedures, the validity of the
findings is open to question. No information is
available regarding intercoder reliability or test—
retest stability of the Slough and Greenberg mea-
sure.

Doll Play

A second approach to developing representation-
based attachment security measures i1s founded
on observation of children’s doll play centering
on attachment-relevant themes. Bretherton and
her colleagues developed a doll-play procedure

to assess attachment security in 3-year-olds; this
procedure involves of a sct of five stories (child
spills juice. child hurts her knee, child “discov-
ers” a monster in the bedroom, parents depart,
and parents return). An adult introduces each sto-
ry with a story stem that describes what has hap-
pened, and a child is asked to describe and enact
what happens next. Bretherton developed a clas-
sification system that identifies the four main at-
tachment groups (A, B, C, D). Detailed tran-
scripts are made of children’s verbal behavior
and enactment of each story and classifications
are based on children’s predominant responses 1o
the stories. Separate criteria for each story were
established on @ priori grounds or based on
Kaplans (SAT) findings. Secure (B) children
demonstrate coping behavior in relation to the at-
tachment theme. For example, upon separation
from parents, a secure child spontaneously {with-
out prompting from the administrator) plays with
the grandmother doll. Avoidant (A) children ap-
pear to avoid responding; for example, they re-
quest another story or say “I don’t know.” No
consistent patterns have been identified for am-
bivalent (C) children. Children are classified as
disorganized (D) if they give odd or disorganized
responses—for example, throwing the child dol!
on the floor.

No intercoder or test—retest reliability figures
are available. However, Bretherton et al. exam-
ined the concordance between secure and 1inse-
cure doll-play classifications and corresponding
classifications of children with the Cassidy—
Marvin preschool system. A secure-insecure
match was found for 75% of the 28 children.
There was no match, however, for type of msecu-
rity across the two measures. Doll-play classifi-
cations were converted to security scores and
were found to be highly correlated with AQS se-
curity scores at 25 months and marginally corre-
lated with (concurrent) AQS security scores
at 37 months. Representation security scores
showed significant, moderate relations to marital
satisfaction, family adaptation and cohesiveness,
child temperament (sociability, shyness), and
language and cognition as assessed by the Bayley
Scales of Infant Development. This broad net-
work of correlations raises some question regard-
ing the discriminant validity of the system.

We have developed a second approach to clas-
sification based on doll-play responses (George
& Solomon, 1994; Solomon et al,, 1995). This
system focuses on the Bretherton et al. separa-
tion—reunion stories taken as a unit and was de-
veloped for kindergarten-age children. We also
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- introduced some changes to the Bretherton et al.

procedures to facilitate symbolic play and en-
hance involvement.

The system identifies four attachment groups
(classifications are based on complete transcripts
of the children’s verbal and behavioral respons-
es): “confident” (B), “casual” (A), “busy” (C),
and “frightened” (D). The basic criteria for the
groups were developed on a pilot sample whose
concurrent attachment classifications were
known. Classification involves a consideration of
both story content and structure. The stories of
children in the pilot sample who were classified
as confident (B) depicted themes of danger and
rescue by competent adults. Symbolic play was
constructive, and stories were integrated into co-
herent narratives. The stories of children classi-
fied as casual (A) depicted ordinary events por-
trayed in a Schematic or stereotyped fashion.
Explicit concerns about separation issues were
minimized or absent, and family members were
unavailable at reunion. The stories of children
classified as busy (C) emphasized affectively
positive themes of caregiving or having fun dur-
ing the parents’ absence. Reunions were delayed
or interrupted, and narratives were highly digres-
sive. The stories of children classified as fright-
ened (D) were either chaotic and destructive or
inhibited and constricted.

[ntercoder reliability was 71% for the entire
sample and 95% for disorgamzed (D) versus or-
ganized (A-B-C) classifications. The concor-
dance between representation classifications and
attachment classifications based on reunion be-
havior (Main & Cassidy, 1988) was 79% (kappa
= .74). There are no stability studies and no pub-
lished studies examining the relation between the
representational classifications and other theo-
retically relevant variables for this system.

Other Representational Measures

Several investigators have presented preliminary
findings on other promising security measures
based on symbolic representation. For example.
Kaplan and Main (1986) developed a prelimi-
nary classification system for use with kinder-
gsarten-age children’s drawings of their families.
Some investigators, inciuding Kaplan, have re-
ported concordance between this systemt (or
slight modifications of it) and reunion behavior
classifications {Fury, Carlson, & Sroufe, 1997;
Main et al., 1985; Pianta, Longmaid, & Fergu-
son, in press); however, this finding has not been
replicated n ail studies {see Main, 1995} and

thus may be seen as an interesting correlate of,
but not a measure of, attachment (Main, personal
communication, 1998). Cassidy (1988) devel-
oped a classification system based on children's
doll-play responses to tap representations of the
self in relation to the attachment figure. Classifi-
cation based on doll play was significantly relat-
ed to classification based on laboratory reunion
(Main-Cassidy system); however, discrepancies
between the systems were also substantial, so
that the usefulness of this system as a measure of
attachment representation is unclear. Other in-
vestigators have used variations of the picture or
story stem procedures described above, along
with rating systems or their own classification

.criteria, often derived from Kaplan’s or Brether-

ton et al.’s security classification systems. Inves-
tigators typically report modest though signifi-
cant relations between representational measures
and other attachment measures or theoretically
relevant variables (Oppenheim & Waters, 1995,
Shouldice & Stevenson-Hinde, 1992).

Discussion

The development of attachment security mea-
sures based on children’s symbolic behavior 1s a
relatively new endeavor, and it is clear that there
is much work to be done. Although these mea-
sures are at an early stage of development, their
potential is twofold. First, the variety of chil-
dren’s symbolic behavior permits the develop-
ment and comparison of different measures,
which is necessary to establish construct validity.
This has been an elusive goal for measures based
on interaction. We encourage researchers to un-
dertake the systematic cross-validation of these
measures, especially with respect to the four core
hypotheses we have outlined earlier in this chap-
ter.

Second, investigators who have used represen-
tational materials in work with young children
find them to be a rich source of information and
a fruitful base for hypothesis generation. At their
best, representational data reveal both the con-
tent and the structure of young childrens
thought, or, in Main’s (1995) terms, “state of
mind” regarding attachment. They may make it
possible to explore psychologically mportant
regulatory processes in young children, such as
fantasy and defense, and to trace the links be-
rween children’s and adults’ construction of rep-
resentational mode!s. For this promise to be reil-
ized, investigators should take care to establish
the congruence of new measures with interac-
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tion-based measures of attachment security. This
continues to be necessary because a high level of
abstraction 1s inherent in the construct of an at-
tachment representation, and children’s cogni-
tive and language development can influence the
quality of their responses to representational
stimull.

One of the most encouraging signs from work
with representational measures to date 1s the de-
gree of overlap between systems in the classifi-
cation criteria for the various attachment groups.
These critena have direct analogues to qualita-
tive differences in parent-infant and parent—child
interaction, as well as to representational
processes already identified in adults. For exam-
ple, the behavior of the secure infant and kinder-
gartner 15 characterized by open and direct com-
munication of affect and by active, persistent,
and unambivalent expression of attachment be-
havior. Critena for security in Kaplan’s SAT clas-
stfication system also include direct acknowl-
edgment of affect (sadness, longing, anger) and a
clear sense that reassurance or relief 1s forthcom-
ing. In our own doll-play classification system,
secure children symbolically depict separation
anxiety as well as confidence in the favorable
resolution to these fears and concerns. Further-
more, the cognitive complexity and narrative
structure of their play clearly parallel the coher-
ence and integration of thought characteristic of
the attachment representations of secure adults
(Main, 1995).

We brietly note two areas that need special at-
tention as measures continue to be refined. First,
we encourage investigators to develop measures
directly from the representational material pro-
duced by a particular procedure, instead of rely-
ong 1n a priori constderations alone or “borrow-
ing” criteria from one measure and applying
them to another. For example, it appears that in
response to SAT stimuli, avoidant children will
often say “I don’t know.” We find that this re-
sponse 15 not characteristic of avoidant children
when responding to doll-play scenarios; when re-
peated or mixed with other “response-avoidant”
tactics, 1t 15 instead characteristic of some disor-
ganized/controlling children. Transfer of Kap-
lan’s picture-based criteria to doll-play materials
may be one reason why, for example, Bretherton
et al.’s doll-play classification system has failed
to distinguish among insecure classification
groups.

Researchers should also consider the degree to
which representational procedures activate the
attachment system. Our expenence in comparing

the responses of children ages 3 through 7 to the
Bretherton et al. procedure (George & Solomon,
1996a), suggests that different stories result
in better discnmination between classification
groups at different ages. In the stories of 3-year-
olds, we see clearer distinctions in response to
the “monster i the bedroom™ story than to any
of the other stories, including the separation—
reunion scenario. In older children, we see clear-
er distinctions among the classiftcation groups In
response to the “hurt knee” and “separation—
reunion’ story stems, and less distinctiveness 1n
responise to the “monster” story. These differ-
ences may reflect an interaction between the at-
tachment system and cognitive development. For
the young preoperational child—who is unable
to distinguish between reality and fantasy, and
whose perceptions of the world are driven by ap-
pearances (Flavell, 1986)——1maginary monsters
are real and scary. This story may more readily
activate the attachment system and the corre-
sponding internal working model of attachment
than other stimuli. For the concrete operational
child (ages 5 to 7)—who 1s able to distinguish
between fantasy and reality, is not driven by ap-
pearances, and 1s in a new “practicing” phase
with respect to autonomy-—the ‘“hurt knee” and
“separation—reunion” stories may be sufficiently
evocative to activate the attachment system. In-
deed, by the time children reach age 7 or so, the
thought of an overnight separation from the par-
ents 1s no longer very disturbing; children’s sto-
rnes then become more matter-of-fact. When
these materials are used toward the end of the
age range, therefore, it may be necessary to mod-
ify the scenano to evoke clear individual differ-
ences 1n attachment representations,

THE ATTACHMENT Q-SORT:
INFANCY THROUGH 5 YEARS

In contrast to systems of classifying child behav-
tor and representation, the AQS assesses the
quality of a child’s secure-base behavior in the
home. The system was developed by Waters to
provide a practical alternative to the Ainsworth
home observation narratives. Within the AQS
system, “‘secure-base behavior” 1s defined as the
smooth organization of and appropriate balance
between proximity seeking and exploration
(Posada, Gao, et al., 1995). The Q-set for the
AQS consists of 90 items designed to tap a range
of dimensions believed to reflect either the se-
cure-base phenomenon itself or behavior associ-
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ated with it in children ages 1 to 5. These items
are soried into one of nine piles, according 10
whether the item is considered characteristic or
uncharacteristic of a child’s behavior. Sorts can
be completed by trained observers or by parents.
Waters (1995) recommends that sorts by ob-
servers should be based on two to three visits for
a total of 2—6 hours of observation in the home,
with additional observations if observers fail to
agree.

The AQS permits the salience of a behavior in
the child’s repertoire to be distinguished from the
frequency with which the behavior occurs. In ad-
dition, it helps to prevent observer biases and
lends itself to an array of qualitative and quanti-
tative analyses. AQS data can be analyzed In
terms of individual items or summary scales, or
they permit a comparison of the child’s Q-sort
profile to a criterion sort. Waters (1995) has
developed criterion sorts for the construct of at-
tachment security and for several other con-
structs (social desirability, dependence, sociabill-
ty) by collecting and averaging the sorts of
experts in the field, The child’s security score 1S
the correlation coefficient between the observer's
sort and the criterion sort, and it represents the
child’s placement on a linear continuum with re-
spect to security. Although some researchers
have used different criterion sorts for the second
and fourth years of life, E. Waters (personal com-
munication, 1997) now recommends the use of a
single criterion across this age range (12 to 60
months). Validated sorts for the A, C, or D inse-
cure attachment groups defined by the strange
situation are not available, although some re-
searchers have developed classifications on a
priori grounds for particular purposes {(e.g.,
Howes & Hamilton, 1992; Pederson & Moran,
1995).

Validation of the Measure
Reliability

Intercoder Agreement. In comparison to clas-
sification systems, reliability on the AQS does
not require extensive training or certification of
reliability. Studies report interobserver reliability
(correlations between sorts) ranging from .72 to
95. The correlation between mothers’ and
trained observers’ sorts tends to be moderate in
small to moderate-size samples (approximately
35 to 60 subjects), but improves considerably as
a function of training and supervision of mothers

and the degree to which observers are trained
and have opportunity to see a sufficient range of
child behavior (Teti & McGourty, 1996). We re-
rurn to this issue at the conclusion of this section.

Short-Term Stability. Short-term stability of
parent-generated AQS security scores varies con-
siderably across studies (.04 to .75) (Bretherton
et al., 1990; Teti, Sakin, Kucera, Corns, & Das
Eiden, 1996; van Dam & van 1Jzendoorn, 1988},
Observer sorts of children’s separations and re-
unions at day care at 6-month intervals from 18
to 42 months (Howes & Hamilton, 1992) were at
the low end of this range (r = .04-39), and no
stability was shown for observer sorts in a Japan-
ese sample (Vereijken & Kondo-lkemura, 1n
press).

Relation to Other Measures of Attachment

AQS security scores have been found to differen-
tiate 12- to 18-month-old infants classified as se-
cure or insecure in the strange situation in several
but not all published studies (Belsky & Rovine,
1990: Bosso, Corter, & Abramovitch, I press;
Bretherton et al., 1990; Mangelsdorf et al. 1996;
Sagi et al., 1995; van Dam & van [Jzendoorn,
1988; Vaughn & Waters, 1990). The strength of
the relation tends to be moderate, with average
security scores for the secure group of about .50,
and average security scores for the insecure
groups of about .25. Paralleling Ainsworth's
original finding, distinctive differences between
children classified as A or C in the strange situa-
tion do not emerge clearly in the AQS data. In the
preschool period, the relation between the AQS
and other security measures is less certain. As
noted earlier, Posada et al. (in press) failed to
find a relationship between preschool reunion-
based classifications and observer AQS scores.
Bretherton et al. (1990) reported a strong corre-
lation between maternal sorts completed at age
25 months and Bretherton’s representational
measure of attachment, but the relation between
measures was considerably weaker when concur-
rent 37-month maternal sorts were used.

Prediction to Core Variables

Mother-Child Interaction. For the infancy
period, scores or ratings of maternal sensitivity
and competence based on brief home visits have
been found in several studies to correlate moder-
ately with observer and/or maternal AQS scores
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(Pederson et al., 1990; Pederson & Moran, 1995;
Scholmerich, Fracasso, Lamb, & Broberg, 1995;
Teti. Nakagawa, Das, &Wirth, 1991; van Dam &
van 1Jzendoorn, 1988). In the preschool period,
Silverman {see Solomon et al., in press) found
relations between AQS security scores and ma-
ternal O-sort items reflecting maternal enjoy-
ment, psychological availability, and authorita-
tive control. More indirectly, researchers have
found significant differences in AQS securty of
preschoolers whose mothers were classified as
secure or insecure with the AAL (Posada, Waters,
Crowell, & Lay, 1995).

In contrast to what has been found for strange
situation classifications, Vaughn and Bost (Chap-
ter 10, this volume) note that assessments of tem-
perament, especially negative reactivity, show
moderate correlations with AQS security. In a the-
oretically related set of findings, several studies
report moderate concordance between mothers’
and fathers’ AQS security scores (Belsky &
Rovine, 1990; Del Carmen, Pedersen, Hufiman,
& Bryan, in press, Howes & Markman, 1989;
1 aFreniere, Provost, & Dubeau, 1992). These
findings suggest some limitation in the discrimi-
nant validity of AQS security, although the shared
variance 1s not great.

Continuity. Belsky and Rovine (1990) report-
ed low to moderate long-term stability between
ages 1 and 3 (mothers: r = .23; fathers: r = 53;
social desirability partialed out).

Coherence. AQS security in the infancy and
preschool periods has been found to be related to
higher-quality and more positive interaction with
peers and siblings, and to lower levels of behav-
jor problems (Bosso et al., in press; LaFrentere et
al., 1992: Del Carmen et al., in press; Park &
Waters, 1989: Teti & Ablard, 1990; cf. Belsky &
Rovine, 1990). A variety of parental and marital
variables (e.g., marital quality, social support,
parenting stress) have also been shown to be re-
lated to AQS security (Howes & Markman, 1989,
Nakagawa, Teti, & Lamb, 1992; Teti et al., 1991).

Cross-Cultural Studies. In a major study on
the cross-cultural validity of the AQS, re-
searchers determined that mothers and experts
can discriminate attachment security from the
constructs of dependency and social desirability
in a range of countries (China, Japan, Israel, Co-
jumbia, Germany, Norway, United States) (Posa-
da, Gao, et al., 1995). Although the structure of
the data is broadly similar cross-culturally, the

correlations of maternal sorts across cultures
tend to be ow (ranges = .15-.32) (see also Stray-
er, Verissimo, Vaughn. & Howes, 1995; Vaughn,
Strayer, Jacques, Trudel, & Seifer, 1991}). This
suggests that ecological factors may have a pow-
erful effect on the patterning of young children’s
secure-base behavior i the home.

Discussion

The great promise of the AQS lies in its emphasis
on naturalistic observation in ecologically valid
contexts. For the infancy period, there 1s corre-
spondence with security or insecurity m the
strange situation and with maternal sensitivity,
suggesting that the AQS taps some of the vari-
ance associated with the construct of attachment
security. Even for infants, however, the strength
of relationship among these variables is moder-
ate or low; there is also no direct evidence that
classifications and AQS security are congruent
in the preschool period (in part because there are
so few studies). Because of their paradoxical
finding that the strength of association between
AQS security and attachment classification 1s
weaker than that between AQS scores and mater-
nal sensitivity, van IJzendoorn et al. (in press)
raise the unsettling suggestion that these mea-
sures do not tap the same underlying construct. It
is not to be expected—indeed, it may not even be
desirable—for any two measures of a construct
to be perfectly correlated. Nonetheless, it may be
helpful to explore the sources of nonconvergence
in order to betier estimate and understand the un-
derlying construct of security.

A besetting question for this method 1s
whether mothers or trained observers are the
more appropriate sources of secure-base data.
There is empirical evidence of bias or measure-
ment error in parental sorts. For example, Belsky
and Rovine (1990) found that only when social
desirability was partialed out of mothers’ AQS
descriptions could a relation to strange situation
classifications be demonstrated. In comparison
to observer sorts, maternal sorts are more likely
to be correlated with temperament meEasures,
suggesting that mothers’ sorts are biased by their
perceptions of their children’s temperaments
(van [Jzendoorn et al., in press). Investigators
have also demonstrated systematic (although ap-
parently contradictory) differences between
mother and obsetver sorts corresponding to chil-
dren’s strange situation classifications {Steven-
son-Hinde & Shouldice, 1990) or to matern-
al sensitivity (Vereijken & Kondo-Ikemura, 1n
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press). It is likely that these sorting biases retlect
the same materna! information-processing biases
that are believed to be causal factors in the de-
velopment of the different types of attachment
relationships (Cassidy & Kobak, 1988; George &
Solomon, 1996b; Main, 1995).

Observers may be susceptible to different sorts
of bias or error. The results of meta-analysis
show that mothers’ and observers’ sorts predict
strange situation classifications about equally
well (or poorly) (van 1Jzendoorn et al., in press).
Vet the association between maternal sensitivity
and AQS security is considerably higher when
observers sort than when mothers do. In contrast
to the strange situation, a mother’s behavior 1s
not constrained in the home, and it is quite likely
that the observer’s impression of one partner n-
fluences his or her impression of the other. In
Deane’s original Q-sort study (Waters & Deane,
1985), and in Teti and McGourty's (1996) more
recent effort, maternal and observer agreement
was moderate to very strong (.50-.80) when ob-
servers had sufficient opportunity to see relevant
child behavior. If an observer’s perceptions as he
or she learns more about a child become mor¢
like a mother’s, which is the more accurate ob-
server’

In our view, the lack of congruence between
the AQS and strange situation classifications 1S
rooted in the different contexts of the home and
of the laboratory separation and reunion. In the
placid and relatively safe environment of the
middle-class home, there is little to activate the
attachment system. Consequently, a certain
amount of what is observed in the home is quite
likely to be a function of child temperament (in-
cluding sociability), the immediate physical and
social environment, the family milieu (e.g., mari-
tal harmony), and more transitory influences
(e.g., the health, mood, and current activities of
the participants). That is, the AQS as generally
employed will necessarily be imprecise with re-
spect to a child’s generalized expectations re-
garding maternal availability and responsiveness,
which are what are believed to be assessed in the
strange situation. The context of observation can
be expected to be increasingly important past 1n-
fancy, since situations that strongly activate at-
tachment are very rarely observed in the home as
children mature (Solomon et al., in press). Ob-
servations of mothers and children under more
siressful or threatening conditions (¢.g., busy
parks, stores, doctors” offices. airports) might in-
crease the convergence of AQS scores with re-
union-based classifications and allow the quality

of the attachment relationship to be disentangled
from other influences in the home.

The effect of context on measures of attach-
ment security may be even more complex.
Ainsworth et al. (1978) noted that discrepancies
between patterns of secure-base behavior in the
home and attachment classifications could often
be explained by recent changes in maternal sen-
sitivity. Thus home observations may be rather
accurate as to the current state of a mother—child
relationship, but the child’s expectations regard-
ing the mother’s responsiveness may lag behind.®
A final possibility is that the strange situation
classification reflects a child’s experience of the
mother as responsive (or not) when the child 15
under stress, but not his or her experience of the
mother under conditions of low stress. This cer-
tainly would be consistent with the nature of
more mature relationships. We are unlikely to
hold it against those we depend on if they snub
us mildly in everyday life, as long as they are tru-
ly there for us when we feel we really need them.
The inverse should also be true: We may dismiss,
discount, or at least hesitate to put faith in the
sensitive responsiveness of others if we still can-
not forgive them for the times they failed or dis-
appointed us.

Finally, questions may be asked about the va-
lidity of the expert (cnterion) sorts themselves.
AQS researchers have emphasized that the orga-
nization of secure-base relevant behaviors (1.e.,
the child’s profile relative to the expert O-sort of
the security construct) is the best measure of se-
curity (Posada, Gao, et al., 1995). Experts may
agree, and yet the criterion sort may still require
some revision.” The validity of the criterion sort
for 3-year-olds is especially problematic: At this
time. there simply is not a sufficient descriptive
base from which to derive a sound criterion. A
general concern is that expert sorts may COn-
found core attachment phenomena with other be-
haviors, which are correlated with attachment
patterns under some circumstances but not oth-
ers. For example, in some cultures the infant 1s
very rarely out of proximity with the mother; dis-
tance communication (including affective shar-
ing between mother and baby) 1s rare, as 1S the
provision of toys or maternal involvement in cog-
nitive stimulation (Ainsworth, 1967; Brazelton,
1977; Goldberg, 1977; Levine & Miller, 1990;
M. True, personal communication, [996). Within
the infant criterion sort, however, some items re-
flecting these kinds of interactions are given
great weight (i.e., have relatively extreme place-
ment in the sort). The only way to determine
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whether the current weighting of items 1s appro-
priate s to test and refine criterion sorts against
strange situation classtfications cross-culturally
and with respect to extensive naturaiistic obser-
vations.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Our overview of attachment security measures
reveals a robust field in a period of active expan-
sion and experimentation. In the last decade, sev-
eral new measures have emerged as researchers
have attempted to validate the original Ainsworth
classification measure and to test and extend at-
tachment theory past the second year of life.
Many researchers have given attention to the ba-
sic requirements of construct vahdation as we
have outlined them here. At the same time, 1t
must be acknowledged that few have been entire-
ly systematic or thorough in this regard. Not sur-
prisingly, as the strange situation was developed
nearly 30 years ago, the most complete informa-
tion is available for it. Researchers who use other
measures should be aware of the substantial gaps
that remain in their validation.

In our view, the greatest uncertainty sur-
rounds assessment of attachment security in the
- early preschool years (approximately 21 to 48
months). As discussed earlier, this period of de-
velopment presents special challenges. The at-
tachment system is not as easily activated in the
preschool-age child as in the infant, and the be-
havioral repertoire exhibited by children in this
age group 1s broader. In contrast to those of older
chiidren, the linguistic and representational ca-
pacities of preschoolers are still primitive and
vary greatly between children and across situa-
tions. Thus both brnief observational measures
and representational measures appear 10 be less
robust and less sensitive than might be expected.
There 1s a tremendous need for long-term, natu-
ralistic studies of attachment relationships in this
theoretically critical age range.

The study of attachment security had its be-
ginmings m Ainsworth's careful, ethologically in-
fluenced observations. These early studies, de-
spite  their reliance on small, homogeneous
samples, provided a relatively sturdy base for a
paradigm shift in the study of social and emo-
tional development. Ainsworth’s approach moved
the field away from a trait-like view of infant de-
pendency to one in which patterns of attachment
were understood to reflect qualitative differences
in the organization of the attachment and ex-

ploratory behavioral systems (Ainsworth, 1969).
Similarly, Ainsworth’s focus on maternal sensi-
tivity definitively moved the field away from be-
haviorist and psychoanalytic approaches to the
development of infant-parent bonds, and toward
an emphasis on the contingent, reciprocal nature
of mother—child interaction. Unfortunately, the
explanatory appeal of the Ainsworth research
paradigm and its predictive successes have en-
gendered certain theoretical and methodological
confusions or errors. We would hke to comment
on two of them here.

An error at the conceptual or theoretical level
15 a2 common, implicit assumption in the hiera-
ture that secure child—mother attachment will in
all contexts predict maternal sensitivity, positive
affect on the part of the child, and harmonious
interaction. In other words, attachment has come
to stand for the whole of the multifaceted
child—parent relationship (Hinde, 1982). One re-
sult of this thinking is that most researchers have
given inadequate thought to the contexts In
which they have observed parents and children.
In contrast, we have emphasized throughout this
chapter that attachment behavior 1s ¢licited by,
and is best observed in, situations that are stress-
ful, threatening, or fear-inducing for the child or
that evoke those states in the child’s memory. As-
sessments of the child—mother relationship
other contexts (e.g., play, problem solving) may
vield measures that are correlated with attach-
ment security measured under stresstul circum-
stances, but are not equivalent to 1t. We have
gone on to hypothesize that attachment security
and insecurity are based primarily upon the in-
fant’s experiences with the caregiver in those mo-
ments in which the infant’s attachment system 1s
activated.

The other problem to which we draw attention
1s a methodological one that arises from the ac-
celerated pace of research 1n attachment over the
last decade. This acceleration seems to have been
accompanied by a kind of frontier mentality re-
garding the development and use of new mea-
sures, at least by some investigators. In some
ways this movement can be likened to a gold
rush, and the prospect of discovering empirical
“o0ld” may sometimes blind researchers to 1m-
portant validation 1ssues. We especially caution
researchers with regard to the following proce-
dures, which have appeared tn both published pa-
pers and conference presentations: (1) using
measures developed for one age range (e.g.,
24-48 months) mn studies of earlier or later ages
without prior, independent validation of the mea-
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sure for the new period; (2} incorporating one or
more procedures, measures, or coding systems
into a new measure, and claiming validation for
the new measure on the basis of data collected
for the original procedures; (3) developing a cod-
ing or classification system for a new measure
based only on a priori, theoretical considerations
or only on findings with a theoretically similar
measure, without refining these on the basis of
empirical findings; (4) referring solely to the
opinion of an “expert” by way of establishing re-
liability or validity for a new measure; and (3)
asserting a new measure to be valid based on
similarities in the distribution of classifications
that emerge in the new systern, compared to the
distribution of classifications found with other
measures or at other ages.

These procedures can be seen as creative
shortcuts to the very real problems of measure
development in the field. They are attractive be-
cause attachment research tends to require con-
siderable training by experts, as well as lengthy,
time-consuming, repeated, and hence expensive
observations of subjects. Pressure within acade-
mia to publish quickly, ever more limited fund-
ing, and journal preferences all work against
deliberation and caution in developing and vali-
dating new measures. It is a rare researcher who
wishes to dedicate his or her career to validating
existing measures. This enterprise is basic to the
scientific endeavor, however, and should be tak-
en as a collective responsibility within the field
as a whole.

NOTES

[. It must be emphasized that the construct of secu-
rity is' meaningful only for a relationship in which a
child has already developed an attachment to a partic-
ular caregiver. In situations in which this 1s in doubt,
such as in studies involving transitions to foster care,
the interpretation of any measure of security is prob-
lematic.

2. Because of space constraints, we rely for this re-
view mainly on the published literature. This may have
the unintended consequence of exaggerating rather
than minimizing the appearance of a relation between
any two variables, but it ensures that the studies have
undergone peer review.

3. In evaluating the magnitude of intercoder stabili-
ty or continuity figures, one should note that when
classification groups are disproportionately represent-
ed in the sample, high overall concordance may mask
poor concordance for one or several of the (less com-
mon) groups. This is a particular problem in attach-
ment research, because secure classifications usually

account for at least 50% of cases in normative sam-
ples. Indeed, several investigators have noted that high
stability in classification is actually disproportionately
due to stability (continuity) in the secure group, but
not in the insecure groups (Belsky, Campbell, Cohn, &
Moore, 1996; Solomon & George, 1996; van [Jzen-
doorn, Juffer, & Duyvesteyn, 1995; Waters, Treboux,
Crowell, Merrick, & Albersheim, 1995). It ts recom-
mended that researchers report kappa statistics, which
are adjusted for the relative frequencies of categones,
along with raw reliability/stability figures. A large dis-
crepancy between the raw (unweighted) concordance
statistic and kappa indicates that agreement, stabulity,
and so on are unevenly distributed in the sample.

4, The interactive scales, along with measures of
other aspects of infant behavior in the strange situa-
tion, have been used to derive two discriminant func-
tions (broadly representing avoidance and resistance in
the strange situation) (Richters, Waters, & Vaughn.
1988). These can be used to produce “classifications”™
with high correspondence to classification by trained
judges. Only a few researchers have made use of this
empirical approach to classification (see Ainsworth et
al., 1978; Belsky et al., 1996). Individual differences
in scores on these two functions could theoretically be
used to provide more sensitive, dimensional data in at-
tachment studies. The discriminant functions do not
tap aspects of behavior relevant to attachment disorga-
nization, however, and are therefore not appropnate
for studies in which attachment disorganization is a fo-
cus of interest.

5. Easterbrooks et al. (1993) used the Main and
Cassidy manual, but were trained on the Cassidy-
Marvin system; Moss et al. (1996) relied entirely on
the Cassidy—Marvin system.

6. A similar possibility is suggested by a review of
the effects of clinical interventions on attachment clas-
sification (van IJzendoorn et al., 1995). Several stud-
ies reviewed by these investigators reported improve-
ments in maternal sensitivity to a child without a
concomitant move by the child to a secure classifica-
tion,

7. According to data provided by Posada, Gao, et
al. (1995), the expert sort seems to describe best the 3-
year-old child of mature graduate student parents in
Norway. Modal security scores in this sample were the
highest of any of those studied.
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