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Adult Attachment Styles:
Relations with Emotional Well-Being, Marriage, and Parenting*

Brenda L. Volling,** Paul C. Notaro, and Joelle J. Larsen

The current study examined the pairings of adult attachment styles among married couples raising voung children. Spouses in
dual-secure marriages reported more love for their partner, less ambivalence about their relationships, were more integrated into
their social networks. and felt more competrent as parents than couples in dual-insecure marriages. Differences in relationship dy-
namics were found in secure husband-avoidant wife and secure wife-avoidant husband marriages. There was no relation between
adult attachment styles, parenting behavior, and the security of infant-parent attachments. Future work would benefit by focusing

on the dvadic constellations of adult attachmenr stvles and their implications for family relationships.

ohn Bowlby once proclaimed that attachment relationships

were important for humans across the life cycle and that at-

tachment behaviors characterized human interaction “from
the cradle to the grave™ (Bowlby. 1979. p. 129). Early attachment
research focused primarily on the development of infant-mother
attachments. but attachment theory has recently come to the atten-
tion of investigators studying adult love relationships (see Feeney
& Noller. 1996, for a review). Hazan & Shaver (1987) originally
theorized that adult romantic love could be viewed as an affective
bond comparable to that seen between infants and their primary
caregivers. In their view. adult love relationships could be cate-
corized along the tripartite system developed by Ainsworth and
her colleagues (Ainsworth, Blehar. Waters, & Wall. 1978) to de-
scribe individual differences in infant-parent attachments. Hazan
& Shaver (1987) not only developed a measure to classify adults
into secure. avoidant. and anxious/ambivalent groups, but they
also documented differences between avoidant, secure, and am-
bivalent respondents” love relationships, their beliefs (i.e.. mental
models) about self and others in these relationships. and recollec-
tions of their tamily relationships in childhood.

Hazan and Shaver (1987) reported that secure adults described
their love relationships as happy. friendly, and trusting, empha-
sized their ability to support and accept their partner despite their
faults. and had relationships that tended to [ast longer than either
avoidant or ambivalent respondents. The romantic relationships
of avoidant respondents were characterized by a fear of intimacy
and a discomtort with closeness. whereas the anxious-ambivalent
respondents emphasized love as involving obsession. extreme
sexual attraction and jealousy. Since the original findings of
Hazan & Shaver (1987). numerous studies have continued to find
strong empirical support for differences in relationship satisfac-
tion. psychological well-being (e.g.. self-esteem. depression) and
childhood experiences as a function of secure. avoidant. and am-
bivalent attachment styles in adulthood (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991: Carnelley. Pietromonoaco. & Jatfe. 1994: Collins & Read.
1990: Feeney & Noller. 1990: Mikulincer & Erev, 1991: Pistole,
1989: Simpson. 1990). The current work contributes to the existing
literature by examining similar constructs (e.g.. models of self
and others, relationship quality) in a sample of married spouses.

Attachment and Marriage

Many of the earlier studies of adult attachment styles used
samples of college students to examine the relations between at-
tachment and relationship quality. This restricts the generaliza-
tion of the findings to the young adult period of development and
the romantic or dating relationships typical of this population.
Further work is needed that explains how adult attachment styles
might be linked to relationship adjustment in more seriously
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committed or long-term love relationships. such as those between
married couples. Prior research with dating and married couples
has documented that individuals do not always choose partners
with similar attachment styles. Although secure individuals were
most often paired with secure partners. ambivalent persons rarely
paired with ambivalent partners and avoidant individuals rarely
paired with avoidant partners (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Senchak
& Leonard. 1992). Those relationships, in which the woman was
ambivalent and the man avoidant, were relatively frequent and
rather enduring. even though partners reported less than satisfy-
ing relationship experiences (Collins & Read, 1990; Kirkpatrick
& Davis, 1994; Simpson. 1990). Several attachment researchers
have suggested that these ambivalent-avoidant pairs develop as a
result of a social selection process whereby individuals choose
partners who will act in ways that confirm their own expectations
(i.e.. working models) about relationships (Bartholomew, 1990;
Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994). For instance. an ambivalent person
faced with an avoidant partner who fears intimacy and closeness
receives confirmation of his/her working model of relationships in
which others are reluctant to get close and unwilling to commit to
a relationship. The first goal of the current study was to examine
dyadic pairings of spouses with respect to their attachment styles.
We anticipated that there would be more secure-secure dyads in
our sample of married couples and fewer insecure-insecure dyads.
Furthermore, we expected that insecure dyads would most often
include avoidant husbands married to anxious-ambivalent wives,
given the prevalence of this constellation in earlier work (e.g.,
Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994).

The second aim of the current work was to examine marital
relationship quality, emotional well-being and working models of
self and others as correlates of different attachment pairings. Al-
though several studies have documented associations between the
individual's attachment style, emotional well-being and support-
ive relationships with others (e.g.. Bartholomew & Horowitz,
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1991: Carnelley et al., 1994; Paterson, Pryor, & Field, 1995: Priel
& Shamai, 1995; Simpson, 1990), few studies have examined
how emotional well-being and the individual’s mental models of
self and others are related to attachment pairings between marital
partners. In a recent study of dating couples. Feeney (1994) re-
ported that dual-secure couples reported less suppression of their
negative feelings than dual-insecure couples and were less likely
to perceive their partners as suppressing their negative emotions.
Mixed couples (i.e., one secure and one insecure partner) were
between the dual-secure and dual-insecure couples with respect
to their suppression of negative affect. In the current study, we
hypothesized that spouses in marriages with two secure partners
would report high levels of self-esteem (i.e., mental models of
self as worthy), low levels of depressed affect, and hold models
of relationships in which others were supportive, nurturant and
offered assistance when needed. Anxious and avoidant spouses
married to another insecure spouse were hypothesized to have
lower self-esteem, higher levels of depressed affect. and have
models of less supportive relationships with others.

Several studies have also found support for differences in
marital relationship quality based on the couples’ attachment
styles. Kobak and Hazan (1991), for instance, found significant
associations between attachment security and both the husbands’
and wives’ marital satisfaction. Secure husbands and wives also
engaged in more constructive problem-solving during observa-
tions of marital interaction than did insecure spouses. Lussler,
Sabourin, and Turgeon (1997) recently reported that avoidant and
ambivalent husbands and wives reported more marital distress
than secure spouses. Finally, Senchak and Leonard (1992) found
that couples in marriages with two secure spouses reported more
marital intimacy than couples in mixed marriages (i.e., one se-
cure and one insecure spouse), and less withdrawal and verbal
aggression than couples in marriages with two insecure spouses.
In the present study, we examined the affective quality of marital
relationships as a function of the couples’ attachment pairings
and hypothesized that marriages in which both partners were se-
cure would be characterized by more love and less conflict than
marriages involving two insecure partners.

In the case of marriages in which one partner was secure and
the other partner insecure, we were interested in examining social
buffering eftects, as well as issues regarding continuity and dis-
continuity in attachment styles. Caspi and Herbener (1990) have
suggested that individuals tend to select partners with similar so-
cial histories so that the relationship that eventually develops be-
tween these partners will be similar to those social relationships
experienced earlier in life. Because of the continuity characteriz-
ing these individuals’ past and current social relationships, there
is little reason to expect behavior or personality change to occur
over time. In situations where marriage partners have dissimilar
social histories, one might expect behavioral change over the
course of the marriage given that current relationship experiences
are different from the individuals’ past relationship histories.
What this implies for the area of adult attachment relationships is
that a greater likelihood of change (i.e., discontinuity) in attach-
ment styles would be expected for those marriages between a se-
cure and insecure spouse than those marriages between spouses
with similar attachment styles. These relationships may offer an
opportunity for the insecure spouse married to a secure spouse to
benefit or change toward a more secure working model of self
and relationships. In the current study, we examined whether
there was any evidence that insecure partners married to secure
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spouses might be protected from the marital and emotional diffi-
culties hypothesized to characterize relationships consisting of
two insecure spouses.

Many studies to date have examined partner attachments in
marital relationships by collapsing all relationships with a secure
and insecure partner, regardless of partner gender. This could po-
tentially obscure interesting relationship differences based on
gender (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994). Gottman's (1994) research
on marital interaction and the predictors of divorce suggested that
wives were the emotion regulators of marital relationships. Wives
often interjected humor and positive affect into tense marital in-
teractions which, in turn, dissipated negative affect between mar-
riage partners. Gottman suggested that when wives no longer
assumed this regulatory role and diffused tense interactions with
positive affect, the marital relationship became dysfunctional.
Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) also suggested that women were
“the maintainers and breakers of relationships™ (p. 510) and
found that the dating relationships between avoidant women and
anxious-ambivalent men had the highest breakup rates over the 3-
year period of their study. Surprisingly, dating couples consisting
of an anxious-ambivalent woman and an avoidant man were one
of the longest lasting relationships, even though avoidant men
rated their relationships as the least satisfying and the most con-
flicted (see similar results by Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson.
1990). Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) suggested that avoidant
women (who were emotionally distant) were less skilled than ei-
ther secure women or anxious-ambivalent women at maintaining
their relationships. Anxious-ambivalent women, due to their con-
cerns of abandonment and a preoccupation with relationships,
and secure women were thought to have the necessary skills to
maintain their relationships. As a result, avoidant women'’s rela-
tionships were at-risk for subsequent dissolution because women,
not their male partners, were considered to be the experts at rela-
tionship management. Thus, marital relationships in which the
woman is avoidant, but married to a secure husband, might be
more at-risk for relationship ditficulties than the marriage in which
the woman is secure, but her husband is avoidant. In essence, the
secure wife married to an insecure husband may be able to com-
pensate by virtue of her expert role as an emotion manager for
the difficulties encountered in the avoidant wife-secure husband
marriages. Marriages consisting of avoidant wives and insecure
husbands (either avoidant or anxious) may be the most disruptive
given the social and emotional inadequacies of both partners to
maintain a relationship. In the current research, comparisons
were made across secure husband-insecure wife and insecure
husband-secure wife marriages to examine the potential protec-
tive effect of being married to a secure spouse, and whether these
effects differed by spousal gender.

Attachment and Parenting

Even though recent investigations have started to focus on
the links between adult attachment styles and marital relationship
quality, the majority of these studies have examined newlyweds or
couples in the early years of marriage. Few studies have addressed
how adult attachment styles in married couples with children
might affect the spouses’ models of parenting (i.e.. their perceived
competence) or their parenting behavior. The extant literature ad-
dressing the association between marital quality and parenting
has suggested that marital support predicts feelings of parental
competence, sensitive parenting. and the development of secure
infant-parent attachments (Belsky & Volling. 1987; Cox, Owen,

Familv Relations

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




Lewis. & Henderson. 1989: Engfer. 1988: Goldberg & Easter-
brooks. 1984: Isabella & Belsky. 1985: Pederson, Anderson, &
Cain. 1980: Volling & Belsky, 1992: see also the meta-analysis by
Erel & Burman. 1995). One would expect. then, that marital rela-
tionships that differed with respect to attachment styles should be
related to parenting and the development of parent-child relation-
ships. Recently. Rholes and his colleagues (Rholes, Simpson. &
Blakely. 1995) reported that avoidant mothers ot preschool chil-
dren reported feeling less close to their children and were less
supportive during mother-child interaction in a teaching situation.
Ambivalent mothers also reported feeling less closeness in the
mother-child relationship. but this was moderated by the quality
of the marital relationship. Ambivalent mothers felt closer to their
children when marital quality was low and more distant to their
children when marital quality was high. The third aim of the cur-
rent study. then. was to examine whether comparisons across
adult attachment pairings among married couples with children
would reveal differences in perceptions of parental competence
and observed behavior during parent-infant interaction.

The final aim of the current research was to examine the re-
lation between adult attachment styles and the security of infant-
parent attachments to mother and father. It is interesting that no
study of adult attachment styles to date has examined how adult
attachment stvles between marriage partners would affect infant-
parent attachment relationships. Several recent investigations
have found rather consistent findings regarding the intergenera-
tional transmission of attachment relationships using the Adult
Attachment Interview (AAI) developed by Main and Goldwyn
(1991). These studies find consistent associations between the
dismissing, preoccupied. and secure AAI classifications of parents
and the avoidant. ambivalent. and secure classifications of infant-
parent attachment. respectively (e.g.. Fonagy, Steele. & Steele,
1991 Main. Kaplan. & Cassidy, 1985: Steele, Steele, & Fonagy,
1996; van Jzendoom. 1994). It cannot be assumed. however, that
classifications of the AAT and those of adult attachment styles are
measuring the same constructs of attachment. The AAI was de-
veloped to measure the parents’ current state of mind regarding
their childhood attachments with their primary caregiver (e.g.,
feelings of rejection. separation and loss experiences, and memo-
ries of being hurt and distressed) as well as their present relation-
ships with their own parents. Measures of adult attachment styles.
on the other hand, were developed to assess the adults™ beliefs
and feelings about their adult romantic love relationships. Al-
though there is considerable conceptual similarity between the
categories of the AAI and adult attachment styles. no empirical
link has yet been demonstrated between adult romantic attach-
ments and parent-infant attachment to the same extent as that be-
tween the AAI and parent-infant relationships (see Crowell &
Waters, 1994, for a similar discussion).

In sum. there were four aims to the current work: (a) to in-
vestigate the pattern of spousal pairings with respect to adult at-
tachment styles: (b) to examine marital relationship quality,
spousal well-being. and working models of self and others as cor-
relates of different attachment pairings; (c) to explore the associa-
tions between spouses” attachment styles. their mental models of
parenting, and parenting behavior: and (d) to examine the links
between adult attachment styles and the security of infant-parent
attachment relationships.
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Method

Participants

Participants were 62 married couples and their one-year-old
infants recruited as part of a short-term. longitudinal study on fam-
ily relationships in early childhood. Families were identified and
recruited through local birth announcements based on the follow-
ing three criteria: (a) families had to be maritally-intact. (b) both
spouses had to agree to participate: and (¢) there had to be one
child approaching 12 months of age and another older preschool
child in the family between the ages of 2 and 6. Letters describ-
ing the study were sent to eligible families and were followed-up
with a phone call. Of eligible families fitting study criteria. 69%
agreed to participate. Couples were married. on average, 7.5
years and had an average of 2.3 children. The majority of the in-
fants were second-born (n = 44) with the remaining 16 children
third- through fifth-born. Husbands averaged 17.4 years of educa-
tion, were 35.5 years old. on average. and 96.8% of them were em-
ployed. whereas wives averaged 16.5 vears of education, were 33.2
years old, on average. and 66.1% of them were employed either
part-time or full-time. Husbands (80%) were mainly employed in
professional or semi-professional occupations. while the majority
(68%) of their wives were either semi-professionals or unem-
ployed homemakers. The sample was predominately European-
American (17 = 56). with 1 Native-American. 1 East Asian, and 4
interracial couples. The modal family income was $55.000.

Procedures

All families were invited to the university laboratory when
their youngest child was 12, 13. and 16 months of age for a series
of sessions designed to assess parent-infant and sibling relation-
ships. The 12- and 13-month visits were counterbalanced assess-
ments of mother-infant and father-intant interaction. which
included assessments of infant-mother and infant-father attachment
using the Strange Situation procedure described by Ainsworth and
her colleagues (Ainsworth et al., 1978). The [6-month visit in-
volved a series of triadic interaction tasks between parents and sib-
lings. but these are not the source of data reported here. Both
parents were given a questionnaire packet at the end of the 12- and
13-month visits to complete at home. Husbands and wives were
asked to complete their questionnaires separately and to return
them within two weeks by mail. Because 2 husbands and | wife
failed to return their questionnaires, data for 59 couples were avail-
able for analysis. All families were paid $30 for their participation.

Measures

Both husbands® and wives™ questionnaires were identical and
assessed several domains including emotional well-being, marital
relationship functioning. models of self (i.e., self-esteem) and
others (i.e.. social support in relationships). parenting compe-
tence. and adult attachment styles.

Adult attachment stvles. To assess the spouses” attachment
styles, each spousc completed the forced-choice measure devel-
oped by Hazan and Shaver (1987). In response to the question.
“which of the following best describes your feelings?” spouses
chose one of the following three possibilities:

(1) Secure: 1find it relatively easy to get close to others and I
am comfortable depending on them and having them depend on
me. I don’t worry about being abandoned or about someone get-
ting too close to me.
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(2) Avoidant: T am somewhat uncomfortable being close to
others: [ find it difficult to trust them completely. difficult to
allow myself to depend on them. I am nervous when anyone gets
too close. and often. love partners want me to be more intimate
than [ feel comfortable being.

(3) Anxious/Ambivalent: 1 tind that others are reluctant to get
as close as T would like. 1 often worry that my partner doesn’t re-
ally love me or won't want to stay with me. [ want to merge com-
pletely with another person, and this desire sometimes scares
people away.

Hazan and Shaver (1987) provided reliability and validity in-
formation tor this measure by reporting that respondents who
chose the secure. avoidant, and ambivalent descriptions differed
in their romantic experiences. self perceptions, and childhood ex-
periences with parents consistent with predictions from attachment
theory (sce Shaver & Hazan, 1993, for a review of the empirical
studies using this measure).

Emotional well-being. To assess emotional well-being. both
husbands and wives completed the Beck Depression Inventory
(BDI: Beck. Ward. Mendelson. Mach, & Erbaugh, 1961). This
measure consists of 21 items in which individuals rate their de-
pressive symptoms on a 4-point scale. The BDI has been widely
used in research with non-clinical samples. and is an indicator of
depressive symptomatology rather than clinical depression
(Coyne & Gottlib, 1983). The psychometric properties of the
BDI have been well-established (sce Beck, Steer, & Garbin,
1988). The internal consistency for the current sample was .77
for wives and .75 for husbands.

Working models of self. Rosenberg’s (1979) selt-esteem scale
was used to measure husbands’ and wives’ feelings of self-worth.
This measure consists of 10 questions designed to assess feelings
of global self-esteem (e.g., “I feel that I have a number of good
qualities™) that are rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
agree to 4 = strongly disagree). Alpha coefficients for the current
sample were .86 for wives and .85 tor husbands. Earlier studies
of adult attachment styles have found relations between scores on
the Rosenberg self-esteem scale and secure attachments
{Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991: Collins & Read. 1990).

Social support and working models of others. To assess
whether spouses in different attachment relationships also per-
ceived differences in the support received from others in their so-
cial relationships. the 24-item Social Provisions Scale (SPS:
Cutrona & Russell. 1987) was completed by both husbands and
wives. The SPS was originally developed to assess six relational
provisions (identified by Weiss, 1974) acquired in relationships
with others. The six scales of the SPS correspond to the different
relational provisions and include: (a) attachment which is pro-
vided by intimate relationships in which the individual receives a
sense of security and safety: (b) social integration which is pro-
vided by a network of relationships in which persons share inter-
ests and concerns: (¢) opportunities for nurturance in which the
person is responsible for the well-being of another; (d) reassur-
ance of worth which is provided by relationships in which the in-
dividual's skills and abilities are acknowledged by others; (e)
reliable alliance which is derived from relationships in which the
person can count on others for assistance: and (f) guidance which
is provided by relationships with trustworthy and authoritative in-
dividuals who can provide needed advice. Each of the 6 provi-
sions is assessed by 4 items rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree). Specific items are then
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reversed scored so that high scores reflect more perceived artach-
ment (e.g., I have close relationships that provide me with a
sense of emotional security and well-being™: o = .69 for wives,
.81 for husbands). social integration (e.g.. “There are people who
enjoy the same social activities I do™: a0 = .79 for wives, .81 for
husbands). opportunities for nurturance (e.g., “There are people
who depend on me for help™: o = .66 for wives. .77 for husbands).
reassurance of worth (e.g.. =1 have relationships where my com-
petence and skill are recognized™: o = .73 for wives, .76 for hus-
bands), reliable alliances (e.g.. “There are people 1 can depend
on to help me if I really need it”; a = .79 for wives, .72 for hus-
bands), and guidance (e.g.. “There is someone | could talk to
about important decisions in my life’™; o = .84 for wives, .89 for
husbands).

Marital relationship. Braiker and Kelley’s (1979) 25-item
questionnaire of intimate relations was used to assess the quality
of the marital relationship. Individuals rated on a 9-point scale
the degree to which each statement was characteristic of their
current relationship with their spouse (1 = “very little or not at
all” to 9 = “extremely or very much™). The questionnaire consists
of four subscales that measure feelings of love for the spouse
(e.g., “To what extent do you have a sense of “belonging”™ with
your partner”; o = .91 for wives and .85 for husbands): conflict
(e.g.. “How often do you and your partner argue with one an-
other™; a = .75 for wives and .76 for husbands); ambivalence
(e.g.. “How confused are you about your feelings toward your
partner”; & = .84 and .83 for wives and husbands, respectively)
and maintenance (e.g., "To what extent do you reveal or disclose
very intimate facts about yourself to your partner”™; oo = .76 for
wives and .69 for husbands). Previous work found these scales
were sensitive to marital change across the transition to parent-
hood (Belsky, Lang, & Rovine. 1985) and were related to the se-
curity of infant-mother and infant-father attachment relationships
when infants were 12 months of age (Isabella & Belsky, 1985;
Volling & Belsky, 1992).

A single item measure was also used to assess overall mari-
tal satisfaction. Participants rated how satisfied they were with
their marriages over the previous two months on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = completely satisfied to 7 = very dissatisfied).

Working models of parenting. One subscale from the Parent-
ing Stress Index (PSI: Abidin, 1983) was included to measure the
parents’ perceptions of competence in child-rearing. The parental
competence scale consists of 11 items rated on a 5-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree). High scores
on this scale indicated more perceived incompetence in the
parental role (e.g., "Being a parent is harder than I thought it
would be”: a = .70 for wives and .70 for husbands). Abidin
(1983) reports high levels of test-retest reliability and acceptable
factorial validity for the scales of the PSI.

Observed parenting. As part of a 1-1/2 hour laboratory visit,
parents were videotaped interacting with their infants in a teaching
and free play session when their infants were 12 and 13 months of
age (counterbalanced across mothers and fathers). In the 15-
minute free play session, several attractive, age-appropriate toys
(e.g., tea set, puzzle, toy mailbox) were laid out on a blanket and
parents were instructed to play with the baby as they would at
home. For the teaching task segment, the parent was given three
toys, all beyond the developmental level of a 12-month-old infant
to master alone: a xylophone, an activity box. and a stacking pole.
Each toy was in a separate box with an index card giving instruc-
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tions for that particular toy (e.g., have the baby hit all the keys on
the xylophone). Parents were told that all the tasks were beyond
the ability of the infant to do alone. but were asked to help the
child do the best he/she could. There was no time limit to this
task and parents were instructed to knock on the observation win-
dow when they thought their child had completed all three tasks
to the best of her/his ability. Father-infant dyads completed the task
in an average of 11 minutes (SD = 4.10); mother-infant dyads
also completed the task in an average of 11 minutes {(SD = 4.36).

Videotapes of the free play and teaching sessions were coded
for both parental intrusiveness and parental sensitivity. Coding of
parental sensitivity and intrusiveness was based on the work of
Fish and her colleagues (Fish, Stifter. & Belsky, 1993). Each was
rated on a 4-point scale, ranging from 0 (no evidence of behavior)
to 3 (repeated and/or intense occurrences of behavior), during 15-
second intervals. Sensitive parenting was characterized by behav-
ior that was “baby-centered” (i.e., the parent gauged the infant’s
interest and mood, and paced the interaction to fit the infant’s
cues). Examples of sensitivity included contingent vocalizations,
providing appropriate levels of stimulation, and encouragement of
the infant’s efforts. In contrast, intrusive behavior by the parent
was characterized by interactions that were “parent-centered” (i.e.,
the parent disregarded the needs and interests of the infant). Exam-
ples of intrusive behavior included presenting a new toy when the
infant was focused on another toy or activity, not allowing the in-
fant to handle objects in which he/she showed an interest, or physi-
cally manipulating the infant’s face or hands to achieve the parent’s
goal. Interrater reliability calculated on 19 teaching sessions and 29
free play sessions was 83.5% for sensitivity and 89.5% for intru-
siveness. Ratings were summed across the 15-second intervals and
divided by the number of intervals coded to create a mean score for
parental intrusiveness and parental sensitivity for both the free play
and teaching sessions.

Infant-parent atrachment. Infants were observed at 12 and 13
months of age (counterbalanced across parents) in the Strange
Situation following procedures outlined by Ainsworth et al.
(1978). The Strange Situation is a standardized procedure consist-
ing of seven 3-minute episodes in which the infant is exposed to
increasing levels of stress in an effort to examine whether the in-
fant uses the parent as a secure base to explore and relies on the
parent to provide comfort. On the basis of the infants’ exploratory
behavior, their orientation to the stranger and their behavior upon
reunion with the parent, infant-parent relationships are classified
into three types of attachment. Infants who greet the parent posi-
tively upon reunion, approach the parent, and find comfort in
contact with the parent when distressed are classified as securely
artached. Infants who turn away from the parent upon reunion or
avoid interaction are classified as insecure-avoidant, whereas
those infants who have difficulty being comforted by the parent
on reunion and who both seek and resist contact with the parent
are classified as insecure-resistant/ambivalent.

All Strange Situations were videotaped and subsequently
coded as insecure-avoidant (A), secure (B), or insecure-resistant
(C), according to the classification system of Ainsworth et al.
(1978). The first author, who had been trained initially by Brian
Vaughn, trained the second and third authors. After training on 30
tapes from another study of infant attachment, all three coders
achieved acceptable reliability with a coding tape provided by
L. Alan Sroufe at the University of Minnesota. Interrater reliabil-
ity among the three coders was 84%. Disagreements on classifi-
cations were resolved by consensus.
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Of the 62 father-infant dyads classified. 19.4% were insecure-
avoidant (n = 12), 59.7% were secure (n = 37), and 21.0% were
insecure-resistant (n = 13). For the mother-infant dvads. 16.4%
were classified as insecure-avoidant (1 = 10). 67.2% as secure (n =
41), and 16.4% as resistant (n = 10). Because of video equipment
problems, strange situation data were missing for one of the
mother-infant dyads.

Results

The first analysis examined the distribution of secure,
avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent classifications of husbands and
wives. Next, Cohen’s (1960) Kappa was calculated to examine
the congruence between husbands’ and wives’ reported attachment
styles. This was followed by a series of 2 (spouse) x 4 (marital
attachment group) repeated measures analysis of variance. with
spouse as the repeated measure and marital group as the between-
subjects factor, to examine whether secure and insecure marital
dyads differed with respect to their emotional well-being, mental
models of self and others, marital relationship quality, and parent-
ing (Ball, McKenry, & Price-Bonham, 1983). Whenever signifi-
cant main effects for marital group were found, these were
followed with Tukey’s HSD post-hoc comparisons to examine
significant mean differences between the four marital groups.
Planned contrasts were employed whenever significant spouse x
marital group interactions emerged. Finally. associations between
adult attachment pairings and infant-parent attachment were ex-
amined using contingency table analyses.

Distribution of Attachment Styles

Initial analyses examined the distribution of the three different
attachment styles for both husbands and wives to compare them
with distributions of attachment styles reported in earlier work. For
wives, the distribution included 11 avoidant (18.6%), 44 secure
(74.5%), and 4 anxious-ambivalent (6.8%) attachment styles.
Thirteen husbands reported an avoidant style (22%). 45 a secure
style (76%), and only 1 (1.7%) reported an anxious-ambivalent
style. Thus, there was a substantially higher percentage of these
spouses raising children reporting secure attachment styles.

Congruence Across Spousal Attachment Styles

Cohen’s (1960) Kappa was calculated to test for congruence
across husbands’ and wives™ attachment styles and revealed no sig-
nificant association across spouses (kK = —002; see Table 1). The
most common pairing was between two secure spouses. which is
due, in part, to the high proportion of secure spouses in the sample.
As in previous work, none of the marital dyads included partners
matched on ambivalent attachment styles, although 2 marital dyads
did include partners with avoidant attachment styles. There were 9
couples (15.3%) in which the wife reported a secure attachment
style and her husband reported an avoidant attachment style, as
well as 9 couples where the husband reported a secure attachment

Table 1
Relationships Between Husbands’ and Wives’ Attachment Styles

Wives’ Classifications

Husbands’ Classifications Avoidant  Secure Ambivalent Row Totals
Avoidant 2 9 2 13
Secure 9 34 2 45
Ambivalent 0 1 0 1
Column totals 11 44 4 59
359
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style and the wife an avoidant attachment style. Two couples in-
cluded anxious wives married to avoidant men. two couples in-
cluded anxious wives married to secure men. and one couple
included an anxious husband married to a secure wife.

We divided the sample into four marital groups based on
their attachment styles: (a) dual-secure couples (n = 34) in which
both spouses had a secure attachment style; (b) husband secure-
wife avoidant (n = 9); (¢) wife secure-husband avoidant (7 = 9);
and (d) dual-insecure (n = 4) in which both spouses reported an
insecure, either avoidant or ambivalent, attachment style. These
groupings were used in all subsequent analyses to compare
whether differences in mental models of self and others. marital
quality. parenting. and emotional well-being existed across mar-
riages in which partners were either dual-secure. mixed (i.e., one
sccure and the other insecure), or dual-insecure. It was not surpris-
ing to find only 4 couples (6.8%) in this sample of married couples
who were classitied as dual-insecure. given that romantic relation-
ships of individuals with insecure attachment styles are generally
shorter in length than those with secure attachment styles (Hazan
& Shaver. 1987: Collins & Read. 1990). Moreover, ambivalent at-
tachments seem to be less common as people age (Mickelson,
Kessler. & Shaver. 1997). Given the small cell sizes for several of
the groups. caution needs to be exercised when interpreting these
results. However, no study to date has examined attachment pair-
ings of couples raising children and parenting behavior, even
though attachment theorists would claim that one of the reasons
tfor pair-bonding between males and females is to promote repro-
ductive success and provide caregiving for the next generation
(Ainsworth, 1991).

Differences Between Securely and
Insecurely Attached Marital Dyads

Preliminary analyses examined whether the four marital
groups differed with respect to demographic and background
characteristics such as age, years married, occupational status, ed-
ucational level. and income. Results from one-way ANOVAs with
marital group as a between subjects fuctor revealed no significant
ditferences between marital groups on any of the demographic
characteristics examined, thus. they were not considered further.

Ewmotional well-being, To examine whether spouses across
the four groups differed with respect to their emotional well-
being. a 2 (spouse) x 4 (marital group) repeated measures analy-
sis of variance, with spouse as the repeated factor and marital
attachment group as a between-subjects factor, was conducted
using depression scores as the dependent variable. Significant
group. F(3.52) =2.76, p < .05, and spouse, F(1.52) = 17.09. p <
001, main effects emerged for spouses’ depression scores which
were qualified further by a significant spouse X group interaction,
F(3.52) =294, p < .05. Means for the four groups are presented
in Table 2 and the interaction is depicted in Figure 1. In general.
wives (M = 8.6) reported more depressed affect. on average. than
their husbands (M = 4.9). Follow-up tests were conducted to ex-
amine the interaction and revealed that husbands’™ and wives’ de-
pression scores were significantly different from one another in
the dual secure. H52) = -2.62, p < .01, husband secure-wife
avoidant. 1(52) = -3.83. p < .001. and the dual-insecure couples.
152) = =2.32. p < .05, with wives’ scores significantly higher
than their husbands’ depression scores in these couples. This was
not the case. however, for the wife secure-husband avoidant cou-
ples 1(52) = —.13. p = .89 (see Figure 1). Planned contrasts re-
vealed that avoidant husbands married to secure wives reported
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Figure 1. Mean depressed affect scores (+/— 1 SE) for husbands and wives by
attachment groups.
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significantly more depressed affect than secure husbands married
to secure wives, F(1, 52) = 6.25. p < .05, and secure husbands mar-
ried to avoidant wives, F(1, 52) = 7.32, p < .01. Planned contrasts
across wives’ scores revealed that secure wives married to secure
husbands reported significantly less depressed affect than insecure
wives married to insecure husbands, F(1, 52) = 5.80, p < .05.

Mental models of self. Results from the repeated measures
analysis of variance with spouses’ self-esteem scores revealed a
marginal marital group main effect, F(3. 52) = 3.24, p = .05, and
a significant spouse main effect, F(1, 52) = 18.55. p < .001. Hus-
bands (M = 33.7). in general. reported higher self-esteem than
their wives (M = 32.7). Tukey's post-hoc comparisons failed to
find significant differences between the four marital groups with
respect to spouses’ global reports of self-esteem.

Working models of others and social support. Significant
group main effects emerged from the 2 (spouse) x 4 (marital
group) repeated measures analysis of variance for the attachment,
F(3,52) = 5.81, p < .01, and social integration scales, F(3, 52) =
4.37, p < .01. Main effects for spouse were also found for the re-
liable alliance, F(1, 52) = 4.68, p < .05. and guidance scales. F(1,
52) =475, p < .05. Finally. a significant spouse X marital attach-
ment group interaction was found for the attachment scale, F(3.
52)=3.77, p < .05. In general, wives reported higher reliable al-
liance (M = 13.9) and available guidance (M = 13.7) than their
husbands (Ms = 13.0 and 12.6, respectively). Tukey's HSD post-
hoc comparisons (p < .05) revealed that spouses in the dual-secure
marital dyads were significantly more integrated into their social
network than were spouses in dual-insecure marital relationships
(see Table 2). The interaction tor the attachment scale is graphed
in Figure 2. Follow-up contrasts revealed a significant difference
between husbands’ and wives” scores in the secure wite-avoidant
husband marriages only, #(52) = =3.50, p < .001. These avoidant
husbands were far less likely than their secure wives to report
their close relationships with others provided a sense of security
and emotional well-being. Planned contrasts across the husbands’
scores indicated that these avoidant husbands married to secure
wives were far less likely to report close attachments to others
than either secure husbands married to secure wives. F(1, 52) =
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Table 2

Means of Self-Reported Well-Being, Models of Self and Others, Marital Relationship Quality, and Parental Competence as a Function of Marital Attachment Groups

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.

Attachment Groups
Dual Husband Secure/ Wife Secure/ Dual Lt
Secure Wife Avoidant Husband Avoidant Insecure F(3,52)
(n=34) (n=9) n=9) (n=4) Group Group X Spouse

Depressed Affect 5.0 5.8 7.8 8.4 26 2.94%
Self-esteem 352 33.6 324 3L.7 3.24% n.s
Models of Others

Attachment 13.6° 12.6*° 12:12 11262 5.81* 3.77

Social integration 3.6 12580 12.8%" 11.9° 4.37* n.s

Reassurance of worth 13.6 12.8 13.0 12.6 n.s. n.s

Reliable alliance 14.3 13.4 12.9 13.2 n.s. n.s.

Guidance 13.8 13.3 13.2 12.3 n.s. n.s.

Opportunities for nurturance 13.4 13.0 12.7 1135 n.s. n.s.
Marital Relationship

Marital love 77.0° 726D 72:3%0 60.0° 3413

Marital conflict 20.5 22.1 23.6 274 n.s. n.s.

Marital ambivalence 10.82 13.4%> 15.485 20.9° 4.49%* n.s.

Marital maintenance 30.0 29.1 28.7 24.7 Thi5. 3.09*

Marital satisfaction® 2.8 3.7 32 42 n.s. n.s.
Parental Competence® 22.6 23,250 23.6%° 27.9% 3.14% n.s.

Note. Means with different superscripts are significantly different.

“No significant differences between marital groups using Tukey’s post-hoc comparisons were found.

PHigh scores indicate greater dissatisfaction.
“High scores indicate lower perceived competence.
Fpe 0508 ¥ p < OF. 7 ¥ 53 p < O

11.94, p < 001, or secure husbands married to avoidant wives,
F(1.52) =7.22, p < .01. Planned contrasts across the wives™ at-
tachment scores revealed that insecure wives married to insecure
husbands reported significantly fewer attachments to others in
their social network than secure wives married to secure hus-
bands. F(1. 52) = 10.59. p < .01, or secure wives married to
avoidant husbands. £( 1. 52) = 7.31, p < .01. Moreover, avoidant
wives married to secure husbands also reported fewer feelings of
attachment to others than secure wives married to secure hus-
bands. F(1, 52) =6.04, p < .05.

Marital relationship quality. To assess whether spouses in
the four marital dyads perceived their marital relationships differ-
ently, 2 (spouse) x 4 (marital group) repeated measures analyses
of variance with spouse as the repeated factor and group as the
between-subjects factor were conducted using husbands™ and

Figure 2. Mean attachment to others scores (+/— 1 SE) for husbands and wives
by attachment groups.

wives” marital reports of conflict. maintenance. ambivalence.
love, and satisfaction. The marital group means from these analy-
ses are summarized in Table 2. A significant spouse main effect
was found for the ambivalence scale, F(1. 52) = 9.14. p < .01l.
Husbands (M = 16.6). in general. reported more ambivalence
about their marital relationships than did their wives (M = 13.6).
Significant main effects for marital groups were found for both
the love, F(3. 52) = 6.27. p < .001. and ambivalence scales. F(3.
52) = 4.49. p < .01. Spouses in dual-secure marriages reported
more love for their partners and less ambivalence about their rela-
tionships than couples in dual-insecure marriages (see Table 2).
This was qualified further. however. by a significant spouse x
group interaction for marital love, F(3.52) = 3.13. p < .05. which
is depicted in Figure 3. Follow-up contrasts indicated that hus-
bands’ and wives’ scores of marital love were most discrepant in

Figure 3. Mean marital love scores (+/— 1 SE) for husbands and wives by attach-
ment groups.
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the secure husband-avoidant wife couples, #(52) = 2.93, p < .01,
with wives reporting significantly less love than their husbands.
Planned contrasts across husbands’ love scores indicated that in-
secure husbands married to insecure wives reported loving their
wives significantly less than secure husbands married to secure
wives, F(1, 52) = 13.01, p < .001, secure husbands married to
avoidant wives, F(1, 52) = 10.99, p < .01, and avoidant husbands
married to secure wives, F(1, 52) = 4.56, p < .05. Planned contrasts
across wives’ love scores indicated that insecure wives married to
insecure husbands loved their husbands significantly less than se-
cure wives married to avoidant husbands, F(1, 52) = 4.46, p <
.05, and secure wives married to secure husbands, F(1, 52) =
9.55. p < .01. Finally, avoidant wives married to secure husbands
reported significantly less love for their husbands than secure
wives married to secure husbands, F(1, 52) = 8.73, p < .0l.

In addition, there was a significant spouse X group interaction
for the marital maintenance scale, F(3, 52) = 3.09, p < .05 (see Fig-
ure 4). Follow-up contrasts indicated greater discrepancies in hus-
bands’ and wives’ marital maintenance scores in the dual-secure,
1(52)=-2.15, p < .05, and the secure wife-avoidant husband mar-
riages, 1(52) = -2.79, p < .01. Although wives in these couples re-
ported expending more effort at maintaining their marriages, in
general, than their husbands, the biggest discrepancy between
husbands and wives was in those marriages between secure wives
and avoidant husbands (see Figure 4). Planned contrasts across
wives' maintenance scores indicated that insecure women married
to insecure husbands reported fewer efforts at maintaining their
marriages than did secure wives married to secure husbands, F(1,
52) = 431, p < .05, and secure wives married to avoidant hus-
bands, F(1, 52) =4.13, p < .05. Planned contrasts reveated no sig-
nificant differences across husbands’ maintenance scores.

There were no significant main effects or interactions found
for the spouses’ reports of marital satisfaction or marital conflict.

Working models of parenting. The 2 (spouse) X 4 (marital
group) repeated measures analysis of variance revealed a signifi-
cant marital group effect for feelings of parental competence,
F(3. 52) = 3.14, p < .05. Post-hoc comparisons revealed that
spouses in dual-insecure marital relationships felt significantly
more incompetent in their parenting roles than spouses in dual-
secure marriages (see Table 2).

Observations of parenting. Results from the 2 (spouse) x 4
(marital group) repeated measures analysis of variance using the
observed assessments of parental sensitivity and parental intru-
siveness revealed no significant main effects for marital group or
significant spouse x marital group interaction terms in either the
free play or teaching sessions.

Infunt-parent attachment. To examine the relation between
adult attachment pairings and the security of the infant-parent at-
tachment relationships, several analyses were conducted. In an
effort to focus on the family as the level of analysis, four infant
groups were formed based on the security of infant-parent attach-
ment classifications with mother and father. These groups were
intended to parallel those of the four marital groups and consisted
of (a) infants with secure attachments to both their mothers and
their fathers; (b) infants with a secure attachment to mother and
an insecure attachment to father; (c) infants with a secure attach-
ment to father and an insecure attachment to mother; and (d) in-
fants with insecure attachments to both their mother and father.
We used prediction analysis to test the following hypotheses: (a)
infants with secure attachments to both mother and father would
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Figure 4. Mean marital maintenance scores (+/— 1 SE) for husbands and wives
by attachment groups.
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most likely be in families in which both parents reported secure
attachment styles; (b) infants with insecure attachments to both
parents would be overrepresented in families in which both the
husband and wife reported insecure attachment styles; (c¢) infants
with an insecure attachment to mother and a secure attachment to
father would most often be found in families with an avoidant
wife-secure husband couple: and (d) infants with an insecure at-
tachment to father and a secure attachment to mother would be
found most often in families with avoidant husbands and secure
wives.

Prediction analysis assesses the degree to which the hypothe-
sized model of associations successfully accounts for the ob-
served distribution across the relevant variables when compared
with a chance distribution (Hildebrand, Laing, & Rosenthal,
1977). Prediction analysis is a theory-driven approach to contin-
gency table analysis that does more than test the existence of as-
sociations between variables, but assesses the accuracy of
predicted patterns of covariation among the observed associations.
The method is described more fully in von Eye & Brandstadter
(1988) and involves calculating a contingency table, defined here
by the categorical variables of the adult attachment groups and
the infant attachment groups, and then identifying “hit™ and
“error” cells in the contingency table that correspond to the spe-
cific hypotheses to be tested. The “hit” cells in this case would
correspond with the four hypothesized associations above (e.g.,
dual secure couples with dual-secure infants) and the “error’ cells
are those cells in the contingency table which contradict the hy-
potheses (e.g., dual secure couples with dual insecure infants).
The contingency table showing the observed frequencies for this
analysis can be found in Table 3. The results of these analyses re-
vealed that the prediction model did not significantly account for
the observed associations (DEL =-.076, z = —-.96. n.s.).

As a second means of examining the association between
adult attachment styles and infant-parent attachment relationships,
we analyzed the husbands and wives separately. In other words,
we examined the relation between wives’ attachment styles and
infant-mother attachment security and the relation between hus-
bands’ attachment styles and infant-father attachment security.
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Table 3

Contingency Table Analysis for Marital Attachment Groups and Infant Attachment Groups

Marital Attachment Groups

Dual Husband Secure/ Wife Secure/ Dual
Infant Attachment Groups Secure Wife Avoidant Husband Avoidant Insecure Total
Secure to both parents 128 4+ 5 3 24
Secure to father/insecure to mother 6 2* 0 0 8
Secure to mother/insecure to father 10 | 17 0 12
Insecure to both parents 6 1 3 19 11
Column total 34 8° 9 + 55

‘These numbers represent “hit” cells.

PStrange Situation assessment for one mother-infant dyad was missing due to video equipment failure.

We expected that adult attachment styles of anxious-avoidant, se-
cure. and anxious-ambivalent would be significantly related to in-
secure-avoidant, secure, and insecure-resistant infant-parent
attachments. respectively. Cohen’s (1960) Kappa was calculated
to examine these associations and revealed no significant corre-
spondence between avoidant, secure. and ambivalent attachments
across parents and infants (¥ = .049 for mothers; k¥ = —.026 for fa-
thers).!

Discussion

Adult romantic attachment styles and their relation to marital
relationship functioning. emotional well-being. and working
models of self, social relationships. and parenting were the focus
of the present investigation. Further, we were interested whether
certain patterns of secure and insecure attachment pairings were
more likely to occur than other patterns in this sample of married
couples with young children. Finally, we extended the work of
adult romantic attachments to examine the link between marital
attachments. parents’ perceptions of competence in raising their
own children, parenting behavior. and the security of infant-parent
attachment relationships.

Attachment and Marital Couples

The majority of husbands and wives in this study were secure
in their attachment styles. Our distribution of avoidant, secure, and
anxious-ambivalent attachments was similar to those reported by
both Kobak & Hazan (1991) and Senchak & Leonard (1992) in
studies examining attachment styles among married couples. In
both studies. nearly 80% of husbands and wives reported a secure
attachment style compared to the 75% of wives and 76% of hus-
bands in the current study. Avoidant spouses made up 11-20% of
the previous samples, with the anxious-ambivalent spouses com-
prising the smallest proportion of respondents (5-8%). We found
nearly identical percentages of avoidant (19% of wives and 22%
of husbands) and anxious-ambivalent (7% of wives and 2% of
husbands) spouses in the current study of couples married on av-
erage for 7.5 years. Even though the sample for the current study
was relatively small. the lower percentage of anxious-ambivalent
spouses is not due entirely to the sample size, as Senchak and
Leonard found a similar distribution among the 322 newlywed
couples participating in their study.

There are several possible explanations as to why a greater
percentage of secure respondents were found among this sample of
married couples. First, the recruitment of couples from birth an-
nouncements in the current study may have led to an oversampling
of relatively well-functioning, married couples. It is not surprising,
then, that these couples would be predominantly secure. Samples
of clinically distressed couples might have revealed a very ditferent
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picture and a greater percentage of relationships including avoidant
and, particularly, anxious-ambivalent spouses. The recent work of
Holtzworth-Munroe, Stuart, & Hutchinson (1997) has shown that
violent, maritally-distressed husbands were more likely to be anx-
ious about abandonment. were less secure in their romantic relation-
ships, and more preoccupied and fearful about attachments than
nonviolent husbands (see also Henderson. Bartholomew. & Dutton.
1997). It seems anxious and avoidant respondents also have less
stable marital relationships and their marriages are more likely to
end in divorce. In this regard. Mickelson et al. (1997). using a na-
tionally representative sample. and Lussler et al. (1997) recently re-
ported a greater number of anxious-ambivalent respondents among
previously married or divorced partners. Clearly. more empirical
work 1s needed which examines attachment styles in clinically dis-
tressed marriages, among divorced partners and. it would seem,
with victims of domestic violence.

Due in part to the greater number of secure husbands and
wives in the current work. there were also more marriages that in-
cluded two secure spouses (nearly 58%) and fewer marriages that
included two insecure couples (only 7% ). There were no couples
in which both spouses were anxious/ambivalent. although 2 cou-
ples were both avoidant. These findings are remarkably similar to
those of earlier reports in which avoidant-avoidant and ambivalent-
ambivalent pairings among dating or married couples were either
rare or nonexistent (Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994: Senchak &
Leonard, 1992). Senchak and Leonard’s (1992) results with newly-
wed couples suggested that only 2 of 322 couples were both am-
bivalent. We had also anticipated that the dual-insecure couples
would mostly consist of anxious-ambivalent wives and avoidant
husbands, given the stability of these relationships noted in prior
work (Kirkpatrick & Davis. 1994). Two of the four marriages be-
tween insecure spouses included an anxious-ambivalent wife and
an avoidant husband in the current study.

Emotion Regulation and Affective Well-Being

Another aim of the current work was to examine whether
spouses’ working models of self and their affective well-being
differed as a function of the security and insecurity of the marital
pairings of attachment. In contrast to earlier studies finding con-
sistent links between reports of self-esteem and attachment styles
(e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991: Collins & Read. 1990:
Feeney & Noller. 1990). we found no evidence of significant dif-
ferences between the four marital groups in their overall feelings
of self-esteem. This may be partially explained by the fact that we
analyzed self-esteem and attachment at the couple level and not
at the level of the individual, which is where one might expect an
association between a measure of se/f-esteem and attachment to
exist.
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There were, however. differences in husbands’ and wives’
depressed affect depending on marital attachment pairings.
Women. in general, reported more depressed atfect than their hus-
bands. but avoidant husbands married to secure wives were more
depressed than secure husbands, regardless of whether the secure
husbands were married to secure or avoidant wives. Parental re-
jection in childhood has been associated with adult depression
(Lefkowitz & Tesiny. 1984) and has also been theorized to give
rise to avoidant attachment styles (Kobak & Sceery, 1988). Thus,
avoidant spouses in the current study may be more vulnerable to
depressed affect than either secure or ambivalent spouses. Their
depressive symptoms might also be responsible for their lack of
effort to maintain marital communication and emotional connec-
tions to others in social networks, as reported by the avoidant
spouses in the mixed marriages. It is possible that parental rejec-
tion and the development of an avoidant attachment style places
these spouses at-risk for the development of depression. which
then affects their marital and social relationships. Alternatively.
avoidant spouses, who may be vulnerable to depressed affect. may
become depressed as a result of the experiences in their close rela-
tionships. Gotlib and Hooley (1988). in their review of the clinical
literature. concluded that depressed individuals and their spouses
have more problematic communication, negative affect and con-
flict in their marriages. Without longitudinal data, however, it is
not possible to determine whether avoidant attachment styles are
responsible for the depressive affect expressed by avoidant
spouses which, in turn, affects marital and social interaction. or
whether current relationship experiences trigger depressed affect
among avoidant spouses. who may be at-risk for depression.

Relationship Support and Marital Functioning

In the analysis of perceptions of social support and marital
functioning, consistent differences emerged between couples with
two secure spouses and couples with two insecure spouses. Dual-
secure spouses reported more love for their partners and less am-
bivalence about their marital relationships. as well as more shared
interests with people in their social networks, than dual-insecure
spouses. It is notable that no ditferences were found between the
four attachment groups with respect to their reports of relationship
satisfaction or their reports of marital conflict. Differences between
the marital groupings were found in those areas assessing the
emotional lite of the relationship, specifically the spouses’ feelings
of love and ambivalence, as well as their commitments to make
the relationship work. While statistically the mixed groups (i.e., in-
secure and secure spouse) did not differ from dual-secure or dual-
insecure marriages at a group level. differences between the mixed
groups were revealed in several of the statistical interactions. Re-
call that avoidant husbands married to secure wives were more de-
pressed and less emotionally attached to others in their social
relationships outside the family than secure husbands in general.
These avoidant men. however, reported reciprocal love for their
secure wives and did not love them any fess than the secure hus-
bands. married either to secure or avoidant wives. In this avoidant
husband-secure wife marriage, the secure wife was mainly respon-
sible for maintaining social relationships outside the family as
well as maintaining marital relations inside the family. Secure
women married to secure men were also more likely to report
maintaining social relationships inside and outside the family than
were their secure husbands. In these two marriages, women were,
indeed. fulfilling their roles as relationship managers, and in both
the dual-secure and secure wife-avoidant husband pairings.
spouses reported higher levels of reciprocal love for one another.
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This was in contrast to the lower reports of love by both
spouses in the dual-insecure marriages and by the wife in the
avoidant wife-secure husband marriages. In this latter marriage.
there was a greater discrepancy between the avoidant wife and
her secure husband with respect to their efforts at maintaining so-
cial relationships with others outside the family, their efforts at
enriching their marital relationships, and their reported love for
one another. Men in these families loved their wives, worked to
maintain their marriages, and may have also been responsible for
bringing their avoidant wives into their ciccle of kin and friends,
allowing her an opportunity to connect emotionally with others.
In essence, the husband in these marriages was responsible for
relationship management both inside and outside the family. Un-
like the secure wife-avoidant husband marriages, in which secure
women in their role as relationship managers were able to estab-
lish and maintain an affective relationship that allowed their
avoidant husbands to develop a loving relationship with them,
avoidant wives married to secure husbands did not love their hus-
bands any more than insecure wives married to insecure hus-
bands. Thus, a similar process of compensation did not appear to
be at work for avoidant wives married to secure husbands. even
though these men loved their wives and made significant at-
tempts to enrich the marital relationship.

The cross-sectional nature of these findings certainly limits
any inferences that can be made regarding cause-effect relations.
yet recent prospective work by Feeney and her colleagues (Feeney,
1994; Feeney, Noller, & Callan. 1994) also suggests that current
relationship experiences can affect attachment styles by making
people. especially men, feel more secure or anxious over time. In
their longitudinal investigation of young married couples, Feeney
et al. (1994) reported that for fiuusbands, early conflict patterns
measured one year after the marriage predicted greater anxiety 21
months after the wedding. whereas early relationship satisfaction
12 months after the wedding predicted more closeness and less
anxiety at 21 months. Collectively, these findings suggest that at-
tachment models of romantic relationships may be influenced by
current relationship functioning. but the evidence appears to indi-
cate different change processes may be at work for husbands and
wives. This is certainly an area in which turther longitudinal re-
search is needed.

Attachment Styles and Parenting

The final aim of this study was to examine whether attach-
ment styles of married partners. who were also parents. had any
relation to these parents’ perceptions of parenting, their observed
parenting, and the development of the attachment relationships
between them and their one-year-old children. Dual-secure couples
reported feeling more competent in their parenting role than did
dual-insecure couples. One possible explanation for these findings
may lie in the childhood experiences of these spouses. Theoreti-
cally, sensitive and responsive parenting in one’s childhood
should not only result in a mental model of secure attachment re-
lationships, but should also provide an observable model for par-
enting one’s own children (Sroufe & Fleeson, 1988). Adults with
insecure adult attachment styles. on the other hand. are thought to
have experienced insensitive or inconsistent care from their par-
ents during childhood and such caregiving is less likely to result
in internal working models of the selt as worthy and others as
caring. These differences in child-rearing histories can either pro-
mote or undermine a sense of efficacy in caring for one’s own
children.
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Although these findings support an association between the
attachment styles of parents and their perceptions of competence as
parents. similar associations did not emerge for observed parenting
behavior or the security of the infant-parent attachment relation-
ships. Unlike several other investigations supporting an intergen-
erational link between working models of attachment using the
Adult Attachment Interview and infant attachment security (e.g.,
Fonagy et al., 1991). we found no evidence of a link between adult
attachment styles of romantic relationships and the security of the
infant-mother or infant-father attachment relationships. Similarly,
there was no evidence of an association between the marital attach-
ment groups, and the mothers’ and fathers” sensitive and intrusive
behaviors while interacting with their infants in either a free play
or teaching situation. This was rather surprising given the exten-
sive literature documenting relations between marital relationship
quality and parenting (Erel & Burman. 1995). and recent work by
Rholes and his colleagues (Rholes et al., 1995) in which avoidant
mothers (assessed with an attachment styles measure) were less
supportive of their preschool children during mother-child interac-
tion. There are several possible explanations for the lack of asso-
ciations found in the current work which may hold promise for
designing future studies in this area.

One possibility may be related to the composition of the fam-
ilies under investigation. These infants were all second- or later-
born children. Thus. parents already had extensive experience in
raising another older child before the infant was born. Mental rep-
resentations of attachment relationships may be better at predict-
ing parenting of firstborn children when the parental role is still
new and parents have no prior child rearing experiences.

A second possibility may be due in some part to the measure
of adult attachment used in the current investigation. The original
Hazan & Shaver measure has demonstrated reliability and validity
as a measure of adult romantic attachment (see Shaver & Hazan,
1993). yet it did not relate to intant attachment and parenting to
the same extent as has been found with the AAIL another measure
of adult attachment. It is quite possible that these two measures
of “adult attachment™ assess different attachment constructs (i.e.,
models of romantic attachments versus models of childhood at-
tachments) and as such, they should not be expected to predict
parenting or child outcomes in the same manner. As might be ex-
pected. the current work did find meaningful differences in mari-
ral relationship functioning as a result of the romantic attachment
pairings. but did not find a similar level of specificity in the pre-
diction of parenting and infant attachment security. The AAI
which measures childhood attachments with parents. has been far
more successful in predicting infant attachment relationships
with both mothers and fathers. but may be a very poor predictor
of marital relationship quality. Working models of romantic at-
tachments and models of parenting are considered relevant for the
development of attachment relationships across the life-span
(Ainsworth. 1991). Clearly, additional research is needed to exam-
ine different attachment constructs and their role in predicting
family relationship functioning.

A second measurement issue may also explain the relative
lack of associations found between the adult attachment groups,
parenting behavior and infant attachment in the current study.
Bartholomew and Shaver (1998) have argued that the avoidant
classification of the original Hazan & Shaver (1987) self-report
measure of romantic attachment assesses the construct of fearful
avoidance (i.e., a fear of close intimacy). and not dismissing avoid-
ance (i.e.. dismissing the importance of attachment needs), which
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is the dimension of attachment tapped by the AAI avoidant cate-
gory. They recommended a four-category adult attachment sys-
tem, including secure, anxious-ambivalent. fearful-avoidance. and
dismissing-avoidance. be used to capture the variability in ro-
mantic attachments (see Bartholomew, 1990). Similarly. we did
not utilize the relatively new fourth disorganized attachment cate-
gory (Main & Solomon, 1990) for classifying infant-parent at-
tachment security. Had we used the four-category model of adult
attachment styles (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) along with
the four categories of infant attachment security, we may have
been more successful in finding an association between adult and
infant attachment. Certainly, future research may want to address
this possibility further. Finally, Fraley and Waller (1998) have
noted the difficulties of predicting outcomes from categorical
versus continuous measures of attachment. Rholes et al. (1995),
using a continuous measure of adult attachment styles, did find
relations between mothers’ reports of attachment and parenting
behavior, whereas we found no such associations when examin-
ing parenting and the categorical classifications of attachment
styles. Future work will need to address these various measure-
ment issues before firm conclusions can be drawn about the rela-
tions between adult attachment styles, marriage, and parenting.

Limitations and Implications

The current work was limited in some respects by the fact
that we examined issues of adult attachment styles, marriage. and
parenting using a small. relatively well-functioning sample of mar-
ried couples raising children. This is probably one reason why
we, as well as others studying adult attachment styles in married
samples (Kobak & Hazan. 1991: Senchak & Leonard. 1992),
have found a larger percentage of secure than insecure spouses.
The research is also limited by its reliance on self-report mea-
sures of marriage and by its examination of marriage and attach-
ment styles at only one point in time. Future work examining the
associations between attachment, marriage. and parenting would
benefit by using multiple time-points and multiple measures,
such as observations of marital interaction and physiological
measures of affect regulation. Because the sample consisted of
predominantly White. middle-class, maritally-intact families,
there is a need for future research in this area that examines adult
attachment, marriage. and parenting in other family forms (e.g..
blended families) and in families of color.

The application of attachment theory to the study of adult ro-
mantic relationships is relatively new and knowledge about adult
attachment and its relations to well-being and relationship func-
tioning is still being accumulated. This prevents us from making
strong recommendations for practice to marriage and family ther-
apists or family educators at this time. However, we can offer some
suggestions as to where intervention efforts might be directed
based on notions of attachment theory and the results emanating
from the current work. It should also be noted that our discussion
is restricted to adult attachment and marital interaction. as we
found no link between adult attachment styles and parenting be-
havior. Several of our findings imply that differences in marital
functioning and emotional well-being were related to the attach-
ment pairings of adult attachment styles among married couples.
This suggests that intervention efforts need to be sensitive to the
attachment styles of both partners in the marriage as it was often
the fit between their attachment styles that seemed to determine
relationship dynamics and emotional well-being. The characteris-
tics most predictive of a successful marriage include liking your
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mate as a person, the expression of emotion and affection, effec-
tive communication, a problem-solving approach to disagreement,
and shared common interests (Lauer, Lauer, & Kerr, 1990; Spora-
kowski & Hughston, 1978). Because couples with different at-
tachment styles most likely have different cognitive expectations
about themselves and their relationships, as well as different strate-
gies for regulating affect and its expression, evaluating these dif-
ferent marital components and recommending interventions
tailored to spousal differences, would be an important component
of the change process.

Because adult attachment styles are theorized to reflect an
individual's affectively-based beliefs about social relationships
and how one manages emotions in socially distressing situations,
practitioners working with distressed couples may want to focus
intervention efforts on helping individuals with insecure attach-
ment styles to revise their working models of social relationships,
perhaps through the use of cognitive-behavioral or emotion-based
therapy. Cognitive-behavioral strategies can be used to address
negative cognitions, to train spouses in effective communication,
and to increase involvement in shared common interests. All of
these are key components to developing successful relationships
(Lauer et al., 1990; Sher, Baucom, & Larus, 1990). In addition,
recent research has investigated the use of emotionally focused
marital therapy (Johnson & Talitman, 1997; Roberts, 1992). This
treatment is based on the assumption that marital problems are
emotionally based and recommends that therapists address these
emotional concerns in the treatment process. Any effort for cog-
nitive or emotional change needs to take into consideration the
cognitions and emotions specific to the attachment styles of the
couple. The working models and affect expressions of an avoidant
spouse who is distant, fearful of intimacy, and uncomfortable with
closeness will be different than those of an anxious-ambivalent
spouse who is jealous. fears abandonment, and is obsessed with
the relationship. One might also expect individuals with insecure
attachment styles to impede the rapport building process between
the therapist and the couple due, in part, to the insecure individu-
als” past interactional patterns. This may present a challenge to the
therapist, as building rapport with the couple is crucially impor-
tant for implementing change strategies and creating an invest-
ment in the therapeutic process. Sperling and Lyons (1994) offer
further suggestions for using psychotherapy to change adult at-
tachment representations. One final note deserves mention. Even
though recent studies have found relations between adult attach-
ment styles and psychological disturbance (e.g., Davila, Burge, &
Hammen, 1997), measures of attachment security should not be
used as clinical or diagnostic tools in isolation from other assess-
ment techniques. Until further research is conducted, assessments
of adult attachment styles can only offer probabilistic links to
psychological symptoms and relationship functioning.
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'Contingency tables for these analyses are available from the first author.
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