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Abstract 

 Attachment style is frequently discussed in terms of profiles of early childhood risk 

factors. Those using attachment interview methods use their ratings of these risk factors in 

developing an attachment style rating.  In spite of this, profile analysis has yet to be used to 

model specific attachment styles.  By using a multiple regression profile analysis to model 

attachment style in terms of coder’s ratings of early risk factors, we can test empirically 

whether individual elements are relevant and how. 

 The study of attachments began with Freud in the middle of the last century. Since 

that time attachment style has been studied first by John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth, and 

since that time by many others. Early views of attachment, including the identification of 

specific attachment styles, and the investigation of its stability are discussed, as well as the 

limitations of the existing research. Specifically, the paper addresses the need for additional 

research to support or refute the theoretical models of attachment structure.  

 Many methods have been developed to assess attachment style, most of which are 

closely tied to one particular theoretical view of attachment structure. Because the data for 

this paper are drawn from a study which utilized a four-prototype model of attachment as 

assessed for a coded semi-structured interview, the best way to understand the resultant 

codes is through a profile analysis. By using a two-step multiple regression profile analysis 

procedure, we can assess the unique contributions of both the level of risk, and the pattern 

of risk factors. The multiple regression methodology has the additional benefit of allowing 

for both continuous predictors and criterion variables; something that is not possible with 

other profile analysis methodologies. This allowed me to run the regressions with both 
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dichotomous and semi-continuous criterion variables which enable the detection of 

different patterns.  

 The results indicate that both the profile patterns and level can predict the criteria. 

The pattern component however is significantly more predictive of the criteria. While the 

derived patterns differ from the predicted patterns, they remain consistent with theory.  

Overall, environmental risk factors such as abuse, neglect, and parental rejection were not 

predictive of attachment style or score, while individual risk factors such as anger at 

parents and rebellion, and the interactive factor of role reversal were highly predictive. This 

leads us to conclude that profiles are a viable method of understanding attachment styles, 

and that it is the individual's responses to the risk factors present in the childhood 

environment rather than those factors themselves which determine attachment style. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Attachment Style: History and Importance 

 In order to better understand the phenomenon of adolescent sexual offending, 

researchers have undertaken a study of attachment style in adolescent males identified as 

needing treatment for mental health, drug, delinquency, and sexual perpetration related 

issues. Attachment style has long interested researchers. First introduced by Freud, 

attachment theory was popularized by Bowlby in the middle of the 20th century. Since 

that time it has been used to explain both parent child relationships and romantic 

relationships.  

 Attachment theory posits that our earliest relationships form the templates for all 

subsequent relationships, so that interpersonal strategies that proved successful in infancy 

may persist well into adulthood regardless of their continued utility. This has been used 

to explain why people are abusive to their romantic partners (e.g., Dutten et al., 1994), 

become victims of domestic abuse (e.g., Muller et al., 2000), and even commit sexual 

offenses (see Hudson 1997, Miner 2009, Ward 1996 for some examples). The data for 

this project are from a study of attachment in adolescent sexual offenders (Miner et al., 

2010). Miner et al. posit that adolescent males with high attachment anxiety, when 

coupled with high sexual needs among other risk factors, may engage in sexual activities 

with children. While poor attachment on its own may not lead directly to sexual 

offending, it is a contributing factor. 

The interaction of theory and measurement. 
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 Since Bowlby (1959) introduced attachment theory to the field of psychology, 

numerous instruments have appeared to measure the construct. The simplest of these 

instruments ask respondents to choose from descriptions of attachment styles, the one 

particular style that best matches their own relationship patterns. The most complex 

measures require trained coders to listen to semi-structured interviews lasting an hour or 

longer in order to rate the participant’s unconscious views of relationships. Not only do 

the measures differ in format, but also in the attachment styles to which they assign 

people. Some instruments assign people to one of three or four categories of attachment 

style, while others seek to locate people along two or three dimensions. For instance, the 

Adult Attachment Interview assigns people to one of three attachment styles (George, 

Kaplan, & Main, 1996), while the Adult Attachment Scale locates people along three 

dimensions (Collins & Read, 1990). Further differences in measures relate to whether 

attachment style is viewed as specific to the attachment figure and whether style is 

viewed as stable across the developmental process. A researcher interested in using 

attachment style as a component of a study must select those instruments they will use 

from the many possible instruments that purport to measure attachment. For such a 

decision to be theoretically sound, the researcher must select measures that are 

appropriate to their sample, and consistent with a strong theoretical model. 

In her 1994 article, Bartholomew focuses on the relationship between theory and 

measurement in the area of attachment research. Assessment of attachment style in adults 

has traditionally relied on self-report questionnaires, which assume that the respondent 

has an accurate understanding of their behaviors and motivations, and will represent them 

truthfully. Bartholomew identifies issues with self-report measures including their 
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reliance on the client not only knowing him or herself, but also having the ability to 

report that information honestly and accurately. Using the Adult Attachment Interview, 

or a similar measure, allows researchers to avoid these assumptions (George, Kaplan, & 

Main, 1996). Bartholomew also points out domain differences in that some measures 

look at early attachment to parental figures, while others look at current attachment to 

romantic figures. Some measures offer styles for each figure, and others offer one style 

assumed to be constant across figures. Also, the question of stability of attachment style 

across the life span must be resolved. While some measures assess attachment in infants, 

and others focus on adults, no single measure is appropriate across the life span. Not only 

do the methods change, from observations to self reports, but the types of relationships 

focused on also change, from parental to romantic and from one-way to reciprocal. 

Because the measures change so dramatically over time, assessing stability of style is 

necessarily difficult. Current methods of measuring attachment are inconsistent, although 

they may purport to measure the same thing. Until these measurement issues are settled, 

and the field of attachment theorists decides once and for all what attachment looks like, 

research findings are suspect due to their instability across methods and models, and 

across relationships and time.  

Measurement of a particular construct is intrinsically linked with the theory that 

attempts to describe that construct. When studying attachment style, the act of choosing a 

measurement technique is to implicitly choose a theory. Various theories correspond with 

various tools. Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) mention two dimensional (Brennan, 

Clark, & Shaver, 1998), three dimensional (Collins & Read, 1990, Simpson, Rholes, & 

Nelligan, 1992), three category (Hazan & Shaver, 1987), and four category (Main, 
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Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985) models, along with their own four prototype model. 

Dimensional models have the benefit of retaining more information than categorical 

models when using scales to assess style, and are amenable to regression and 

correlational analyses that would not be appropriate with categorical models. Despite 

some compelling measurement reasons for a dimensional approach, the model may be 

flawed as it has been driven almost entirely by data rather than theory. Categorical 

approaches have the advantage of simplicity; they are easy to conceptualize and easy to 

explain.  

The Attachment Interview 

 The Roots of Sexual Abuse study applies attachment theory to the problem of 

adolescent sexual perpetration. This study hinges on the ability to accurately and reliably 

determine the attachment profiles of the adolescent participants. Given the population of 

interest, the preferred, and perhaps only, way to do this was through hour long, semi-

structured interviews, scored by professional coders. These have the benefits of being 

able to elicit information the participants may not have been aware of, and are flexible 

enough to account for combination of parental, peer, and romantic attachments during the 

transitional adolescent years. 

 The state of the art technique for assessing attachment is through coded 

interviews, but currently the coding process is more art than science.  In order to validate 

this technique, we must operationalize the coding process. The purpose of this study is to 

derive the model that underlies the here-to-fore unquantified coding process. Using the 
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attachment literature, we can hypothesize those interview characteristics likely to predict 

specific insecure attachment codings. Using profile analysis we can test those hypotheses. 

 Attachment codings are determined not by the individual experiences reported in 

the interviews, but rather by the constellation of experiences combined with the affective 

interpretations of them which determine attachment codings.  This study will explicate 

the empirical structure of the coding process. 

Profile Analysis and the Attachment Interview 

 The attachment interview codings present the methodologist with an interesting 

case. Because there is no established method for interpreting them, to understand how the 

preliminary codings relate to the final style codings, or to determine if the final codings 

provide more than just a concise summary of the preliminary codings, a profile analysis 

is proposed. Because both the preliminary codings and the final style codings are ordinal, 

rather than dichotomous, and because no prior model for the exact profile pattern exists, I 

selected a two-stage multiple regression for the analysis. 

 Interview codings from a cross-sectional study of attachment style in adolescent 

males will serve as the data for this study. Each of the participants has been identified 

based on their participation in a treatment program for mental health, drug or alcohol 

abuse, or legal problems, with a focus on those youth who have committed sexually 

based crimes. Participant interviews will receive ratings regarding the degree to which 

they match each of the four attachment prototypes: secure, preoccupied, fearful, and 

dismissing. They will also be rated on a large number of other factors regarding their 

relationships with important caregivers, and risk factors such as family instability, abuse, 
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and neglect. A subset of these ratings will be used to develop and test the profiles for 

each of the insecure attachment ratings. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Attachment Literature 

Historical Views of Attachment 

When Bowlby began his work on attachment, he was influenced by those 

psychologists who had preceded him. In his 1959 article, The Nature of the Child’s Tie to 

His Mother, he referred to the work of Sigmund Freud. Although Freud influenced 

Bowlby’s attachment work, attachment was not a primary interest of his. Freud did not 

spend much energy on the topic and only in later life did he begin to examine attachment. 

Freud saw that it is from the mother that a child learns to love. In the Freudian model, the 

infant’s attachment to its mother is viewed as primarily fulfilling physiological needs 

rather than social ones (Bowlby, 1959). The infant is attached to the mother because the 

mother provides food and protection from danger. Up until Bowlby’s work gained 

prominence, the mother-child attachment continued to be viewed as secondary to the 

child’s need for nourishment and protection. Still, psychologists like Anna Freud, 

Melanie Klein, and others began to appreciate that there was a social component to the 

attachment from an early point in development (Bowlby). 

Bowlby brought attachment theory to the attention of the public with his 

publication of the three volume set Attachment and Loss (1969). As Bowlby explained, 

the infant-mother relationship serves as a template for adult romantic relationships. 

Attachment grows out of an infant’s need for proximity to the mother. In primate and 

human infants, even at very early ages, attachment behavior can be seen. Between the age 

of six months and one year, infants show attachment behavior in relation to their mothers 

by crying when they leave and by attempting to follow them. As they age, they begin to 
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display distress regarding upcoming separations. Also they begin to be able to use 

substitute attachment figures in the mother’s absence and abide greater degrees of 

independence. Despite their increasing autonomy, at times of illness or distress 

attachment behavior in older children may take a form more often seen in younger 

children. For instance, a sick child may refuse to leave its mother, or may refuse comfort 

from even familiar adults. In adolescence, attachment behaviors between child and 

mother decrease while attachment behaviors in the child’s relationships with peers 

increase. Much individual difference exists in the exact patterns to which the child’s 

attachment behavior conforms.   

While Bowlby was interested in exploring and observing attachment behavior, he 

did not attempt to classify it. In contrast to Freud’s secondary attachment view, in which 

attachment served only to further an infant's need for food and safety, Bowlby observed 

that infants are attached not only to those that provide them with food and shelter, but 

also to those that do not meet any of their food and shelter needs. The biological reason 

for attachment as Bowlby sees it, is primary rather than secondary, and not only serves to 

increase the infant’s chances at survival through proximity to parents, but also serves as a 

foundation for later social behaviors. When faced with a predator or other danger, the 

infant’s odds of survival are greatly increased if they are near a parent as opposed to on 

their own, but to function successfully in a group when older, the child must also have 

learned that others are capable of providing support. 

Regarding the stability of attachment patterns, Bowlby suggests that although a 

pattern of attachment between mother and child is likely to be established by the child’s 

first birthday, the pattern is still subject to change. Changes in attachment style occur 



9 

especially as the result of major life changes, such as the birth of a sibling or parental 

separation. Even in situations in which the child’s attachment style changes, the 

relationship style may not change. For instance a mother’s absence may shake a child’s 

secure attachment but not alter the child’s attachment to the father. As the child ages, the 

child’s attachment orientation is much less stable than that of the relationship. For 

instance a child and mother may have a relatively stable secure attachment, but the child 

is not necessarily stably and securely attached. Conversely, a person may be insecurely 

attached to his or her mother throughout life, but as an adult may develop a secure 

attachment to a romantic partner in particular, as well as becoming securely attached in 

general. These same observations can be used to support the idea that the attachment 

style is particular to the child, or to the attachment figure, depending on which you view 

as having primary importance. 

Ainsworth was strongly influenced by the work of Bowlby, and refers frequently 

to him in her 1978 work on attachment (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978). She 

identifies three patterns of attachment: secure, avoidant, and resistant. Using an 

experimental technique called the “Strange Situation,” Ainsworth (1978) uses a large 

number of systematic observations to catalogue the attachment patterns seen in infants. 

The Strange Situation is designed to present the infant with situations that are 

increasingly stressful, and begins with the low stress situation of baby and mother in a 

strange but unthreatening room. The purpose of this stage is to establish a baseline and to 

assess the infant’s willingness to explore. A stranger then enters the room and gradually 

approaches the baby. Next, the mother leaves the room. The mother then returns, and the 

stranger leaves. Now that the baby and mother are once again alone in the room, the 



10 

mother attempts to interest the infant in the toys available. Then the mother leaves a 

second time; the stranger returns, and then finally the mother returns again. In this way 

the infant can be observed with mother and without, and with stranger and without, in all 

possible permutations.  

Infants were observed, and categorized into seven or eight clusters and three 

categories based on their behavior. The first category, Category A, is later termed 

avoidant. A baby in this category shows little distress at mother leaving, relates to the 

stranger much as to the mother, and does not seek mother during reunion episodes. The 

avoidant category consists of two subgroups; one of which involves a baby who is 

consistently uninterested in the mother, while the other involves a baby who at times may 

show interest in mother, while at other times shows active disinterest in mother. The 

second category, Category B, is described as secure. A baby in the secure category shows 

strong interest in the mother, seeking either proximity or contact in an effort to remain 

connected with the mother. The secure baby shows significantly less interest in the 

stranger than in the mother. Three or four subgroups exist within this category. The final 

category, Category C, contains babies whose behavior is described as ambivalent. The 

ambivalent baby actively avoids the mother, but attempts to maintain contact once 

established. Such a baby may be noticeably angry or passive, depending on which of the 

two subgroups to which the baby is assigned. 

Patterns were seen both in the behaviors of the mothers and in the behaviors of 

the babies. Mothers of avoidant infants showed a higher number of physical interventions 

with their infants, and were more often described as “abrupt or interfering” when picking 

up their babies. Mothers of ambivalent infants picked up their babies primarily to feed 
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them, and often insisted on feeding the baby as they would a younger infant despite the 

baby’s apparent desire to attempt to feed its self. The mothers of the ambivalent infants 

were more likely than the other mothers to be judged inept in their care of their babies. 

Mothers of secure infants acknowledged the babies more often, showed more sensitivity, 

and were rated as more tender earlier in the babies’ life, when compared to the mothers of 

babies in the other two categories.  

Is attachment style specific to person or attachment figure? 

Ainsworth, et al. began to examine whether attachment style was specific to the 

infant, or to the attachment figure. By placing babies in the Strange Situation with several 

different caregivers, for instance mother, father, and a familiar babysitter, they were able 

to observe whether the baby’s behavior was consistent across figures. Infants behaved the 

same in the strange situation when accompanied by mother, father, or other attachment 

figure, suggesting that for infants, attachment style is stable across attachment figures. In 

situations where multiple attachment figures were available, the baby often chose one 

(i.e. mother) over the other (i.e. familiar babysitter), and this tended to occur more often 

when the baby found the situation most stressful. Although Ainsworth et al. reported 

significant stability, Shaver and Mikulincer (2002) report that these behaviors are not 

always consistent within a single infant, and that adults often receive different attachment 

style ratings when using generic measures of attachment as opposed to person-specific 

measures.  

The stability of attachment style across time is also subject to debate. There is 

little research to connect infant attachment style with adult attachment style. While a few 
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studies have been done using the Adult Attachment Interview, they do not lead to 

conclusive findings. Some suggestions of links between certain childhood traumas such 

as death of a parent or sexual abuse and insecure adult attachments have been found 

(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002). Ammaniti, van Ijzendoorn, Speranza, and Tambelli (2000) 

organized the developmental process of attachment into four inter-related processes. 

During the first stage of development, from infancy until approximately age five, the 

child develops an attachment pattern based on his or her personality and his or her 

experiences with caregivers. These experiences are then internalized as internal working 

models. As the child matures into adolescence and adulthood, changes in attachment 

strategies may occur, and, as the child becomes a parent, these strategies will be 

transferred to the next generation.  

To examine the stability of these internal working models, Ammaniti, et al. 

(2000) interviewed adolescents at age ten and at age fourteen. Over 70 percent of the 

adolescents produced interviews rated as belonging to the same attachment style at both 

time points. Such a finding suggests some stability of attachment style as youth move 

from childhood into adolescence. Sharfe and Bartholomew (1994) attempted to 

distinguish between apparent instability in attachment style due to unreliability, and 

actual instability. To do this, they assessed adults’ attachment styles using self report 

measures, expert ratings, and the ratings of romantic partners. Each participant, excluding 

a few who dropped out, completed each measure at two times, eight months apart. 

Participants also completed The Life Events Survey, to document any life changes that 

had occurred between testing sessions and the impact those changes had on the 

participant. Results indicated moderate stability, and were even higher when results for 
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the continuous measures were disattenuated for unreliability. Of the methods used, the 

interviews were the most stable. Unfortunately, the meaning of these results is 

questionable as the time period over which attachment was assessed was insufficient to 

expect significant changes in the attachment styles of adults. Virtually all of the 

instability should thus be due to measurement error rather than true change. To answer 

the question of stability once and for all, Fraley (2002) conducted a meta-analysis in 

which he reviewed twenty seven studies. Each study looked at infant attachment as 

assessed through the Strange Situation at approximately twelve months of age, and later 

attachment. For the majority of the studies (16 of the 27), the follow-up was conducted 

between one and 8 months after the initial assessment, again using the Strange Situation. 

Two studies reported follow-ups around age four, four at age five or six, and five studies 

reported on follow-ups that occurred in late adolescence or early adulthood. As expected, 

the stability observed when the follow-up was conducted one month after the initial 

observation, was substantially higher than when the follow-up was conducted in early 

adulthood. Moderate stability was seen over the full time range. Stability across 

attachment figures was not assessed. 

In order to explain the stability of attachment style across developmental stages 

and attachment figures, Mikulincer and Shaver (2003) explore the connection between 

faulty attachment figures, secondary attachment strategies, and insecure attachment style. 

They report that children whose attachment needs are not met may hyperactivate their 

attachment behavior by constantly seeking proximity with reluctant attachment figures. 

The alternative is to deactivate attachment behaviors by choosing independence and self 

reliance rather than proximity. Each interaction with an attachment figure is stored 
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symbolically in the child’s mind in order to produce strategies for future interactions. 

These can coalesce to form internal working models (IWMs). According to Mikulincer 

and Shaver, each person will have multiple IWMs for a primary attachment figure, but 

through reactivation and reinforcement the chance of triggering one may be much greater 

than the chance of activating another. Because the model most typical for a primary 

attachment figure is activated so often, it is likely to be activated even when it may not be 

the most appropriate model. A child whose parents are unresponsive to the child’s 

proximity seeking behavior may frequently resort to hyperactivating strategies, and this 

tendency may well persist and appear with other figures and in other situations 

throughout the child’s life. People with a heavy reliance on hyperactivating strategies 

tend to be needy and dependant in relationships, and their partners may become frustrated 

because they cannot satisfy their need for closeness. Thus the partner may be increasingly 

unavailable, and this may perpetuate the cycle.  

Hyperactivating individuals tend to over identify sources of threat and downplay 

their ability to face these threats alone. In contrast, those who rely on deactivating 

strategies work to reduce the need for attachment figures at all. To do this, they must 

view themselves as capable of dealing with threats and limit the number of stimuli that 

they view as threatening.  

The Structure of Attachment Style 

Of the many structures presented for attachment style, perhaps the easiest to 

understand is the categorical structure. The oldest structure proposed was the three 

category structure that Ainsworth used when introducing the styles. Waters and 
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Beauchaine (2003) suggested that the appeal of the categorical models may have little to 

do with their accuracy; maybe we just like a categorical view. It is easy for us to 

understand Mary Ainsworth’s model as a three category model, in which babies can be 

sorted into types based on their behaviors. Waters and Beauchaine caution us that, 

because we are inclined to like such taxonomies, we must be very careful in examining 

them, for although many true taxonomies exist, many more are seen where they are not. 

Although Ainsworth described the findings of her Strange Situation research 

categorically, this was not for theoretical reasons, but rather for ease of explanation. 

The categorical models. 

 The original three category model, as proposed by Ainsworth, sorted infants into 

secure, anxious/ambivalent, and avoidant groups, of which each group had several 

subgroups. It was into these three categories that Hazan and Shaver (1987) first 

categorized adults in romantic relationships. The secure category contained adults who 

reported being comfortable both being depended on and depending on others. These 

adults did not report fears of abandonment by their partners, nor were they afraid of their 

partners becoming too close. The anxious/ambivalent group contained those people who 

feared abandonment by their partners, and reported wanting to be closer to their partners 

than they were, to the extent that they wanted to merge completely. The adults 

categorized as avoidant were those that were reluctant to become close to their partners, 

and reported having difficulty trusting their partners. To test this model, Hazan and 

Shaver arranged for a set of items designed to measure attachment in romantic 

relationships to be printed in a local newspaper. The measure contained 95 questions, 
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many asking about the respondent’s most important romantic relationship, but others 

dealing with family background characteristics. Attachment style was assessed using one 

item in which respondents were asked to pick the description that most closely matched 

how they were in romantic relationships. They received over 1,000 responses, of which 

the first 620 were analyzed. Despite the many limitations of this research design, 

substantial differences between individuals classifying themselves in different attachment 

categories were observed for many of the predictors. Concerned about the limitations of 

their study, Hazan and Shaver administered the same items, along with additional items 

on loneliness and personal views of themselves and others, to an undergraduate sample. 

Similar patterns were seen as for the larger, newspaper sample. For both samples, slightly 

more than half of the respondents categorized themselves as secure, with the remainder 

splitting themselves between the avoidant and anxious/ambivalent categories, and for 

both samples, those categorizing themselves in any one group differed from those who 

categorized themselves in the other groups in meaningful, and statistically significant 

ways. 

The three categories used by Hazan and Shaver (1987) were similar to those 

derived from the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) (George, Kaplan, & Main, 1996). 

The AAI is a semi-structured interview which relies on trained coders to categorize 

people into attachment styles based on their unconscious as well as conscious views of 

relationships. Like Hazan and Shaver’s self report tool, the AAI assigns people to one of 

three categories; secure, preoccupied (similar to the anxious/ambivalent group), and 

dismissing (similar to the avoidant group). Although the preoccupied and dismissing 

groups are similar to the insecure groups as identified by Hazan and Shaver, they are not 
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identical. For instance, those who described themselves as avoidant using Hazan and 

Shaver’s self report measure, necessarily reported distress in that they were 

“uncomfortable being close to others” and “nervous when anyone gets too close” (Hazan 

& Shaver). By contrast, those classified as dismissing using the AAI, did not report 

distress (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).  In order to better describe those avoidant of 

intimacy, Bartholomew and Horowitz propose two separate categories; dismissing and 

fearful. By breaking the category into two parts, they account for the differences seen in 

the work based in self report and that based in interview methods of assessing 

attachment. Those classified as dismissing in the AAI would remain dismissing in the 

four category model, based on the tendency of those in the group to dismiss both 

intimacy and its importance. The new fearful category contains those who are fearful of 

intimacy, and more closely matches those who endorsed the avoidant description in the 

self report measure. The remaining two categories in the Bartholomew and Horowitz 

model are secure and preoccupied, as were seen in the AAI codings. 

The dimensional models. 

 In the second volume of his three volume work, Bowlby explicated the idea of 

internal working models. Building on a biological theory, Bowlby proposed that people 

not only had internal working models of their environments, but also of people. People 

have internal working models of themselves, and internal working models of others, and 

these models are inextricably related to attachment (Bretherton, 1992). These two internal 

working models (IWM) became the dimensions of one two dimensional view of 

attachment style. In this model, individuals have IWMs of self and other, which are 
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independent and range from very positive to very negative. Bartholomew and Horowitz 

(1991) bridged the gap between a categorical view of attachment, and a dimensional one. 

Using IWM of self and IWM of others as the two dimensions of their framework, they 

dichotomized each IWM to create four quadrants corresponding to a four category view 

of attachment style. On one dimension is the IWM of others, characterized by the 

question “is the attachment person the kind of person who generally responds to requests 

for support or protection?” while on the other dimension the IWM of self is characterized 

by the question “am I the sort of person that others, especially the attachment figure, are 

likely to support and protect?” (Bartholomew & Horowitz). 

An alternative two dimensional model of attachment uses the dimensions of 

avoidance and anxiety. Brennan, Clark and Shaver (1998) found that these dimensions 

underlay the categorical styles reported by Ainsworth (1978) and Hazan and Shaver 

(1987). This dimensional view closely parallels the dimensional view of Bartholomew 

and Horowitz, and also allows for the four categorical styles to be placed in quadrants. 

For a graphic depiction of the categorical and two dimensional conceptions of attachment 

style, see Figure 1.  

To test their two dimensional view, Brennan, Clark and Shaver (1998) 

administered nearly every available measure of attachment to a large sample of 

undergraduates. Participants completed five brief measures of attachment, in which they 

were asked to select the description of the style closest to their own, and 323 seven-point, 

rating scale items adapted from every multi-item scale the authors were able to identify. 

Only those items which the authors viewed as redundant were omitted. The items were 
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then used to recalculate the total scores for the 60 separate scales that had provided items. 

Further analysis produced two independent factors; anxiety and avoidance. These two 

factors accounted for over 60% of the variance seen in the scale scores. 

 

Figure 1. Attachment style viewed categorically and dimensionally 

Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) suggest that a three dimensional model was 

developed by Simpson, Rholes, and Nelligan (1992), but the structure of their theory is 

far from clear. To assess attachment style, the authors use statements from Hazan and 

Shaver’s (1987) attachment style description. Rather than asking them to select one 

description, they ask respondents to rate on a seven point scale the extent to which they 

agree with each of thirteen statements taken from the original descriptions (Simpson, 
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Rholes & Nelligan). In this way it is possible to conceive of them as using each of the 

categorical attachment styles used in the original measure, as a dimension. The authors 

do not fully explain how they envision the measures they have created functioning in 

relation to the underlying construct of attachment style. A three dimensional model 

underlies the Adult Attachment Scale (AAS), which was also derived from the Hazan and 

Shaver attachment style descriptions. Rather than dividing the statements by which 

category they described, a factor analysis was used to identify three underlying 

dimensions, which the authors described as capacity for closeness, capacity to depend on 

others, and anxiety regarding relationships (Collins & Read, 1990). When Brennan, Clark 

and Shaver (1998)examined these results, they found that their own two dimensional 

model was a good fit due to the level of correlation between the factors capacity for 

closeness and capacity to depend on others. Simpson, Rholes and Nelligan used their 

findings to derive a two dimensional structure for attachment. The labels they attached to 

the dimensions were “security versus avoidance” and “anxiety.”  

The prototype model. 

 While categorical and dimensional views of attachment style account for nearly 

all of the views presented in the current literature, there is a third way of understanding 

the structure of attachment. Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) have proposed a prototype 

view of attachment style. In this view, the categories of attachment style are viewed as 

prototypes, rather than quadrants of a grid described by IWMs. Individuals vary in how 

close to they are to the prototype of a given style: secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and 

fearful. Just as a robin is a “better,” bird than a penguin, one dismissive individual may 
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be a “better” dismissive than another. Any one person would then vary in goodness (or 

badness) of fit to each prototype. 

 A four category/two dimensional view based on prototypes is proposed. In this 

view, the underlying dimensions of Internal Working Model of Self, and Internal 

Working Model of Others are used to describe the four prototypical attachment types: 

Secure, Preoccupied, Dismissing, and Fearful. The same categories are used as are seen 

in Bartholomew and Horowitz’s four category model. Using the History of Attachment 

Interview (HAI), a semi-structured interview, participants are rated according to the 

degree that they conform to each given prototype. From these ratings, a score on each of 

the dimensions can be calculated to assign each participant to a single point on the two 

dimensional graph. The decision to rate people on the prototypes rather than the 

dimensions was made for reliability reasons. Coders were more consistent in their ratings 

if they used prototypes rather than dimensions. Despite the ease of rating people on 

prototypes (at least as compared to internal working models) participants seldom typify 

only one dimension with nearly half of all participants’ best fits being less than two 

points stronger than their next best fit (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991, Robinson et al., 

in preparation). Ratings are conducted on a nine point scale. Correlations between 

interview ratings and self report measures suggest some agreement but are lower than 

desired. 

Summary 

 One of the great strengths of attachment research is the shear amount of 

information available. Observations of infant attachment go back over fifty years and 
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there are decades' worth of research on adult attachment as well. While the methods used 

to assess attachment have varied from observation to self report and interview, the 

rationale for each method has been strong.  

 There have been three basic ways in which attachment has been assessed: The 

Strange Situation, self-report inventories, and semi-structured interviews. The Strange 

Situation is only useful with infants close to one year of age. Self Report measures are 

only valid if the respondents know and can honestly report their attachment behaviors. 

While there is research to suggest that in certain adult populations, this does occur, it may 

not be valid in adolescent and child samples. Additionally these self report measures 

generally feature only three styles, omitting Bartholomew and Horowitz’s style of 

dismissing, while including a dismissing category that more closely approximates the 

Bartholomew and Horowitz fearful category. The dismissing style may be particularly 

difficult to assess by self report, as it contains individuals who avoid intimacy, but report 

no distress regarding this. Interview measures can allow researchers to see attachment 

behaviors that the respondent is unaware of, but they take a substantial investment of 

time and money on the part of researchers, and still produce codings that have substantial 

unreliability.  

Attachment Profiles in Adolescent Males with Problems 

 Measures and theories of attachment style have been designed for adults and for 

infants, and then adapted for children and adolescents. While developmental theories 

have attempted to explain how infant attachments become adult attachments, they do not 

explain what attachment looks like during that transition. The methods that have been 
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used have assigned people to attachment styles that are conceptually similar, regardless 

of age and method.  

 Of the many methods and measures for assessing attachment style, there is none 

that is clearly superior to all others. The preferred measure depends on the population of 

interest, and the theory selected by the researcher. When assessing attachment style in 

adolescents, researchers must chose a measure that is appropriate for this age. The adult 

measures which rely on ratings of romantic attachments are inappropriate as few 

adolescents have had long term romantic relationships. Equally inappropriate are the 

infant attachment measures such as the strange situation. While infant attachment is best 

assessed through the infant’s relations with caregivers, and many researchers have 

assessed adult attachment through romantic partners, the proper focus for adolescents is 

less clear. In general they remain in the care of their parents, but are increasingly looking 

to peers and romantic partners for support. While researchers continue to debate the 

structure that best fits the attachment style of adults, and how that relates to the 

attachment styles seen in infants, the nature of attachment during adolescence is even less 

clear. These considerations suggest that measures designed for older children or adults 

that focus on parental and peer relationships are the best choice for assessing attachment 

in adolescents. 

Research Proposal  

 Attachment Style, as described by Kim Bartholomew, is best conceptualized as 

the degree to which an individual matches each of four Attachment Prototypes 

(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). While individuals may be matched to profiles using 
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paper and pencil measures, an interview has the unique ability to capture information of 

which the respondent himself may not be aware. This is particularly attractive when 

assessing attachment in populations not skilled at self-evaluation. For this reason, the 

Roots Adolescent Attachment Protocol (RAAP) was developed to assess the attachment 

styles of the adolescent males sampled for this study. The RAAP, a semi-structured 

interview adapted from the HAI, is audio-taped and then coded by experts who use it to 

assign adolescents scores on the degree to which they match each of four prototypical 

attachment styles. Prior to assigning scores on each of the prototypes, the expert coders 

provide scores on dozens of individual items which represent relationship characteristics, 

experiences, and personality traits. Although there is currently no formula to directly 

translate scores on individual items coded in the RAAP into prototype scores, it is clear 

that those items in some way are taken into account to derive the final prototype 

attachment scores. In order to determine whether prototypes are linked to particular 

patterns of scores, I propose using a multiple regression technique to empirically test this 

question.  

 To understand the ways in which reports of childhood experiences given in 

response to interview probes combine to form attachment scores, we have a choice of 

several methodologies. The simplest would be a mean comparison. Higher or lower 

scores on risk factors would be connected to different attachment styles. This technique 

would assume that the attachment styles were ordinal in nature, which they are not. An 

extremely insecure person could fall into any of the insecure categories, and within each 

category there is a range of degrees of insecurity depending on how closely the individual 

matches the prototype of that style (Henderson, Bartholomew & Poole, 2004). An 
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alternative might be a confirmatory factor analysis, but while that technique is potentially 

helpful as a way to differentiate secure from insecure individuals, it will not distinguish 

between types of insecurity. Each type of insecurity will have its own particular 

constellation of adverse experiences. It will be the relative strength of each recalled 

experience that dictates category rather than the absolute strength, and the majority of 

experiences will be associated with multiple outcomes depending on the other 

experiences reported. 

 Profile analysis allows researchers to use patterns of scores to identify groups, 

rather than simple mean differences. Over the past decades several new techniques for 

profile analysis have been developed, allowing the technique to gain increased 

psychometric utility. Cronbach and Glesar (1953) defined “profile” as consisting of 

elevation (level), scatter (deviation from individual mean) and shape (what is left over 

after the other two parts are removed-along with scatter, it constitutes pattern). While 

profile patterns have always had theoretical appeal, we are now able to demonstrate in 

multiple ways their empirical usefulness. The utility of previous profile analysis 

techniques had been limited by the inability to test them against a criterion, but the more 

recent work reviewed below has eliminated this problem.  

 Davison and Davenport (2002) believe criterion patterns are better than configural 

frequency analysis (CFA) because CFA requires that both the predictor and criterion 

variables be categorical. In contrast, multiple regression can handle both continuous 

predictor and criterion variables. In this technique, both level and pattern are then entered 

into a multiple regression to assess the amount of variance accounted for by each.  
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Davenport, Davison, Chan and Culpepper (2005) used profile analysis to examine college 

selection, clinical diagnosis, and course taking. They rejected cluster analysis due to the 

tendencies of the profiles to be dominated by level rather than pattern differences. 

Likewise they rejected Modal Profile Analysis (MFA) due to its inability to distinguish 

measurement error from actual profile differences. They also discarded multidimensional 

scaling as, though it was able to distinguish error from true variance, and was not overly 

reliant on level differences, like cluster analysis and MFA, it did not test the ability of the 

profile to be used to predict a criterion. Thus, while the patterns might be characteristic of 

particular groups, there was no way to test their predictive validity. Configural frequency 

analysis was also considered, but rejected as it required that the predictors be categorized, 

thus reducing the amount of information that was being used. Structural Equation 

Modeling is also considered, and rejected. Davison, Gasser and Ding (1996) criticize 

cluster analysis for its difficulty dealing with large samples, and for its tendency to find 

clusters, regardless of whether they really exist. Chan, Davison and Davenport (2005) 

used a two step multiple regression technique to first identify the criterion related 

patterns, and second, test their predictive validity. The technique was successful in 

identifying a set of criterion related patterns that correctly classified approximately 70 

percent of the participants into diagnostic categories.   

 Profile analysis has allowed researchers to use existing techniques to analyze data 

in new ways. The literature described above presents at least six different techniques; 

each of which has strengths and weaknesses. Because the proposed analysis will use a set 

of individual items to predict a criterion score, those methods which did not use an 

external criterion, such as Multidimensional Scaling, Cluster Analysis, and Modal Profile 
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Analysis were ruled out. Configural Frequency Analysis was similarly discarded as it can 

only handle a dichotomous criterion. Structural Equation Modeling was also ruled out as 

it would require pre-specifying a particular pattern for each prototype. While theory can 

guide us to make educated guesses regarding the types of patterns likely to emerge, the 

specific patterns will need to be derived empirically. For this reason, in addition to the 

desire to take full advantage of the criterion information, Multiple Regression is the 

technique of choice. Using multiple regression, we can derive the profile patterns, and 

identify the amount of criterion variance determined by the pattern, as well as the level.  

 The major research questions behind this paper are:  

(a) Are there profiles of risk associated with each attachment style? If so,  

(b)  Can these profiles be empirically derived from the coding information provided by 

the raters, and,  

(c) Are the different styles determined by pattern, level, or both? 
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Chapter 3 Methodology 

Participants 

 The participants were 278 adolescent males between the ages of 13 and 18 years, 

recruited from residential and outpatient sex offender specific treatment programs, 

juvenile probation departments, and juvenile detention centers from urban and rural 

counties across Minnesota (e.g., Hennepin, St. Louis, Dodge, Fillmore, and Olmsted 

counties). Adolescent males were eligible if they were adjudicated delinquent, assigned 

to sex offender specific treatment, or under juvenile probation supervision. To minimize 

treatment effects, none had been in their current treatment for more than three full 

months. Of the juveniles included in the study, 156 had committed sexual crimes with or 

without additional non sexual crimes, while the remaining 122 had committed non-sexual 

crimes exclusively. All of the participants had committed at least one non-nuisance, non-

statutory, offense. Adolescents whose criminal history was limited to such crimes as 

loitering or truancy were not eligible. 

Procedures 

       Each participant completed a 228 item computerized survey, as well as a face-to-

face interview with a member of research staff. The order of administration was 

determined randomly, with half of the participants completing the interview prior to the 

computer survey. In addition, research staff reviewed each participant’s institutional and 

clinical record using the File Review Coding Guide.  
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       The Roots Adolescent Attachment Protocol (RAAP) was developed from the 

Family Attachment Interview (FAI) and Peer Attachment Interview (PAI) (Bartholomew 

& Horowitz, 1991) which were later combined to form the History of Attachments 

Interview (HAI) (Henderson, 2010). The HAI was adapted for use with a troubled 

adolescent population, in that it was changed to focus primarily on family of origin and 

peer relationships, rather than on romantic relationships. RAAP has two parts. Part 1, 

which lasts approximately an hour, consists of open-ended questions and probes that 

were designed to facilitate exploration of childhood and family relationships and 

dynamics. It is audio-recorded so that coders are able to use the rich qualitative data to 

code the attachment styles of the adolescent participants.  Part 2, which takes about 10 

minutes, is comprised of 21 short answer questions about friends, free-time activities, and 

sexual experiences. This part is not recorded. Each interview was coded by two 

experienced coders, who were blind to study hypotheses and group membership.  

 For the purposes of interview coding, attachment style was conceptualized as 

dimensional, not categorical, and rated on the degree to which the participant matched 

each of the four prototypical attachment styles: secure, dismissive, preoccupied, or fearful 

(Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994).  Each coder’s ratings were averaged together for a final 

rating after interrater reliability was calculated.  

 Profile analysis is a relatively recent entrant into the field of methodology, and 

has never been used to evaluate interview codings. Additionally, because both the 

prototype scores and the individual items are scored on 7 or 9 point scales, they present 

the opportunity to test whether the degree of match to prototypes is related to degree of 

match to the profile pattern. Previous analyses have generally used dichotomous 
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outcomes, and while a similar conversion could be done with the prototype scores, it 

would require discarding potentially valuable information. In this analysis, all of the 

information can be used.  

Variables 

 Ten independent variables were used in this analysis. Each was scored on a 1 to 9 

scale, with high scores indicating a problematic environment in all but one case. For one 

variable, Acceptance, high scores indicate a positive environment, so that variable was  

reversed prior to analysis. The first 6 variables were scored in relation to the participant’s 

primary, usually maternal, caregiver, while the remaining 4 variables are not specific to a 

parental figure. All of the coded variables were derived prior to this study as part of either 

the Family Attachment Interview (FAI) or the History of Attachments Interview (HAI).  

(a) Acceptance is a measure of a parent’s tendency to be actively loving and comforting 

towards the youth. (FAI, Henderson et al., 2004).  This item was reversed to form the 

variable Lack of Acceptance. 

(b) Rejection is a measure of the degree to which the parent actively distanced herself 

from the child both physically and emotionally (FAI, Henderson et al., 2004).   

(c) Neglect is an assessment of the degree to which a parent was uninvolved with the 

participant during childhood, both physically and emotionally (FAI, Henderson, 2010). 

(d) Role Reversal is a measure of the extent to which the participant has been expected to 

take on inappropriate parental roles (Mayseless et al., 2004). 

(e) Anger at Parent is a measure of the degree to which the participant is actively mad at 

the parental figure(s), regardless of justification. (FAI, Henderson, 2010). 



31 

(f) Idealization is a measure of the degree to which a participant’s positive evaluation is 

not supported by evidence (FAI, Henderson et al., 2004).  

(g) Emotional Abuse is a measure of the degree to which caregivers denigrated the 

participant combined with the impact this had on the participant’s sense of self worth. 

(h) Physical Abuse is a measure that encapsulates frequency, severity, and duration of 

caregiver physical violence towards the youth including any physical violence that might 

accompany sexual abuse (Henderson, 2004). 

(i) Sexual Abuse also encapsulates frequency, severity and duration of caregiver sexual 

behavior towards the participant. 

(j) Adolescent Rebellion is a measure of the degree to which an adolescent tests parental 

limits (Henderson, 2010, FAI).  Descriptive statistics for each of these predictors can be 

seen in Table 1. 

 Each participant receives a score on each attachment style. Higher scores indicate 

a closer match to the prototypical member of that attachment group. Each participant also 

receives a score on each of a large number of individual descriptors. Higher scores on a 

particular prototype should correspond to a more characteristic pattern of scores on the 

descriptors. For instance, someone who scores a nine, the highest possible score, on the 

prototype for the dismissing attachment style, should have a profile pattern that is nearly 

identical to the one characteristic of the style, while someone who scores a five, a mid 

range score, should have a profile pattern with some characteristics of the identified 

pattern, and some characteristics of other patterns. Unfortunately, because relatively few 

participants scored as strong matches to exactly one insecure style, I was not able to test 

whether the patterns became more distinct as the profile scores increased. Rater 



32 

agreement, as assessed using gamma coefficients, ranged from .446 for Idealization, to 

.949 for Sexual Abuse, with a mean of .689.  

 

Table 1.   

Descriptive Statistics for Predictor Variables 

 

Variable Name Mean Std. Deviation 

Acceptance from care giver 1-Mother 5.03 1.53 

Rejection by care giver 1-Mother 3.69 1.88 

Neglect by care giver 1-Mother 3.80 2.31 

Role Reversal with care giver 1-Mother 2.18 1.38 

Anger at care giver 1-Mother 2.49 1.67 

Idealization of care giver 1-Mother 3.05 1.58 

Emotional Abuse 2.91 2.06 

Physical Abuse 2.70 2.09 

Sexual Abuse 1.68 1.46 

Adolescent Rebellion 5.66 1.34 

 

 

 Because all prototypes, with the exception of “secure” are maladaptive, high 

scores on the predictor variables are not expected to differentiate between prototypes. 

Rather, it will be the pattern of high scores that will differentiate between different 

maladaptive attachment profiles. In other words, the profile level will differentiate 
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between secure and insecure attachment styles, while the profile pattern will differentiate 

among the insecure attachment styles. Unfortunately, because of the small number of 

secure individuals identified in the sample, it is unlikely that the expected level difference 

will be observed, thus the secure style will not be analyzed for this paper. The expected 

patterns can be seen in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. Predicted Attachment Prototype Patterns 

 

In order to use multiple regression to identify and test criterion patterns, the first step will 

be to identify the predictor items on which the groups will differ. Although there is no 

clear formula for doing this, theory can provide a good starting point. A secure 

attachment requires that attachment figures, generally parents, be viewed as reliable and 

caring, while the individual is viewed as worthy of care (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 

1991). Abuse is a dramatic indicator that the parents are not caring, and so the presence 

of abuse will differentiate the secure individuals from the insecure ones.  

 In Ainsworth’s 1978 study of mother-infant pairs, she observed that maternal 

behavior was a reliable predictor of child attachment style. Children of unpredictable 

Acc
ep

ta
nc

e(
re

v)

R
ej

ec
tio

n

N
eg

le
ct

R
ol
e 

R
ev

er
sa

l

Ang
er

 a
t P

ar
en

t

Id
ea

liz
at
io
n

Em
o.

 A
bu

se

Phy
s 
Abu

se

Sex
 A

bu
se

R
eb

el
lio

n

Dismissing

Preoccupied

Fearful



34 

parents were anxious, while those whose mothers were rejecting tended to be avoidant. 

Avoidant youth were more likely to be aggressive to peers, and to be rejected by potential 

attachment figures (Main 2000). The anxious children are characterized as victims in 

relation to their peers, while they tended to be treated somewhat indulgently by potential 

attachment figures such as teachers. Finzi et al. observed that physically abused pre-

school children tended to be aggressive with peers and avoidant in style, while neglected 

children of that age tended to be socially withdrawn and anxious/ambivalent in style 

(2001). Similar results were found among undergraduates who reported histories of 

physical abuse or neglect. Those who reported experiencing physically abusive behaviors 

from their parents were avoidant in their attachments. Those who reported experiences of 

neglect tended to be characterized as resistant (similar to the anxious group) in their 

attachments. Those who reported more experiences of rejection and neglect tended to 

report more psychological symptoms then others, regardless of whether they reported a 

history of physical abuse (Gauthier et al., 1996). Significant role reversal was seen in 

children classified as Disorganized as infants; the category most closely linked to the 

Fearful category (Main, 1996). These studies give us a good starting point when using 

reports of adverse childhood events to predict attachment style. 

 Mary Ainsworth described the mothers of avoidant (dismissing) babies as abrupt 

and interfering, while those of ambivalent (preoccupied) babies were seen as inept, 

uninvolved, and developmentally inappropriate in that they treated their infants as 

younger than they were (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978).  Mikulincer and 

Shaver (2003) report that children whose attachment needs are not met may hyperactivate 

their (preoccupied) attachment behavior by constantly seeking proximity with reluctant 
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attachment figures. The alternative is to deactivate attachment behaviors (dismissing 

style) by choosing independence and self reliance rather than proximity. Using this 

information, I hypothesize that the dismissing individuals will report relatively little 

distress in their relationships with their parents, as seen in high ratings on acceptance and 

low ratings for anger at parents, but will also describe childhoods characterized by 

neglect, physical abuse, and role reversal (in the form of excessive responsibilities placed 

on them). Because they will describe their parents positively, but provide evidence of 

poor parenting, they will be rated as high on idealization. Additionally, their strong need 

for autonomy will lead to high levels of adolescent rebellion. The preoccupied 

individuals will report much higher levels of dissatisfaction, as seen in high levels of 

anger at parents, low idealization, and low ratings of parental acceptance, although their 

parents may not be quantitatively worse than those of the dismissing individuals. The 

fearful individuals will have many of the risk factors seen in both the dismissing and the 

preoccupied groups, as they tend to alternate between hyperactivating and deactivating 

strategies. Based on this, the predictors to be entered into the multiple regression are 

Acceptance, Rejection, Neglect, Role Reversal, Anger at Parent, Idealization, Emotional 

Abuse, Physical Abuse, Sexual Abuse, and Adolescent Rebellion. Acceptance will be 

recoded into Lack of Acceptance so that higher scores on all of the predictors indicate 

higher levels of risk. The ways in which these factors interact across childhood is 

expected to predict attachment styles in the manner depicted in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Risk Factors for Insecure Attachment viewed across Development 

 

The first stage of the analysis will be to derive profile patterns to match the criterion 

groups. To derive the pattern, I will first run a multiple regression for each criterion 

group (preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful).  

 Each participant will produce a level component, defined as the average score 

across predictors, once positive predictors (acceptance) have been reverse scored. High 

scores on each predictor will indicate a negative or high risk childhood environment, and 

low scores a low risk, positive environment. An individual pattern score will be derived 

for each individual. This will consist of the covariance between the individuals predictor 

scores and the previously derived profile patterns. To compute the covariance 

component, I will regress all of the predictors against the style, and use the resultant 

centered weights and each participant’s predictor scores to create a covariance score.  

Fearful 

Preoccupied 

Dismissing 

Lack of 

Acceptance 

Idealization 

Anger at 

Parents 

Role 

Reversal 

Neglect 

Rejection Emotional 

Abuse 

Sexual 

Abuse 

Physical 

Abuse 

Rebellion 

Early childhood                                                 Adolescence 
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H1: Level will distinguish between the Fearful individuals and the other insecure 

individuals. Level will not distinguish between the Dismissing and the Preoccupied 

individuals. Level for Dismissing/Preoccupied<Level for Fearful. Level will also 

distinguish between low and high scores within an insecure style. 

H2: Pattern will distinguish between all styles, as well as between high and low scores 

within styles. 

H3: Profile patterns demonstrate more explanatory power when used to predict 

continuous style scores as opposed to categorical style scores. 

Analysis 

  The criterion variable in each regression is style. For the categorical analysis this 

is defined as highest scored style by coding. For the semi-continuous analysis the actual 

coding values will be used. Predictors are regressed against each style separately. Each 

predictor will actually be an average of the two coders’ ratings for the primary attachment 

figure. 

 The first step of the analysis is to force participants into a single attachment 

category based on their highest score. For those with ties, if the tie is between secure and 

an insecure style, I will chose the insecure style. Those with ties between two insecure 

styles will be dropped from the categorical regressions. Three separate regressions will be 

conducted with Style (categorical) as the dependant variable and each of the risk factors 

as the independent variables. The predictor weights derived from this regression will then 

be used to form independent variables for the second regression.   
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 For the second regression predicting Style (categorical), the independent variables 

are Level, and Covariance. Level is defined as the participant’s mean score on the 10 

predictors. Level is the same across attachment styles. Covariance is specific to the style 

being predicted, and is defined as the sum of each predictor variable when multiplied by 

the centered regression weight derived from the previous regression. The regression 

weights, less the mean regression weight (a standardized weight) are multiplied by their 

respective predictors, prior to summing to form this predictor variable. This predictor is 

specific to the attachment style being predicted, and must be derived separately for each 

style. When running the second linear regression, it is important to remember that while 

only two predictors are put into the model, they contain all of the information from the 

original predictors, and the degrees of freedom for the analysis must be adjusted to 

account for this. 

 In addition to the two-stage regression with categorical attachment style as the 

dependant variable, a separate regression analysis was conducted in which the dependant 

variable was the degree of match to each attachment style. The same steps are undertaken 

for this two-stage regression. 

 When the analysis is complete, a total of 6 separate two stage regressions will 

have been run; one using a categorical criterion, and one using a semi-continuous 

criterion for each of the 3 insecure attachment styles. For all of the regressions, the same 

set of predictors will be used, first individually, and then as pattern components. The set 

of predictors includes the following variables: Lack of Acceptance, Rejection, Neglect, 

Role Reversal, Anger at Parent, Idealization, Emotional Abuse, Physical Abuse, Sexual 

Abuse, and Adolescent Rebellion. All analyses will be run in SPSS. The results will 
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demonstrate the degree to which one can identify a statistical model for what has 

previously been an entirely theoretical process. 

 One limitation of this study is that both the dependant and independent variables 

are derived from interview codings conducted by the same two coders. To test the 

model’s sensitivity to rater, the model is initially based on the coders’ combined 

responses, but will subsequently be used with each individual rater’s codings. This will 

allow for a glimpse at the degree of bias due specifically to coder based error. 
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Chapter 4: Research Findings 

 To examine the profiles for each of the attachment styles, a series of regressions 

were run. Each insecure style was examined separately, and as both a semi-continuous 

and a categorical outcome. In this way the derived profiles were compared to the profiles 

predicted based on the extant literature.  

Regressions with Categorical Criteria 

 Dichotomous dummy variables were created so that for each insecure attachment 

style, participants were coded either “0” or “1”. Each participant was assigned to a single 

attachment style based on their highest prototype score. In the case of ties, participants 

were assigned to the highest non-secure style. If the tie was between non-secure 

prototypes, the participant was not included in this analysis. Only one interview was 

excluded from analysis for this reason, while an additional 14 were excluded due to 

missing data on the dependent variables. A total of 245 participants contributed 

interviews which were included in this analysis. Coder ratings of the 10 predictors served 

as the independent variables. A separate regression was run for each of the Attachment 

Styles, as can be seen in the results.  

 Once the first multiple regression was run, the next step was to calculate the 

covariance and level components of the set of predictor variables. This involves 

computing a covariance term for each criterion using the Bs derived from the initial 

regression. This is done by subtracting the mean B from each of the predictor Bs, and 

using the resultant value to weight the predictor scores for each interview. Thus, the 

covariance for any interview is a weighted sum of the predictors. Together with the level, 
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a simple mean of the predictors, the covariance captures all of the information of the 

original predictors, but is restructured so that we can see the effect of level separately 

from the effect of pattern. 

Fearful style. 

 A multiple regression was run with Fearful Style as the criterion variable. Those 

interviews that had higher scores on the Fearful dimension than on any of the other 

insecure styles received a 1 (n=60), while the others received a 0. The first regression 

indicated that the ten predictor model accounted for 14% of the variance in the 

dichotomous criterion variable of Fearful Style (F10, 224=3.70, p<.001).  The raters agreed 

on 81% of the fearful categorizations as they either both rated the individual as highest on 

the match to the fearful prototype, or highest on another prototype. 

Table 2 

Fearful Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by Caregiver  0.05 0.03 0.23 .063 

Neglect by Caregiver  0.01 0.02 0.03 .744 

Role Reversal  -0.05 0.02 -0.14 .056 

Anger at Caregiver  -0.06 0.02 -0.23 .019 

Idealization of Caregiver  -0.02 0.02 -0.07 .281 

Emotional Abuse 0.01 0.02 0.03 .780 

Physical Abuse 0.03 0.02 0.15 .147 

Sexual Abuse 0.02 0.02 0.07 .351 

Adolescent Rebellion -0.06 0.02 -0.20 .003 

Lack of Acceptance  -0.01 0.02 -0.01 .979 
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As can be seen in Table 2, both Anger at Caregiver and Adolescent Rebellion are 

significant predictors of belonging to the Fearful group. Low scores on both of these 

factors predicted membership in the fearful group. None of the other predictors were 

significant at the .05 level.  

 Once the first multiple regression was run, the covariance and level components 

of the set of predictor variables were calculated. Together with the level, the covariance 

captures all of the information of the original predictors, but allows us to see the effect of 

level separately from the effect of pattern.  At this point, I assessed the degree of 

correlation between the criterion and predictor variables as can be seen in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Categorical Criterion 

  Level CovFearCat  

CovFearCat .555   

Fearful Categorical -.010 .329  

 

In table 2 we can see that the level and covariance are correlated, but that only the 

covariance is correlated with the Fearful Categorical, the dependent variable in both of 

the regressions. The results of the second Fearful Categorical Regression can be seen in 

Table 3. As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 14% of the variance in the 

dichotomous criterion variable of Fearful Style (F10, 224=3.70, p<.001).  

 As can be seen in Table 4, both the level and covariance are significant predictors 

of an interview’s membership in the Fearful Group. Although the contribution of level 

was minimal, those interviews assigned to the fearful group tended to have somewhat 

lower values across the predictors. 
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Table 4 

 Fearful Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Level -0.07 0.03 -0.18 .013 

CovFearCat 1.00 0.16 0.45 <.001 

 

 

 For the categorical fearful model, nearly all of the explained variance was 

accounted for by the pattern component. By comparing this model to a model containing 

only the level component, we can see that pattern accounted for 14% of the variance 

observed, over and above level. This is nearly all of the variance accounted for by the 

model; and was significant statistically (F9, 223=4.08, p<.001). The level component 

accounted for 2% of the observed variance, above and beyond the pattern. This was not a 

significant amount. A depiction of the observed pattern (the centered regression weights) 

can be seen in Figure 4. The predicted pattern is also included to allow for easy 

comparison. 
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Figure 4. Pattern of Predictors for Interviews Categorized as Fearful  

 

The figure clearly shows how scores on each of the predictors differed between those 

categorized as Fearful, and those in the other categories. The two predictors (centered 

regression weights) found to be significant are Anger and Adolescent Rebellion, and they 

show the greatest deviation from the mean. Nearly as much deviation is evident in Role 

Reversal, but that difference was not significant. Because the null hypothesis is that the 

centered regression weights will equal zero, significant deviations from zero of the 

centered weights for both anger and rebellion lead to rejection of the null hypothesis. 

Dismissing style. 

 A multiple regression was run with Dismissing Style as the criterion variable. 

Those interviews that had higher scores on the Dismissing dimension than on any of the 

Predicted

Observed
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other insecure styles received a 1 (n=80), while the others received a 0. The first 

regression indicated that the ten predictor model accounted for 17% of the variance in the 

dichotomous criterion variable of Dismissing Style (F10, 222=4.66, p<.001).  The raters 

agreed on 78% of the dismissing categorizations as they either both rated the individual 

as highest on the match to the dismissing prototype, or highest on another prototype. 

Table 5 

Dismissing Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by care giver  -0.08 0.03 -0.33 .008 

Neglect by care giver  0.05 0.02 0.24 .012 

Role Reversal  -0.03 0.03 -0.08 .273 

Anger at care giver  0.02 0.03 0.08 .379 

Idealization of care giver  0.05 0.02 0.16 .016 

Emotional Abuse -0.03 0.02 -0.11 .277 

Physical Abuse -0.02 0.02 -0.08 .446 

Sexual Abuse -0.05 0.02 -0.14 .049 

Adolescent Rebellion 0.04 0.02 0.10 .116 

Lack of Acceptance  0.10 0.04 0.33 .007 

     

 

As can be seen in Table 5, Rejection by caregiver, Neglect by caregiver, Idealization of 

caregiver, Sexual Abuse and Lack of Acceptance are all significant predictors of 

belonging to the Dismissing group. Low scores on both Rejection and Sexual Abuse 

predicted membership in the dismissing group, as did high scores on Neglect, 

Idealization, and Lack of Acceptance.  

 At this point, I assessed the degree of correlation between the criterion and 

predictor variables as can be seen in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Categorical Criterion 

  Level CovDismCat 

CovDismCat -.213  

Dismissing Categorical -.056 .335 

 

In Table 6 we can see that the level and covariance are negatively correlated, but that 

only the covariance is correlated with Dismissing Category, the dependent variable in 

both of the regressions. Once the first multiple regression was run, the next step was to 

calculate the covariance and level components of the set of predictor variables. As in the 

Fearful model, when included in the model along with level, the covariance captures all 

of the information of the original predictors, but allows us to see the effect of level 

separately from the effect of pattern. The results of the second Dismissing Categorical 

Regression can be seen in table 6. As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 

17% of the variance in the dichotomous criterion variable of Dismissing Style, (F10, 

222=4.66, p<.001).  

Table 7 

Dismissing Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

Level 0.06 0.03 0.13 .032 

CovDismCat 1.00 0.14 0.42 <.001 

 

For the categorical model of the Dismissing style, 17% of the variance observed in the 

style is attributable to pattern above and beyond level. As with the Fearful style, this is 

nearly all of the variance explained by the model and is a significant value, (F9, 221=5.05, 
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p<.001). Level accounts for 1% of the variance once pattern is included in the model, and 

does not significantly improve the explanatory power of the model. While both level and 

pattern contributed to the predictive power of the model, the vast majority of the 

contribution was attributable to pattern. A depiction of the pattern of centered regression 

weights can be seen in Figure 5, along with a depiction of the predicted pattern. 

  

Figure 5. Pattern of Predictors for Interviews Categorized as Dismissing  

 

Low scores on both Rejection and Sexual Abuse can be seen, as can high scores on 

Neglect, Idealization, and Lack of Acceptance.  

Preoccupied style. 

 A multiple regression was run with Preoccupied Style as the criterion variable. 

Those interviews that had higher scores on the Preoccupied dimension than on any of the 

other insecure styles received a 1 (n=61), while the others received a 0. The first 

Predicted

Observed
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regression indicated that the ten predictor model accounted for 18% of the variance in the 

dichotomous criterion variable of Preoccupied Style (F10, 222=4.78, p<.001).  The raters 

agreed on 82% of the preoccupied categorizations as they either both rated the individual 

as highest on the match to the preoccupied prototype, or highest on another prototype. 

Table 8 

Preoccupied Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by care giver  -0.01 0.03 -0.04 .721 

Neglect by care giver  -0.05 0.02 -0.28 .003 

Role Reversal with care giver  0.09 0.02 0.28 <.001 

Anger at care giver  0.04 0.02 0.17 .073 

Idealization of care giver  -0.01 0.02 -0.03 .637 

Emotional Abuse 0.04 0.02 0.17 .103 

Physical Abuse -0.01 0.02 -0.07 .491 

Sexual Abuse 0.04 0.02 0.12 .086 

Adolescent Rebellion 0.03 0.02 0.11 .103 

Lack of Acceptance  0.02 0.03 0.07 .589 

 

As can be seen in Table 8, Neglect by caregiver and Role Reversal with caregiver are 

both significant predictors of belonging to the Preoccupied group. Low scores on Neglect 

predicted membership in the Preoccupied group, as did high scores on Role Reversal. 

 Once the first multiple regression was run, the next step was to assess the degree 

of correlation between the criterion and predictor variables as can be seen in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Categorical Criterion 

  Level CovPreoCat  

CovPreoCat -.500   
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Preoccupied Categorical .056 .249  

 

In Table 9 we can see that the level and covariance are negatively correlated, but that 

only the covariance is correlated with Preoccupied Categorical, the dependent variable in 

both of the regressions.  Following this I calculated the covariance and level components 

of the set of predictor variables. As in the Fearful model, when included in the model 

along with the level, the covariance captures all of the information of the original 

predictors, but allows us to see the effect of level separately from the effect of pattern. 

The results of the second Preoccupied Categorical Regression can be seen in Table 10. 

As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 18% of the variance in the 

dichotomous criterion variable of Preoccupied Style (F10, 222=4.78, p<.001).  

Table 10 

Preoccupied Style as Categorical Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

Level 0.18 0.03 0.44 <.001 

CovPreoCat 1.00 0.17 0.42 <.001 

 

For the categorical model of the preoccupied style, 12% of the variance observed in the 

style is attributable to pattern above and beyond level. This is a smaller portion of the 

total variance explained than was found in the two other insecure styles, but is none the 

less a significant value (F9, 221=3.58, p<.001). When the full model is compared to one 

including pattern alone, we can see that level accounts for 10% of the variance. While 

both level and pattern contributed to the predictive power of the model, the majority of 

the contribution was attributable to pattern. A depiction of the pattern can be seen in 



50 

Figure 6. The low scores that were observed on Neglect can be seen, as can high 

observed scores on Role Reversal. This can be contrasted with the predicted pattern, also 

presented in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6. Pattern of Predictors for Interviews Categorized as Preoccupied 

 While the proportion of the variance accounted for by pattern above and beyond 

level varied across Categorical Style from .12 to .17, it remained consistently significant, 

and much greater than the proportion accounted for by level.  

Categorical Model Sensitivity to Rater 

 Because all analyses are predicated on coder accuracy, one way to assess whether 

this is a likely assumption is to conduct a rater sensitivity analysis. To do this, we 

calculate the covariance and level components for each style and rater, and then use those 

predictors to model the other rater’s codings. For example, the  regression weights 

Predicted
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derived from the model using Rater 1’s data, were used to model Rater 2’s codings. The 

results of these analyses appear below.  

Fearful style. 

 When the covariance derived from the ratings of Coder 1 was used with Coder 2’s 

ratings to predict a Fearful style as rated by Coder 2, the model accounted for 12% of the 

observed variance.  Virtually all of the variance accounted for was attributed to pattern 

above and beyond level, with the level alone model accounting for less than 1% of the 

observed variance. The full model was significant in the amount of variance predicted 

(F10, 155=2.03, p=.033). Table 11 contains the results of this regression.  

Similar results were seen when the covariance derived from the ratings of Coder 2 

was used with Coder 1’s ratings to predict a Fearful Style as rated by Coder 1. 

Table 11 

Fearful Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 2 weighted by Coder 1 Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level -.06 .03 -.18 .032 

CovFearCat1 .72 .16 .38 <.001 

      

 

The model accounted for 9% of the observed variance. The full model was significant in 

the amount of variance predicted (F10, 218=2.28, p=.015), almost all due to the pattern 

component as level was not significant, accounting for less than 0.1% of the observed 

variance. The results can be seen in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Fearful Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 1 weighted by Coder 2Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level -.03 .03 -.06 .404 

CovFearCat2 .91 .19 .33 <.001 

      

 

 Dismissing style. 

 When the covariance derived from the ratings of Coder 1 was used with Coder 2’s 

ratings to predict a Dismissing style as rated by Coder 2, the model accounted for 3% of 

the observed variance. The model was not significant in the amount of variance predicted 

(F10, 155=0.498, p=.890). The results of this model can be seen in Table 13.  

Table 13 

Dismissing Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 2 weighted by Coder 1 Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level <.01 .03 -.01 .954 

CovDismCat1 .38 .17 .18 .027 

  

When the analysis was reversed so that the covariance derived from Coder 2 was used to 

model the ratings of Coder 1, 6% of the variance was explained, which was a significant 

amount of the observed variance (F10, 218=6.685, p=.002). The results can be seen in 

Table 14. 
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Table 14 

Dismissing Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 1 weighted by Coder 2 Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level -.03 .03 -.06 .329 

CovDismCat2 1.31 .37 .23 .001 

 

Preoccupied Style. 

 When the covariance derived from the ratings of Coder 1 was used with Coder 2’s 

ratings to predict a Preoccupied style as rated by Coder 2, the model accounted for 5% of 

the observed variance. The model was not significant in the amount of variance 

predicted,
 
(F10, 155=0.858, p=.574). The results of this model can be seen in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Preoccupied Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 2 weighted by Coder 1 Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level .05 .03 .133 .089 

CovPreoCat1 .68 .25 .21 .007 

When the analysis was reversed so that the covariance derived from Coder 2 was used to 

model the ratings of Coder 1, 2% of the variance was explained, which was not a 

significant amount of the observed variance(F10, 218=0.382, p=.954). The results can be 

seen in Table 16. 
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Table 16 

Preoccupied Style as Categorical Outcome: Coder 1 weighted by Coder 2 Covariance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 Level .01 .03 .03 .712 

CovPreoCat2 .42 .22 .14 .057 

 

The outcomes from these regressions demonstrate that while the majority of the variance 

in the dependent variable accounted for by the model is due to pattern, the patterns differ 

significantly across coders. 

Regressions with Semi-continuous Criteria 

 In addition to using profile analysis with the categorical outcomes, one particular 

reason for choosing this method was the ability to use it with the semi-continuous 

outcome measures as well. To do this, nearly identical procedures were followed as for 

the dichotomous criteria. The only difference was in the dependant variables, which in 

this case were the mean ratings on the specific attachment style. The first stage of this set 

of regressions appears below. 

The semi-continuous criterion variables were simply a mean of the style scores as 

assigned by each rater. Each participant received a score on each style ranging from 1 to 

9.  There were 14 interviews which were excluded due to missing data on the dependent 

variables. A total of 246 participant interviews were included in this analysis. Coder 

ratings of the 10 predictors served as the independent variables. A separate regression 

was run for each of the attachment styles, as can be seen in the results below. 
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 Once the first multiple regression was run, the next step was to calculate the 

covariance and level components of the set of predictor variables. This was done 

following an identical procedure as with the categorical criterion. A covariance term for 

each criterion is calculated using the regression weights derived from the initial 

regression. This is done by subtracting the mean regression weight from each of the 

predictor regression weights, and using the resultant value to weight the predictor scores 

for each interview. Thus, the covariance for any interview is a weighted sum of the 

predictors. Together with level, a simple mean of the predictors, the covariance captures 

all of the information of the original predictors, but is restructured so that we can see the 

effect of level separately from the effect of pattern. 

Fearful style. 

 A multiple regression was run with Fearful Style as the criterion variable. All 

interviews were included. The first regression indicated that the ten predictor model 

accounted for 18% of the variance in the dichotomous criterion variable of Fearful Style 

(F10, 224=5.218 , p<.001).  

Table 17 

Fearful Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by Caregiver  0.24 0.10 0.29 .014 

Neglect by Caregiver  0.02 0.06 0.03 .737 

Role Reversal  -0.01 0.08 -0.01 .958 

Anger at Caregiver  -0.25 0.09 -0.27 .004 

Idealization of Caregiver  0.01 0.06 0.10 .873 

Emotional Abuse 0.06 0.08 0.07 .459 
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Physical Abuse 0.05 0.07 0.07 .472 

Sexual Abuse 0.09 0.07 0.08 .224 

Adolescent Rebellion -0.28 0.08 -0.24 <.001 

Lack of Acceptance  0.09 0.12 0.09 .459 

 

 

As can be seen in Table 17, both Anger at Caregiver and Adolescent Rebellion remain 

highly significant predictors of Fearful Style. Low scores on both of these factors 

predicted higher scores on the fearful style. Rejection is also now significant, with high 

scores on rejection being associated with high scores on the fearful style. 

 Once the first multiple regression was run, the covariance and level components 

of the set of predictor variables were calculated. The correlations of the covariance, level, 

and criterion for the semi-continuous model are visible in Table 18.  

Table 18 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Semi-continuous Criterion 

  Level CovFearCont  

CovFearCont .468   

Fearful Continuous .169 .427  

 

Unlike in the Categorical model, all three variables are significantly correlated, although 

the strength of the correlation between the level and criterion are much lower than the 

other correlations.Together with the level, the covariance captures all of the information 

of the original predictors, but allows us to see the effect of level separately from the 

effect of pattern. The results of the second Fearful Semi-continuous Regression can be 

seen in Table 19. As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 18% of the 
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variance in the semi-continuous criterion variable of Fearful Style (F10, 224=5.218, 

p<.001).  

Table 19 

 Fearful Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Level 0.02 0.10 0.15 .818 

CovFearCont 1.00 0.16 0.42 <.001 

 

 As can be seen in Table 19, the covariance is a significant predictor of an 

interview’s score on fearful style. Although the interviews assigned to the fearful group 

tended to have lower scores on the predictors, level is not significant in the semi-

continuous model. For the semi-continuous fearful model, nearly all of the explained 

variance was accounted for by the pattern component. By comparing this model to a 

model containing only the level component, we can see that pattern accounted for 15% of 

the variance observed, and that was a significant amount. This regression also shows that, 

while level accounted for virtually none of the variance in the categorical outcome, it 

now accounts for nearly 3% (F9, 233=4.842, p<.001). This was a significant amount. While 

both level and pattern contributed to the predictive power of the model, the vast majority 

of the contribution was attributable to pattern. A depiction of the pattern can be seen in 

Figure 7. 
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Figure 7. Predictor Patterns across degree of match to Fearful Style  

The figure clearly shows how scores on each of the predictors differed between those 

categorized as high on fearful, and those scored lower on this prototype. The three 

predictors found to be significant are Anger, Adolescent Rebellion and Rejection, and 

they show the greatest deviation from the patterns of those lower on the fearful style. 

While both physical and emotional abuse appear higher for those high in match to the 

fearful prototype, this difference was not significant. 

Dismissing style. 

 A multiple regression was run with Dismissing Style as the criterion variable. 

This criterion was operationalized as a mean of the raters' codings on the variable.  The 

first regression indicated that the ten predictor model accounted for 18% of the variance 

in the semi-continuous criterion variable of Dismissing Style (F10, 234=5.198, p<.001).  
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Table 20 

Dismissing Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by care giver  -0.15 0.10 -0.16 .163 

Neglect by care giver  0.10 0.07 0.14 .139 

Role Reversal  0.01 0.09 0.01 .971 

Anger at care giver  0.10 0.09 0.10 .264 

Idealization of care giver  0.22 0.07 0.21 .001 

Emotional Abuse -0.04 0.08 -0.04 .672 

Physical Abuse -0.06 0.08 -0.08 .431 

Sexual Abuse -0.14 0.08 -0.12 .075 

Adolescent Rebellion 0.15 0.08 0.12 .057 

Lack of Acceptance  0.34 0.13 0.31 .009 

     

 

As can be seen in Table 20, Idealization of Caregiver and Lack of Acceptance are both 

significant predictors of high scores on the dismissing prototype. High scores on 

Idealization and Lack of Acceptance were associated with high scores on the match to the 

dismissing prototype.  

 As in the Fearful model and the dichotomous models before that, once the first 

multiple regression was run, the next step was to calculate the covariance and level 

components of the set of predictor variables. As before, when included in the model 

along with the level, the covariance captures all of the information of the original 

predictors, but allows us to see the effect of level separately from the effect of pattern. 

The correlations between level, pattern, and criterion can be seen in Table 21. All of the 

observed correlations are highly significant, and indicate that both the pattern and level 

are related to the criterion. 
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Table 21 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Semi-continuous Criterion 

  Level CovDismCont  

CovDismCont -.314   

Dismissing Continuous .226 .279  

 

The results of the second Dismissing Semi-continuous Regression can be seen in Table 

22. As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 18% of the variance in the semi-

continuous criterion variable of Dismissing Style, (F10, 234=5.198, p<.001).  

Table 22 

Dismissing Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

Level 0.53 0.10 0.34 <.001 

CovDismCont 1.00 0.16 0.38 <.001 

 

For the semi-continuous model of the dismissing style, 12% of the variance observed in 

the style is attributable to pattern above and beyond level. As with the Fearful style, this 

is nearly all of the variance explained by the model and is a significant value, (F9, 

233=4.146, p<.001). Level accounts for 10% of the observed variance once pattern has 

been included in the model. While both level and pattern contributed significantly to the 

predictive power of the model, a majority of the contribution was attributable to pattern. 

A depiction of the pattern can be seen in Figure 8.  
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Figure 8. Predictor Patterns across degree of match to Dismissing Prototype 

 

In this figure one can see that those who were close matches to the Dismissing Prototype 

were characterized by reporting low rates of abuse, neglect, rejection, anger and rejection, 

coupled with higher rates of idealization and adolescent rebellion. This fits with the 

perception of dismissing individuals as being reluctant to demonstrate vulnerability. 

While the overall pattern was a significant predictor of Dismissing score as was a 

relatively lower level, the only predictors which were significant on their own were 

Idealization and Lack of Acceptance. The level component was also highly significant in 

the model, with lower overall scores on the predictors being associated with higher scores 

on the dismissing prototype. 
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 A multiple regression was run with Preoccupied Style as the criterion variable. 

The criterion variable was the mean of the coders' ratings on the prototype. The first 

regression indicated that the ten predictor model accounted for 29% of the variance in the 

semi-continuous criterion variable of Preoccupied Style (F10, 234=9.629, p<.001).  

Table 23 

Preoccupied Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 1 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

Rejection by care giver  0.03 0.09 0.04 .742 

Neglect by care giver  -0.05 0.06 -0.07 .438 

Role Reversal with care giver  0.42 0.08 0.35 <.001 

Anger at care giver  0.21 0.08 0.22 .010 

Idealization of care giver  -0.03 0.06 -0.03 .622 

Emotional Abuse 0.10 0.07 0.12 .192 

Physical Abuse -0.02 0.07 -0.03 .766 

Sexual Abuse 0.07 0.07 0.06 .322 

Adolescent Rebellion 0.25 0.07 0.21 .001 

Lack of Acceptance  -0.14 0.12 -0.14 .212 

 

As can be seen in Table 23, Anger at caregiver, Role Reversal with caregiver and 

Adolescent Rebellion are all significant predictors of high scores on the Preoccupied 

prototype. High scores on all of these were associated with high degrees of match to the 

Preoccupied Prototype. 

 As in the prior models, once the first multiple regression was run, the next step 

was to calculate the covariance and level components of the set of predictor variables. 

Again, when included in the model along with level, the covariance captures all of the 

information of the original predictors, but allows us to see the effect of level separately 
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from the effect of pattern. The correlation between the predictors, level and pattern, and 

the criterion can be seen in Table 24. All of the correlations are highly significant. 

Table 24 

Pearson Correlations of Level and Covariance with Semi-continuous Criterion 

  Level CovPreoCont  

CovPreoCont -.434   

Preoccupied Continuous .396 .200  

 

The results of the second Preoccupied Semi-continuous Regression can be seen in Table 

25. As with the prior regression, the model accounts for 29% of the variance in the semi-

continuous criterion variable of Preoccupied Style (F10, 234=9.629, p<.001). 

Table 25 

Preoccupied Style as Semi-continuous Outcome: Multiple Regression Step 2 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta  

Level 0.84 0.09 0.56 <.001 

CovPreoCont 1.00 0.14 0.44 <.001 

 

 

For the semi-continuous model of the preoccupied style, 14% of the variance observed in 

the style is attributable to pattern above and beyond level. This is a significant value 

(F9,233=4.936, p<.001). Unlike in the previous models, while both level and pattern 

contributed to the predictive power of the model, the majority of the contribution was 

attributable to level rather than pattern, with level contributing an additional 25% of the 

explained variance above and beyond pattern. A depiction of the pattern can be seen in 

Figure 9.  
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Figure 9. Predictor Patterns across degree of match to Preoccupied Prototype 

 

The youth who were rated highly on the preoccupied style were rated consistently higher 

across the predictors as compared to those with lower preoccupied ratings. Significant 

differences were observed in role reversal, anger at parents, and adolescent rebellion.  

 While the proportion of the variance accounted for by pattern above and beyond 

level varied across the semi-continuous style variables from .13 to .15, it remained 

consistently significant. For each of the attachment styles, the level was more predictive 

for the semi-continuous measures than for the dichotomous ones. For dismissing, the 

pattern component accounted for more of the variance in the dichotomous outcome, than 

in the semi-continuous one, but for the other two styles the opposite was true. While 

pattern was a significant predictor for all of the regressions, level was more varied, and 

was generally more predictive of the semi-continuous outcome then the dichotomous.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Discussion, and Suggestions for Future Research 

Purpose 

 The goal of this project was to use profile analysis to better understand the 

process of coding semi-structured attachment interviews. Because of the specific sample 

of interviews available, profiles were only developed for the insecure styles. Three 

questions drove the research: (a) Are there profiles of risk associated with each 

attachment style? If so, (b) Can these profiles be empirically derived from the coding 

information provided by the raters? and, (c) Are the different styles determined by 

pattern, level, or both? 

Major Findings 

 The results indicate that while some level differences exist between the 

attachment styles, profile patterns consistently differentiate among the insecure 

attachment styles, and between high and low scores within the attachment styles for both 

the dismissing and preoccupied styles. From a closer look at each of the profiles, we can 

see both similarities and differences from the predicted patterns. Membership in the 

Preoccupied Attachment group was predicted by low scores on parental neglect and high 

scores on role reversal. Adolescent rebellion was a positive predictor of Preoccupied 

score, which was not anticipated, as were both role reversal and anger at parent, which 

were. The observed pattern supports the view of preoccupied individuals as reacting to a 

negative childhood environment in very emotional ways designed to elicit attention from 

the adults around them. Aside from the low scores on parental neglect, the model is not 

consistent with there being a particular constellation of negative childhood experiences 
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that lead to the youth adopting a preoccupied style. Rather the lack of significance in the 

abuse variables, along with the measures of parental rejection and acceptance, suggest 

that these experiences are similar across adolescent males in the criminal justice system 

regardless of attachment style. Those risk factors that are specific to the youth himself, 

such as Anger and Rebellion, along with Role Reversal, which is specific to the 

combination of the youth and his caregiver, determine the ratings on the preoccupied 

prototype. This supports the proposed view of the preoccupied adolescent male as feeling 

betrayed by his caregivers, from whom he wants and actively seeks support. Such a 

model is consistent with the view of the preoccupied individual as one who has a poor 

IWM of himself and a positive IWM of others. 

 When compared to those who were not characterized as primarily Dismissing in 

attachment style, Dismissing individuals tended to show less parental rejection, more 

parental neglect and idealization, and less parental acceptance. High scores on the 

dismissing profile were associated with high levels of idealization of care givers coupled 

with a lack of acceptance by the same care givers. The correlation with lack of 

acceptance was contrary to prediction, although the correlation with idealization was 

predicted. The profiles of the dismissing youth support a view of a young man who has 

received little attention during childhood, and accepted that. He has low standards for 

what he expects from caregivers, and thus sees his caregivers as adequate and is not 

angry at them. He has learned that others will not support him, and thus has adopted an 

outlook of self-reliance. Such a model is consistent with the view of the dismissing 

individual as one who has a positive IWM of himself and a poor IWM of others. 
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 Those categorized as Fearful in attachment style showed comparatively low levels 

of anger towards parents and of adolescent rebellion. High levels of parental rejection and 

low levels of anger and rebellion were associated with high scores on match to the fearful 

prototype. Contrary to hypothesis, none of the abuse variables predicted scores on the 

fearful prototype. Rather the fearful youth was distinguished by his lack of rebellion or 

anger. While not the hypothesized profile, it is consistent with a youth who has failed to 

develop a technique for dealing with his difficult early environment. Unlike the 

preoccupied youth who seeks support externally, or the dismissing youth who relies only 

on himself, the fearful youth is too scared to rebel or display anger. Such a model is 

consistent with the view of the fearful individual as one who has a poor IWM of himself 

and of others. 

 The profiles of all three insecure attachment styles showed a pattern of high levels 

of adolescent rebellion, as would be expected in a sample drawn from the criminal justice 

system, as well as high levels of lack of acceptance and significantly lower levels on all 

of the other risk factors included in the model. The high level of lack of acceptance is 

likely largely an artifact of reversing the variable so that high scores are consistently 

more problematic for all predictors. It may also be a function of the sample which was 

intentionally high risk, as compared to the samples on which the coding system was 

normed.  

 Hypothesis 1 predicted it would be primarily pattern, rather than level, that 

differentiated the style profiles. Specifically, it was expected that level would distinguish 

between the Fearful individuals and the other insecure individuals, but not between the 

Dismissing and the Preoccupied individuals. This hypothesis was confirmed, but while 
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the expectation was that the level for Dismissing or Preoccupied individuals would be 

lower than the level for Fearful individuals, the opposite was observed. Level was also 

hypothesized to distinguish between low and high scores within each insecure style, but 

this was true only for the Dismissing and Preoccupied styles. 

 The second hypothesis was that pattern would distinguish between all styles, as 

well as between high and low scores within styles. Results indicated that pattern was 

significant in all regressions for its ability to differentiate between those individuals 

within a category and those outside of it for each of the three insecure groups. Pattern 

also differentiated between those with high and low scores on each of the styles. 

 While the third hypothesis suggested that the explanatory power of pattern would 

increase when the outcome changed from categorical to semi-continuous, this is not the 

case. Instead it is level that increased in proportion of variation accounted for in the 

model. While counter to the hypothesis, this makes sense as higher scores on any 

insecure style should be related to overall increases in risk factors.  

The semi-continuous outcomes provide more information than the categorical 

ones, but also complicate interpretation. Because any individual can be a close match to 

no more than one attachment prototype, the styles are necessarily negatively correlated. 

However, an individual need not be a close match to any style prototype, and instead may 

be a mediocre fit to two or three.  This means that the dependant variable of match to a 

particular insecure attachment prototype does not tell us much about the overall level of 

attachment security exhibited by that person. Thus, while it is possible to hypothesize a 

pattern of risks anticipated for those coded as close matches to each of the attachment 
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prototypes, it was unclear whether the pattern would remain predictive across levels of 

the dependent variables. 

Unexpected findings. 

 Although the predicted profiles were based on the literature, much of the available 

literature focused on very young children. This was particularly true of the literature on 

abuse and attachment. While in preschool age children, prior research has found that 

neglected children tended to display anxious attachment styles, and that physically 

abused children tended to display avoidant attachment styles, this pattern was not 

confirmed in this sample of adolescent males. There are several possible reasons for this. 

The sample used for this study was drawn from the criminal justice system, and thus 

differed from the general population of adolescent males in which we may have found 

evidence to confirm the theory. It is possible that the largely high risk young children on 

which the literature was based differ in some unknown way from this sample of 

adolescent males. It is possible that the error inherent in collecting information about 

abuse from adolescent males prevents us from seeing an association that does exist.  

 Another possibility is that both the literature and the findings are valid, and that 

although young children react to their environments in ways consistent with the literature, 

by the time they have reached adolescence, other factors have surpassed abuse in their 

contribution to attachment styles. This is consistent with the evidence which has shown 

that a child’s attachment style in infancy is closely tied to parental attachment, but only 

moderately tied to the child’s attachment style during adolescence (Allen & Land, 1999). 

Young children display consistent attachment behavior because they are responding to 
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consistent behavior on the part of the parent or caregiver. They have not yet developed 

attachment strategies of their own, as that won’t occur until adolescence, when 

experiences with caregivers will be one ingredient in their attachment patterns. Because 

many of these youth were from a disadvantaged background, and had experienced such 

adverse events as child abuse and out of home placements, which have previously been 

shown to be linked to discontinuity in attachment style (Waters, Merrick, Treboux, 

Crowell, & Albersheim, 2000), it is very possible that their infant and early childhood 

attachment strategies would have more closely matched the patterns predicted by the 

literature. However, the challenges they experienced during their childhoods, along with 

many other factors, may have changed their understandings of relationships.   

Directions for Future Research 

Limitations of current study. 

 This generalizability of the study is limited in that the interviews represented only 

a small subset of the population as a whole. Not only were all the participants adolescent 

males, but they were all involved in the criminal justice system, and all volunteered to 

participate. While adolescent males at risk for criminal behavior are the population of 

interest, those who did not volunteer for participation, or who were not involved in the 

criminal justice system were not included, and may differ from the participants in in 

unknown and unexpected ways. It is unclear if the patterns observed would hold up in a 

population of adolescent males who were not criminally involved, or even for those 

criminally involved adolescents who did not volunteer to participate. The sample of 

adolescents included in this study is homogenous in that it does not contain the full range 
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of possible attachments. The youth included are overwhelmingly insecure. Because of the 

sample’s lack of security, a profile of secure attachment was not developed. However 

because of the sample’s insecurity, and the diversity of that insecurity, profiles of each of 

the three types of insecure attachment were developed.  The nature of the sample also 

meant that the childhood environments reported were overwhelmingly unhealthy. 

Because aspects of these environments served as the independent variables, it is difficult 

to predict how these patterns might change in a sample of youth from more positive 

childhood environments. Because of the high risk nature of the sample, range restriction 

occurred for both predictor and criterion variables. High levels of Security were not 

observed, nor were the lowest levels of risk factors such as Adolescent Rebellion. Range 

restriction in the criterion reduces the amount of variance which can be explained by the 

model, while range restriction in the predictors reduces the models ability to explain that 

variance. Although the predictors were able to explain a significant amount of the 

variance observed in the criteria, data across the full range of possible values could 

potentially explain more variance. A full range of values on the secure variable would 

have allowed for the development of a model to predict the semi-continuous criterion of 

secure score. 

 In addition to range restriction, the variables also are problematic in that they are 

not continuous. Each score on each variable is the average of 2 whole numbers from 1 to 

9. No other values are possible. While recent coding changes have proposed the inclusion 

of fractional codes, the lack of clearly defined anchors means that the appropriateness of 

such a change is not clear.  While neither the dependent variable, nor any of the 
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independent variables are continuous, it is unlikely that this has seriously affected the 

results (Bohrnstedt & Carter, 1971). 

All of the data used in this study were drawn from semi-structured coded 

interviews with adolescent males involved in the juvenile justice system.  The sample is 

not representative of adolescents as a group, and it is unclear how representative it is of 

troubled adolescent males. While all measurement involves error, the measurement 

technique used to gather these data may involve more error than usual. The semi-

structured interviews were conducted by graduate research assistants who differed in 

style, experience, training, and skill. The two coders involved in the study both have very 

similar experience and training, but because the gold standard in interview coding is the 

codings arrived at by the woman who trained them, it is difficult to assess their skill 

levels. Aside from their teacher, they are both at the top of their field. Despite the 

similarities in their backgrounds, when the covariance derived from one coder was used 

to predict the other’s codings, a significant decrease in the proportion of variance 

explained was observed as compared to the model derived from the averaged scores.  

Because of the noise introduced into the dependent variable by coder unreliability, the 

amount of variance capable of being explained is reduced from what would otherwise be 

possible.  Because the predictor variables also suffer from coder unreliability, the amount 

of noise in the model is further increased.  

An additional source of error is introduced through the variability in interview 

quality. Interviews were conducted over a period of 5 years. Training was ongoing, and 

interviewers changed several times throughout data collection. The importance of 

interviewer training did not become apparent until the third year of the project, at which 
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point a rigorous training protocol was instituted for both current and new interviewers. 

Prior to that time, training had been minimal. Future research on the RAAP should use 

similarly highly trained coders, but should also ensure that all of the interviews are 

conducted by highly skilled interviewers. Efforts to find a more representative set of 

adolescents should also continue, as the current sample contains an over representation of 

institutionalized youth. The disruptive nature of placement at an institution no doubt 

affects these youth’s views of both themselves and their attachment systems in ways we 

cannot take into account. 

This paper has focused on identifying the ways in which ten indicators of poor 

childhood environment predict insecure attachment style for adolescent males in the 

criminal justice system. This model is necessarily simplistic, and thus misspecified. 

Adolescent attachment is likely a product of the interactions between the youth’s 

environment, genetic make-up, parental characteristics, and environmental factors among 

other things. It is impossible to include all of these independent variables in a model. 

However, while a perfectly specified model is not possible, an improved model is. Future 

researchers should seek to reduce model misspecification by including in their models 

variables such as the personality traits of the youth, and the characteristics and 

availability of additional caregivers. 

Unexpected developments. 

 There are several theories that can begin to explain the ways in which the 

observed patterns differed from the predicted ones. First, the attachment styles are not 

independent. Each interview is scored on each style, but it is unlikely, and contrary to the 



74 

theoretic model of attachment, that anyone person would be a close match to more than 

one style. Thus, scoring highly on any style indicates that one is likely to score lower on 

the other styles. For this reason, a person who gets a low score on the Fearful style might 

be either scored highly on the Preoccupied style or on the Dismissing style, but is 

unlikely to score highly on both. Because of this lack of independence, it is difficult to 

determine which profile attributes are due to being low on Fearful, rather than to being 

high on either Preoccupied or Dismissing. This would not be a concern if those scoring at 

any level on one prototype were evenly distributed in scores across the other two 

prototypes. However the dimensional structure of the four prototype model indicates that 

the fearful prototype lies between the preoccupied and the dismissing prototypes. Thus an 

individual's score on the preoccupied prototype would be more correlated with their score 

on the fearful prototype than on the dismissing prototype.  

 The categorical models avoid this issue by assigning the interviews to exclusive 

style groups, but introduce other concerns. In the categorical model, anyone whose 

highest attachment score is in a particular style is assigned to that group, regardless of 

whether that score is a four or a nine, and whether the second highest score is one or eight 

below the highest. 

Unanswered questions. 

 While the coding of attachment interviews remains as much art as science, it is 

clear that there are patterns that underlie the process which can be modeled scientifically. 

Of particular interest is that these patterns are not always consistent with what the coders 

anticipated, as the hypothesized profiles were developed in consultation with the coders. 
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This indicates that the coding process is more complicated than the coders themselves 

may understand. An additional concern relates to the lack of stability across raters. While 

the model remained significant in most cases, there was significant variation due to 

coder. 

 Profile analysis has not previously been used to examine the patterns underlying 

insecure attachment style codings. Profile analysis using multiple regression was the 

methodology best suited to these particular data. However it is not without its limitations. 

A closer look at the individual raters showed substantial sensitivity to rater. This is not 

surprising given the only adequate inter-rater reliability. While using the average of the 

two raters increased the reliability of the ratings, it is unclear what it did for the validity 

of the interpretations drawn from the data. Despite this, clear patterns were evident for 

each of the styles. While not all of the expected predictors were significant, several were. 

That it is the youth's reaction to his environment, rather than the environment itself that 

drives match to individual prototypes is an important finding. Knowing this, a review of 

all the available coded variables may yield a more predictive set of explanatory variables 

as guided by a more focused review of the literature available.  

 While profile analysis using multiple regression was the preferred approach for 

this project, the analysis has yielded information that may make alternate approaches 

more appropriate. Those methods which do not use an external criterion, such as 

Multidimensional Scaling, Cluster Analysis, and Modal Profile Analysis continue to be 

inappropriate as is Configural Frequency Analysis as it can only handle a dichotomous 

criterion. Structural Equation Modeling was ruled out as it would require pre-specifying a 

particular pattern for each prototype. Since we now have a better understanding of the 
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determinants of adolescent attachment style, we could also consider using Structural 

Equation Modeling to test a proposed model at this point.  

Although the coding process remains somewhat mysterious, this technique may 

yet yield an empirical model that will enable researchers to better understand the process, 

and thus improve interview protocols, techniques, and the training of coders. Such a 

process could potentially be adapted to the coding of other types of qualitative data. Once 

qualitative researchers have developed a coding schema, profile analysis could help 

demonstrate both reliability, and even some forms of validity. By showing that coding 

profile patterns are consistent across interviews, interviewers, and raters; we can show 

clear evidence for reliability. By showing that coding profile patterns are not dependent 

on such things as accent, setting, or certain demographic variables, but rather on 

theoretically related constructs, we can provide evidence of validity. 
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Appendix A: Roots Attachment Interview 

 

ROOTS ATTACHMENT INTERVIEW  

With Notes 

Unique Needs of Juvenile Sex Offenders 

 

 

Italics = Notes to interviewers 
*Starred questions = Interviewers should definitely ask 

 

 
Subject Number:____________________ 

Interviewer:________________________ 

Date of Interview:___________________ 

 

----------------------------------REVIEW ASSENT FORM --------------------------------------- 
 

*This study is about young people in Minnesota. Your participation will help us better 

understand what goes on in the lives of young people.  We are interested in how you 

think and feel about a number of things in your life. I’m going to be asking you questions 

about your childhood experiences, and how those experiences may have affected your 

personality. There are no right or wrong answers. That’s because you are the expert on 

you.  

 

This is a very personal interview where we ask you lots of questions about your family. 

You will probably have strong feelings and memories and that is okay. I am interested in 

how you felt about things, both happy and sad. Because of this, you may wish to talk to 

someone on staff following our meeting. 

 

I will be tape-recording the interview for later review.  Your answers will be kept 

confidential, and will not be shared with your parents or with anyone at this program.  

However, we are required to report any instances of ongoing abuse of a child or 

vulnerable adult that you share during this interview.  We are also required by law to 

report if you are planning to cause serious harm to yourself or others. 

 

Do you have any questions before we begin? 

 

    A     AGE 

     
01  *What is your birth date? (Write out month.)    __________/_____/_____ 

Month         Day    Year 
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02  *How old are you? ________ 

 

B         FAMILY BACKGROUND (limit to 3-4 minutes) 

 

01  * Can you describe your family history/background?  The kinds of things I'm 

interested in are: 

who you lived with, where you lived, how often you moved, why you moved, that 

sort of thing.  

 
02 (If necessary:) Most people find it easiest to start as far back as they have memory 

of, or have been told about, and then work your way to the present. 

 

03 And after that, who did you live with? For how long? 

 
04  Who did you live with during the last year? (Circle all that apply.) 

 

a.  Mother and Father   e.  Father and Stepmother 

b.  Mother only   f.  Mother and other adult 

c.  Father only    g.  Father and other adult 

 d.  Mother and Stepfather  h.  Other_______________ 

 

C         IDENTIFYING PRIMARY CAREGIVERS 

 

01 * Who would you say raised you or who were the parent-like people in your life?  
(Indicate relationship and period of time spent in that person’s care)  

 

02 * Did you have other parent-like people, caregivers or adults, that maybe didn’t 

raise you yet still were important people in your life and had an impact on you?  Or 

anyone that had a major negative impact or influence on your life? 

 

03a *You have identified (say back to them the one, two or at the most, three 

identified primary caregivers) as being your primary caregivers and so for the next 

part of this interview we will focus on them. 

After that we can talk briefly about (say back to them the people identified as ‘other 

parent like people’) 

 

Or 

 

03b *Of the people you have mentioned, would you agree with (say back to them the 

one, two or three identified primary caregivers) as being your primary caregivers? 
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Good.  So that is who we will focus on for the next part of the interview.  After that 

we can talk briefly about (say back to them the people identified as ‘other parent 

like people’) 

 

 

D        RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRIMARY 

CAREGIVER(S) 
 

01 * Can you briefly describe what your [caregiver(s)] relationship(s) was like when 

you were young. 

01a * Was there much conflict? 

01b * How did they show their love for each other? 

01c * How often were they affectionate or loving with one another in front of you 

(like holding hands, hugging, kissing, that sort of thing)?   

E     ALCOHOL AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

 

01* Did you ever feel like any of your [caregivers] drank too much? 

01a  * Do you remember ever seeing your [caregiver] drunk? Explore: (Establish 

frequency and duration) * Did it lead to anger or aggression? * What effect did it 

have on your family? * On you as an individual? 

 
02* Did you ever feel like any of your [caregivers] did too many drugs? 

02a (Establish frequency and duration) * Do you remember ever seeing your 
[caregiver] high? Explore: * Did it lead to anger or aggression?  * What effect did it 

have on your family? * On you as an individual? 

 

 

REPEAT SECTION F  FOR EACH PRIMARY CAREGIVER  

 

F      RELATIONSHIP WITH PRIMARY CAREGIVER(S) 

 

01 *Can you describe for me your relationship with your [caregiver] going back as 

far back as you can remember? 

 
02 * Tell me more about your relationship with your [caregiver]. 

 
03 * How often was your [caregiver] affectionate with you?  Describe how. 

 
04* What was good about your relationship with your [caregiver]? 
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05 * What was bad about it, what didn’t you like, or what do you wish had been 

different about it? 
 

06 * Now I'd like to ask you to choose five words, any kind of words, that describe 
your relationship with your [caregiver]  starting from as far back as you can 

remember in early childhood--as early as you can go, but say, age 5 to 10 is fine.  

06a I know this may take a bit of time, so go ahead and think for a minute.  

 06b Sometimes it can be easier to think of a memory first, and then put a 

word to the memory. 

 

07a * Okay, now let me go through some more questions about your description of 
your childhood relationship with your [caregiver]. You say your relationship with 

your [caregiver] was (word). Can you tell me a specific time/example when the 

relationship with your [caregiver] was this way (when [caregiver] was (word))? 

 
07b * You described your childhood relationship with your [caregiver] as (or, `your 

second adjective was", or  "the second word you used was"). Can you think of a 
memory or an incident that would illustrate why you chose (word) to describe the 

relationship?    [Repeat for the other adjectives] 

 
08 * Tell me about a time when your [caregiver] hurt your feelings or made you feel 

bad (made you cry, made you sad)?  

PROBES:  

08a Did you ever feel pushed away or ignored?   
08b Did your [caregiver] treat you less well than your [brother(s) and/or sister(s)]?  

08c Did your [caregiver] not care for you that much or think you were not very 

good? 

08d * How old were you when you first felt this way,  

08e * What did you do?  

08f * How did you feel? 

 
09 * Did you ever feel that your [caregiver] rejected you in any way?  ALWAYS 

ASK THIS QUESTION. 
 (If necessary: Of course, looking back on it now, you may realize it wasn’t really 

rejection, but what I’m asking about here is whether you remember ever having felt 

rejected in childhood.) 

 

10 * Did you ever feel pushed by your [caregiver]? (If necessary: grades at school, 

sports, etc.) 

10a (If yes) Do you feel that they pushed too much, too little or just right? 

 
11 *Did you ever feel that you'd disappointed your [caregiver]?  

  11a * How did your [caregiver] show their disappointment?  
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REPEAT QUESTIONS F  1-11 FOR EACH OTHER CAREGIVER (1 

more=IDEAL, 2more=MAX) 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

G     CLOSEST CAREGIVER 

 
01 * Which [caregiver] did you feel the closest to?    * Why?  

 
02 * Do you have a sense of why you didn’t feel this way with your [Other 

Caregiver(s)]? 

 

03 * Did you feel loved as a child?    * Can you tell me a little more about that 

feeling? 

 

H     SEPARATION FROM CAREGIVER(S) 

 

01 * Tell me about the first time you were separated or apart from your [caregiver 

identified as having felt closest to] for any length of time?  

As necessary: 

01a How about going to daycare for the first time? 

01b How about going to school for the first time? 

01c How about your [caregivers] being hospitalized, divorced, going to jail? 
 

02 What was it like for you? How did you feel? What happened? 
 

03 * How did you and your [caregiver(s)] deal with being apart or separated from 

each other? 

 

04 *Are there ant other separations from any of your caregivers that stand out in 

your mind? 

 

05 * When you were younger, did you ever get lost?   

05a *How old were you? 

05b * How did you feel and what did you do?   
  05c * Do you know how your [caregiver(s] felt?   What did they do? 

 

06 * Did you ever run away from home?    How old?  * Why?    * How did your 
[caregiver(s)] respond? 

 

I     CHILDHOOD BEHAVIOR  
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01 *Next are a few questions about you growing up. What kind of a child were you? 

 

02 * When you were upset emotionally when you were little what would you do?  
(Wait for participant's reply). Can you think of a specific time that happened?   

 
03 * How did your [caregiver(s)] react? 

 

04 * When you were hurt physically what would you do? 

 

05 * Can you tell me about a specific incident when that happened?  

 
06* How did your [caregiver(s)] react? 

 

07 * When you were ill what would you do?  

 

08 * Can you tell me about a specific incident when that happened?  

 
09* How did your [caregiver(s)] react? 

 

10*I was just wondering, do you remember being held by either of your parents at 

any of these times--I mean, when you were upset, or hurt, or ill? 

 

11 * How often did you cry as a child? Why would you cry?  Would you go to 

someone to cry?  Who?   or Would you go be by yourself?  Why?  Would your 
[caregiver(s)] know?  What did your [caregiver(s)] do? 

 

12 * How often did you have temper tantrums? Until what age?  What did they look 

like?  Were thy done out of frustration & anger or to get attention & your own way?  
Did you get your own way? What did your [caregiver(s)] do? 

J     DISCIPLINE  

 

01 * Who made the rules in your home? 

 

02 * Was there any room for negotiation? 

 

03 * What happened when you broke a rule? 

 
04 * How did each of your [caregiver(s)] discipline you?  

 

05 * Did your [caregiver(s)] ever threaten  discipline – i.e. “if you don’t stop then I 

will (discipline)”?                         If yes, Who? And would they usually follow 

through with the threat? 

 

06 * Do you think the way they disciplined you was fair? 
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07 * Could you predict the behavior of your [each caregiver(s)]? 

If so: Did they ever do anything that surprised you?  

 
08 * How often would each of your [caregiver(s)] get angry with you?   

 

09 * What the worst thing that happened when each of your [caregiver(s)] got angry 

with you? 

 
10 * Have you ever been afraid of any of your [caregiver(s)]? 

 

K     ABUSE 

 

01* Some people have memories of some kind of behavior towards them that was 

abusive.   
01a *Do you understand what emotional abuse is?  (Let them answer if they will, or 

else explain “It is usually verbal and can be name calling, or threats, or even excessive 

yelling if it has a very upsetting impact on you.) Did anything like this ever happen to 

you, or in your family?  How about from outside your family? 
01b *Do you understand what physical abuse is? (Explain or clarify if necessary).  Did 

anything like this ever happen to you, or in your family?  How about from outside 

your family? 
01c *Do you understand what sexual abuse is?  (Explain or clarify if necessary).  Did 

anything like this ever happen to you, or in your family?  How about from outside 

your family? 
 

02  (If yes: Establish age, frequency, duration  and severity.) 

* How old were you at the time?  

* How often did it happen?  Over how long a period of time?  

   How bad did it get? What was the worst time?  

* How do you feel this experience has affected you now as a young adult? 

 

 

 

L     CURRENT RELATIONSHIP WITH CAREGIVERS 

For the following questions 01-20 repeat for each caregiver. 

 
01 * How has your relationship with [caregiver] changed as you’ve become older? 

What is it like now? Describe.  

 

02 * What brought about the change?   

 

03 * How do you feel about it? 
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04 * Has there been a period when there was more conflict than usual between you? 

Describe. 

 

05 * How often do you talk together?   

 

06 * What kinds of personal things do you talk about? 

 06a (If they say “anything”) – do you talk with them about everything? 

 

07 * What would be hard to talk about?  
08 * Do you think your [caregiver] understands you? 

 
09 * Do you feel that your [caregiver] loves you? 

 
10 * How does your [caregiver] show affection for you? 

 
11 * Do you feel that your [caregiver] is proud of you? 

 
12 * How do you know your [caregiver] feels this way about you? 

 
13 * How do you feel now when your [caregiver] rejects you in any way? What do 

you do? 

 
14 * Did your [caregiver] realize you feel rejected? 

 

15 * If you become a parent, how would you raise your children differently than 
your [caregiver] raised you?       

 
16 * How do you think your [caregiver] would like you to be different? 

 

M     OTHER PARENTAL FIGURES 

 
01 *You mentioned earlier that [Name of other] was also important to you when 

growing up.  Can you tell me a little about the relationship, why it was important, 

what kind of impact it had on you?  

 
02 *What did you like and not like about your relationship with [name]? 

[repeat for all other parental figures] 

N      SIBLING RELATIONSHIPS/EXPERIENCES 

 

01 *In some families, brothers and sisters have quite similar experiences growing up 

and in other families they may have very different experiences.  In your case, do you 
think your [brother(s) and/or sister(s)] had a similar childhood(s)?  
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02 Do you think they had a similar experience with [caregiver(s)] as you? 

 

03 Are you close with any of your siblings now? 

 

O      DEATH OF SOMEONE CLOSE 

 

01 * Has anyone that you've been close to died? 

 
02  If no significant relationships: What about pets? 

 

03 * Could you tell me about the circumstances, and how old you were at the time? 

 

04 * What kinds of thoughts and feelings did you have at the time? 

 

05 * How did it impact your daily life? 

 

06 * How have your feelings regarding this death changed much over time? 

 

07 * How did this change over time?  

 
08  If loss of a parent or sibling: * What would you say was the effect on your (other 

parent) and on your family? 

 

P      MENTAL HEALTH 

 

01 * Have you or anyone in your immediate family or someone close to you ever 

attempted suicide?   

 
02 (If yes) * Can you tell me a little more about that?  

 

03  Was it discussed in the family?  

 
04  If family therapy: who initiated it? 

 

05 * Have you or anyone in your immediate family sought counseling for a personal 

concern or crisis?   

 
06 (if yes) *Was it helpful? How was it helpful? 

 

Q      SELF IN RELATIONSHIP TO OTHERS 
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01 * Now I have a few last questions about how you see yourself in relation to other 

people.  

        In general, do you feel that you are valued or understood? 

 

02 * Compared to other people you know, how emotional would you say you are?  * 

Why do you say that? 

 

03 * Do you tend to keep your emotions to yourself?  

 

04 * Do others generally know what you are feeling? 

 

05 * How often do you  feel angry?  * Do you usually express it outwardly or keep it 

to yourself? How do you express it? 

 

06 * Do you know why you express it that way? 

 
07 * How often do you cry?  (If prompting, "once a day, every few days..,").  

 

08 * Do you cry more often alone or with others? 

 

09 * If you do feel unhappy or upset about something these days, what are you likely 

to do? 

 

10 * Are you more likely to go to other people or do you tend to deal with upsets on 

your own? 

 

11 * When you meet new people do you think they will like you? Why do you say 

that? 

 

12 * Would you consider yourself a generally shy person? 

 
13  If yes: If you are feeling shy, what kinds of things are you concerned about? 

If no: Are there any times when you feel shy? 

 

14 *Do you ever feel you are too trusting of other people? Or too suspicious? Or too 

judgmental? 

 14a If yes –Why do you say that? (establish context) 

 

15 * What impression do you think you make on other people? 

 

16 * What impression would you like to make? 

 

17 * Do you see any difference between the impression you’d like to make and the 

impression you do make? 
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R      CONCLUDING QUESTIONS 

 

01 * Is there anything in particular that you feel you learned from your own 

childhood experiences? 

 

02 * How do you think your experiences growing up with your family have 

influenced your relationships with people outside the family? 

 

03 *What kind of changes would you like to see in the way you interact or relate to 

others?   

 

04 * What kind of changes would you like to see in the way others interact or relate 

to you? 

 

05 * How did you feel talking about the kind of issues we’ve been talking about 

today? 

 

06 * Are these things you’ve talked about with other people? 

 

07 * What encouraged you to say ‘yes’ to doing this interview? 

 

Thank you. That concludes the taped portion of the interview. I will now turn off the 
recorder.  

 

NOTE:  After the next section is finished and the participant has left, resume the 

recording and verbally give your impression of participant - observations, any non-

verbal behaviors that are noteworthy, etc.  Then, when rewinding the tape do several 

‘spot-checks’ for audio quality and clarity. 

 

 

 

 

The next series of questions will ask you to answer specific questions. The first set of 

questions is about the people you hung out with over the past year. 
 

29. From this time last year to now, was there a particular group of friends that you 

spent time with? 

 Including yourself, how many kids are in this group? 

 

Do you have any close friends? If yes, how many?________ 

 

Do you have a different group of friends than you had one year ago? 

 If yes, why? a.  I moved   e.  They moved/changed schools 
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   b.  I changed schools   f. Old friends into drugs/other 

c.  I met new friends  g. Other____________________ 

   d.  I didn’t like old friends 

 

30. How old are the other kids in your group? How old is the youngest? Oldest? 
   a.  <6 years  d.  11-12 years  g.  17-18 years 

   b.  6-8 years  e.  13-14 years  h.  19-20 years 

   c.  9-10 years  f.  15-16 years  i.  >20 years 

 

Are there males only, females only, or both males and females in your group? 

   a. Females only  b. Males only         c. Both males 

and females  

 

31. How many of your friends do your parents know? 
   a. None of them   c. Most of them 

   b. Some of them   d. All of them 

 

*The next set of questions is about people you know and can talk to. 
 

32. If you needed some information or advice about something, is there someone 
you could talk to? If yes, who? (circle all that apply) 

  a. Parent    d. Teacher/Adult at school  

  b. Brother/Sister   e. Friend  

c. Other relative   f. Other:_________ 

  

33. If you were having trouble at home, is there someone you could talk to?       
If yes, who? (circle all that apply) 

  a. Parent    d. Teacher/Adult at school  

  b. Brother/Sister   e. Friend  

c. Other relative   f. Other:_________ 

 

34. If you got an award or did something well, is there someone you could tell?  
If yes, who? (Circle all that apply) 

 

  a. Parent    d. Teacher/Adult at school  

  b. Brother/Sister   e. Friend  

c. Other relative   f. Other:_________ 

 

* Now this next set of questions is about your sexual experiences. 

 

35. How old were you the first time that you were sexual with someone else?  
 Age: _______ 

  

Was it something you both agreed to?  Yes  No 
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36. How old were you when you first had sex (oral, anal or vaginal) with a girl or 

woman?     
Age: _______ 

 

Was the experience forced or voluntary?   Forced Voluntary 

If forced:   Who forced who? 

 

How old were you when you first had consensual sex with a girl your own age? 

Age:_______ 

 

37. How old were you when you first had sex with a boy or man?    
  

Age: ________ 

 

 Was the experience forced or voluntary?   Forced Voluntary 

If forced:   Who forced who? 

 

How old were you when you first had consensual sex with a boy your own age? 

Age:_______ 

 

38. How many times in the last year have you had sex with someone?  
(number)_____________  

 

During the past year how many people have you had as sexual partners? 

(number of Males)_____________  (number of Females)_______ 

Other sexual experiences? _____________ 

 

 

39.      Have you ever done something sexual when you didn’t want to? 
   Yes   No 

What was involved? 
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*The next few questions are about different things people your age sometimes do. 

When you answer the questions, try to think of a usual week during the last year, but 

before you started this program. 
 

40. Do you ever spend time hanging around with friends not doing anything in 

particular?   
If yes:  How many days during the week do you do this?_________ 

 

Altogether, how many hours during the week do you spend doing this?_________ 

 

41. Do you ever spend time getting together with friends where no adults are 

present?   
If yes:  How many days during the week do you do this?_________ 

 

Altogether, how many hours during the week do you spend doing this?_________ 

 

42. Do you ever spend time getting together with friends somewhere where drugs 

or alcohol are available? 
If yes:  How many days during the week do you do this?_________ 

 

Altogether, how many hours during the week do you spend doing this?_________ 

 

43. Do you ever spend time dating or hanging out with your girl or boyfriend? 
If yes:  How many days during the week do you do this?_________ 

 

Altogether, how many hours during the week do you spend doing this?_________ 

 

*The interview is now completed. Thank you for taking the time to answer these 

questions.  You have been very helpful for our research. Do you have any remaining 

questions or concerns? 

 

* Thanks again for your time and for helping with our research. 
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Appendix B: CODING FORM: Mike Miner Study: Young Sex Offenders  
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