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87

John Bowlby often referred to attachment theory as a new paradigm, a new 
way of understanding the infant’s tie to primary caregivers. The term can 

also refer to a community of theorists and researchers bound together by 
shared principles and methods (Kuhn, 1962/2012; Masterman, 1970). Thus, 
the attachment paradigm refers to both Bowlby–Ainsworth attachment the-
ory and the community that shares and contributes to this perspective.

Paradigm can also refer to one or more prototypical problems or key 
techniques associated with a theoretical or methodological approach (Kuhn, 
1962/2012; Masterman, 1970). As students become skilled in solving such 
problems or using a particular tool, they come to understand the practical 
meaning of key theoretical concepts. They also learn to recognize the contexts 
in which a theory or methodology is relevant. Eventually, with much experi-
ence across many trials, they acquire the expectations and fluency character-
istic of experts. The Strange Situation Procedure (SSP) has served generations 
of students as the paradigm through which they learned about the secure base 
phenomenon and the ethological approach underpinning infant attachment 
theory. As much as any theoretical insight or empirical result, this is why the 
SSP endures.

The SSP’s history is detailed in van Rosmalen, van der Veer, and van der 
Horst’s (2015) insightful review in the Journal of the History of the Behavioral 
Sciences and also in Waters, Bretherton, and Vaughn’s (2015) new preface to 
Patterns of Attachment: A Psychological Study of the Strange Situation. The 
laboratory setup and procedures for conducting SSP assessments are detailed 
in Patterns of Attachment (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978/2015) 
and outlined in the methods sections of countless research articles. Thus, 
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there is little to add on either score. Instead, we focus in this chapter on prac-
tical matters, implicit knowledge of the SSP paradigm that rarely finds a place 
in scientific writing but has everything to do with learning and using the SSP 
in research and applied settings. We address this chapter primarily to nov-
ices and to research consumers who need to understand not only the proce-
dures but also the goals and practical touches that underpin good quality SSP 
assessments. Implicit knowledge does not lend itself to consensus. It reflects 
individual experience. Some in the SSP community may not agree with us on 
every detail. We hope they will agree that our presentation reflects the kind of 
information necessary to turn novices into experts.

Like many skilled measurement tasks, conducting and scoring the SSP 
involves more than simply following a set of rules. Written procedures and 
scoring instructions take us only so far. They help standardize and stabilize 
a method over time. As well, they are valuable aids to memory for numerous 
and subtle instructions. However, it matters that the SSP is rooted in behav-
ior rather than responses to test items. The rationale for both the procedure 
and the scoring assume a certain understanding of how behavior works. That 
is, how behavior in general and infant–mother interaction in particular are 
organized and unfold in naturalistic settings. Unfortunately, this is not part of 
contemporary psychology training.

Learning to use and score the SSP entails working with an experienced 
coder who can illustrate Mary Ainsworth’s written coding instructions with 
multiple examples from archival SSP recordings. There is no substitute for a 
mentor who can point out, “This is what the instructions are referring to when 
they mention behavior X,” or “Without this context, we can’t say that this 
behavior means Y.”1 Fortunately, Alan Sroufe, Elizabeth Carlson, and their 
colleagues at Minnesota’s Institute for Child Development have conducted 
highly successful SSP training workshops every summer for over 20 years. 
Their dedication to maintaining the quality of SSP assessments is widely and 
deeply appreciated. Although active attachment research groups occasionally 
provide training, the Minnesota group’s training materials are exceptional. 
Moreover, they can host a dozen or more trainees at once. This is the only way 
to keep up with the constant demand for training.

Infant attachment research in the Bowlby–Ainsworth tradition is a depar-
ture from the behaviorist paradigm of the 1950s through the 1970s, which 
viewed physics as the model science and focused on arbitrary sequences of dis-
crete acts and operational definitions, with little attention to the importance 
of context and organization. The Bowlby–Ainsworth tradition is rooted in a 
new paradigm, a biological approach to behavior that focuses on organization 
and adaptation. Understandably, psychologists steeped in the earlier paradigm 
find that adopting a new perspective takes some getting used to. Communi-
cation across paradigms is always difficult and requires a willingness to see 
with new eyes. Today, the behaviorist and psychoanalytic paradigms that so 

1This parallels G. Frege’s (1984) conclusions regarding the relation of context to meaning in 
mathematics, logic, and language.
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complicated (and resisted) the Bowlby–Ainsworth perspective in the 1960s 
and 1970s are little emphasized in the psychology curriculum. This allows 
training to proceed with relatively less attention to unlearning old allegiances 
and old ways of viewing behavior. In this respect, teaching and learning to use 
the SSP are probably easier today than in the past.

Nonetheless, it remains difficult to conduct consistently good SSP assess-
ments without appreciating the goals and practical considerations underly-
ing the procedure. These range from the layout of the room to the relation 
between camera work and scoring, and the flow of the procedure, not just 
from the first episode to the last but from telephone contacts and greetings 
on campus to debriefing and departure. Fortunately, we have the flexibility in 
this chapter to address what we might call the “pragmatics” of running SSP 
assessments. We undertake this in three sections.

We begin with a few words about behavior. It is not an overstatement to 
say that much of the human and animal behavior around us goes unnoticed. 
Our goal is to highlight behavior per se as an interesting phenomenon and help 
novices begin to see attachment behavior through the same lens that informed 
Mary Ainsworth’s home observations and Strange Situation assessments.

We then turn to a detailed narrative presentation of SSP procedures, 
designed to complement the description of procedures in Patterns of Attach-
ment. The narrative format supplements the procedures detailed in Patterns 
of Attachment and in countless empirical research reports, allowing us to 
provide explanations and elaborations in context, and to convey something 
of what it feels like to conduct the procedure. We hope this perspective will 
be valuable to potential trainees in advance of SSP training workshops, and 
for researchers who plan to conduct the SSP themselves, then make other 
arrangements for scoring. It may also be useful to research consumers who 
need to understand, beyond what mere instructions convey, what the assess-
ment entails.

We conclude this chapter with a discussion of more than two dozen 
frequently asked questions (FAQs). These are primarily issues of theory or 
measurement that we encounter working with students or assisting experi-
enced researchers who are not expert in attachment but want to teach about 
or supervise students interested in using the SSP. They overlap quite a bit with 
issues we discuss among ourselves and with our close colleagues. As in the 
chapter’s earlier sections, our goal in discussing FAQs is to convey some of 
the implicit knowledge that distinguishes experts and is important for a good 
start in attachment study. A good part of this is information about what kinds 
of questions to ask and what constitutes a useful answer.

“SEEING” BEHAVIOR

Ethology is the biological study of behavior in naturalistic settings. One of 
its key insights is that behavior is more than mere movement; it is an essen-
tial part of a species’ evolutionary endowment and thus merits careful study. 
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Ethologists can readily describe in great detail the behavior of species they 
study, describing its adaptive significance and development, and contrasting 
it with the behavior of closely related species. Every detail is hard-won infor-
mation gleaned through exhaustive and exhausting observations. In contrast, 
developmental psychologists depend too often on an informal understanding 
of behavior, underpinned by little more than having been children themselves, 
rearing a child or two, or noticing children in the course of other activities. 
We risk much when we trade in this kind of casually acquired, incidental 
evidence—if it is evidence at all.

Trained in the traditions of Cambridge psychology and medicine, John 
Bowlby found psychoanalysts’ emphasis on introspection and retrospective 
reconstruction unsatisfying at best. Even during his psychoanalytic train-
ing, he wondered whether his supervisors’ emphasis on children’s fantasies 
and subjective experiences would have found support in parents’ reports or 
observations in the home. However, his supervisors denied him this kind of 
convergent validation—an issue that significantly delayed the completion of 
his training. According to his son, Richard, it was only the pressure of a new 
family that motivated him to finally complete his certification (R. Bowlby, 
2006). In later years, he would encourage the Tavistock Clinic to include 
observational methodology in its curriculum and recruit James Robertson to 
film naturalistic observations of parent–child separations in hospital and resi-
dential care (van der Horst, 2011).

Inspired, perhaps, by Darwin’s (1877) A Biographical Sketch of an Infant,
his own enthusiasm for birdwatching, and his early hospital and residential 
care observations, one of John Bowlby’s first insights regarding infant attach-
ment was that the clingy, crying behavior portrayed in psychoanalytic (and 
learning) theories hardly captured the subtlety, complexity, and planfulness 
of infant’s actual behavior over time in naturalistic settings. For anyone who 
takes the time to observe (e.g., Piaget, 1936/1952), patience reveals an active, 
curious, mastery-oriented infant whose mother encourages and enriches 
exploration and serves as a haven of comfort or safety as needed.

Bowlby felt that neither drive accumulation–reduction nor patterns of 
reinforcement could plausibly explain the seemingly purposeful balance 
infants maintain between proximity seeking and exploration over time. Nor 
could they explain the intricate dance of face-to-face interaction. Such behav-
ior is too rapid and context-sensitive to be explained in terms of waxing and 
waning drive states. Similarly, the coordination of information about aspects 
of the physical environment, the caregiver’s recent and current behavior, prox-
imity and other influences on accessibility, internal states, and so forth, is 
too complex for simple learning explanations. Not that Bowlby dismissed the 
importance of learning in development. He wanted a theory that could be 
integrated with learning theory, without being confined by learning theory 
(Bowlby, 1958, p. 362).

Following Niko Tinbergen’s (1951, 1963) landmark descriptions of the 
aims and methods of ethology, John Bowlby (1957, 1958) proposed building a 
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new theory of infant–mother bonds rooted in (1) observation and description 
(especially in naturalistic settings), (2) analysis of immediate causation, (3) a 
view to behavior’s survival/adaptive value, (4) detailed developmental anal-
ysis, and (5) an evolutionary/comparative framework. From this beginning 
grew his and Mary Ainsworth’s commitment (e.g., Bowlby, 1969; Ainsworth 
& Bowlby, 1991) to an attachment theory rooted in an ethological perspective 
and to focusing on actual behavior observed in detail over time and in mean-
ingful (to the infant) settings (e.g., Hinde, 1966; Tinbergen, 1951; DeVore, 
1963, 1965).

An “Eye” for Behavior

Attachment researchers in the 1960s and 1970s often operationalized the 
child’s tie to its primary caregiver in terms of frequency counts on discrete 
behaviors such as looking, vocalizing, and touching the mother during brief 
laboratory observations (see Maccoby & Masters, 1970; Sroufe & Waters, 
1977). This approach promised systematic, “objective” data on what other-
wise seemed a very elusive phenomenon. It was also more convenient and 
economical than naturalistic observation. Too convenient and economical, 
perhaps. In the end, they counted many behaviors but learned little about 
behavior.

Long before Bowlby suggested approaching attachment from an etho-
logical perspective, he had been an avid birdwatcher, filling the drawers of 
library-style card catalog cabinets with detailed information on the species he 
encountered, when, where, and the details of their behavior. He found behav-
ior interesting and understood its complexity and sensitivity to context, and 
that there was meaning to be extracted at different levels of analysis. Yet he 
claimed to lack Mary Ainsworth’s patience and stamina as an observer, and 
the “eye” for behavior evident in Infancy in Uganda (Ainsworth, 1967) and 
in her scales for scoring maternal behavior at home and infant behavior in the 
SSP (Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015).

Some of the hallmarks of an ethological perspective on behavior are out-
lined below and discussed in relation to attachment assessment. These include 
the salience, context, meaning, and organization of behavior. These are cen-
tral to attachment study in the Bowlby–Ainsworth tradition. Yet, there is little 
space for them in research journals.

Behavior: Seeing versus Observing

It is easy to overlook behavior unless someone points it out and provides con-
cepts and language with which to understand it. One of us (E. W.) recalls 
having spent years in South Florida, scuba diving on reefs and wrecks off the 
coast and in the Keys, and seeing an astounding array of sea life—all with-
out noticing a single instance of territoriality, courtship, foraging, or parental 
behavior as it unfolded—unseen by an untrained eye. This is reminiscent of 
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a passage from the Sherlock Holmes story “A Scandal in Bohemia” (Doyle & 
Klinger (2007, p. 4):

WATSON: . . . at each successive instance of your reasoning I am baffled until you 
explain your process. And yet I believe that my eyes are as good as yours.

HOLMES: Quite so. . . . You see, but you do not observe. The distinction is clear. 
For example, you have frequently seen the steps which lead up from the hall 
to this room.

WATSON: Frequently.

HOLMES: How often?

WATSON: Well, some hundreds of times.

HOLMES: Then how many are there?

WATSON: How many? I don’t know.

HOLMES: Quite so! You see but you do not observe. That is just my point. Now, I 
know that there are seventeen steps, because I have both seen and observed.2

One of the key insights underpinning ethology and behavioral biology is 
the recognition that behavior is every bit as characteristic of a species as its 
anatomy. First expressed in Julian Huxley’s (1914) classic study “The Court-
ship Habits of the Great Crested Grebe,” the idea that behavior is an object, 
a structure, an element on which evolution can operate, a taxonomic feature, 
brings it to the foreground, visible and inviting inquiry. John Bowlby (1958) 
was initially interested in an ethological perspective because it promised an 
alternative to psychoanalytic drive theory. His first references to specific 
behaviors that bind the infant to its mother were quite preliminary, hardly 
the fruit of detailed ethological observations. “Those which I believe we can 
identify at present are sucking, clinging and following, in all of which the 
infant is the principal active partner, and crying and smiling in which his 
behaviour serves to activate maternal behavior” (Bowlby, 1958, p. 351). In 
contrast, Mary Ainsworth’s observations in Uganda extended the list to least 
16 behaviors, each described in detail, illustrated in context, and its impact on 
the mother noted (Ainsworth, 1967, pp. 321–350). After reading her Uganda 
observations, it is difficult to see infant–mother interactions in quite the same 
light again. Whereas, previously, adjectives such as cute, happy, clever, and 
warm seemed to suffice, now you see behavior—complex, sensitive to con-
text, and seemingly purposeful.

The Context of Behavior

Behavior does not occur in isolation. There is always a context. Indeed, neu-
robiologists have demonstrated that a primary function of structures in the 
basal ganglia is to incorporate context into the process of selecting, initiating, 

2See also Isaiah 42:20.
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and terminating behaviors. Indeed, the smallest biologically/adaptively mean-
ingful unit of behavior may not be “a behavior” but “a behavior + a context.”

Mary Ainsworth did a great deal to highlight the influence of context on 
the activation/termination and meaning of infant behaviors. In particular, she 
illustrated that both the content and meaning of infant behavior depends on 
its place in the stream of the infant’s ongoing behavior, the infant’s mood, and 
its expectations regarding the content and qualities (e.g., timeliness, relevance, 
coordination with ongoing behavior and goals) of the caregiver’s behavior. 
This perspective is evident throughout her Uganda and Baltimore observations 
and in her scales for scoring maternal behavior at home and infant behavior in 
the SSP (Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, Appendices II, III, and IV). Context is 
so important in her work that it is well worth the effort for new researchers to 
read through these scales, highlighting each time the description or interpreta-
tion of a behavior is conditioned on the context in which it occurs.

The Meaning of Behavior

Behavior is not merely anatomy in motion. It carries information about an 
individual’s view and understanding of its environment and about its goals. 
Melville’s Captain Ahab says as much when he tells his crew to look through 
the masks that hide reality to the “lower layer,” the meaning behind mere 
appearances. These, he says, are revealed in behavior. “In each event, in 
the living act, the undoubted deed—there, some unknown but still reason-
ing thing puts forth the [shape] of its true features” (Melville, 1851, Chapter 
36). Infants, and often adults, cannot verbalize for us which features in the 
environment shape their behavior, the traces left by past experiences, or their 
expectations. Yet their behavior often offers glimpses and hints at where to 
look for further clues. Mary Ainsworth showed that an infant’s behavior can 
tell us much more than merely what it has just done.

The idea that behavior has meaning is central to the ethological perspec-
tive. This view stems from Konrad Lorenz’s (1935) classic paper “The Compan-
ion in the Bird’s World,” in which, among other things, he first drew attention 
to the phenomenon we call imprinting and discussed the impact of an indi-
vidual’s behavior on others. One of the goals Bowlby and Ainsworth adopted 
from ethology was to understand infants and mothers as mutually situated in 
a dyadic relationship and to understand the meaning of their behavior to each 
other (Sroufe & Waters, 1977). Once we begin to see behavior qua behavior, 
behavior in its own right, it is hard to imagine it not containing informa-
tion, some sort of meaning. Although the ethologists had made a compelling 
case for viewing animals in this way, regarding human infants, Ainsworth, 
in particular, viewed this a hypothesis to be tested. Thus, she recorded not 
just the occurrence of a behavior but also the physical, behavioral, and emo-
tional context in which it occurred. She then searched in concurrent and lon-
gitudinal data for the meaning of each partner’s behavior to the other. In 
doing so, she discovered much about the vocabulary and meaning-structure of 



94 ME ASURING AT TACHMEN T

infant–mother interactions and the time frame and levels of behavioral detail 
and organization at which implicit meaning is communicated within the dyad. 
She also learned that the meanings they take from their interactions shape 
subsequent behavior, and, as Bowlby predicted, developmental outcomes. 
Thus, for several generations now, her insights into the meaning of infant and 
maternal behavior have served as the predicate for attachment measurement 
and research. They have also served as guides for designing prevention and 
intervention programs. All possible only because behavior has meaning and 
we have the key.

Levels of Detail and Organization

Mary Ainsworth found it useful to describe behavior at different levels of 
detail and organization. Following the lead of Robert Hinde (1959) and other 
ethologists, she described infant–mother behaviors during close bodily con-
tact and face-to-face interaction in terms of the smallest movements that 
might convey meaning to its partner, or help her understand the infant’s or the 
mother’s requirements or goals. The importance of behavioral organization to 
her view of attachment and the secure base phenomenon is evident through-
out her work, especially in the measures she developed. See, for example, 
her preamble to the ABC classification system (Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, 
pp. 55–58.) Organization was not just a “buzzword” in her work; it became 
fashionable because of her work.

Among her most surprising findings was how much meaning is com-
municated in fine-grained analyses of behavioral content and organization 
that might easily be dismissed as trivial. Examples abound in the scales she 
developed for scoring early maternal behavior in her Uganda and Baltimore 
home observations and in her scales for scoring infant behavior during SSP 
reunion episodes (Ainsworth, 1967; Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, Appendices 
II and III). She also found it useful to describe and quantify behavior at higher 
levels of organization (e.g., referring to maternal sensitivity or cooperation 
with ongoing behavior) in order to capture the aggregate impact of even small 
behaviors over countless interactions. That is, once information has been 
extracted from behavioral details, there can be additional information in the 
way these details are organized over time.

Just as behavior can be described at different levels of detail, its organiza-
tion too resides at different levels, from the organization of individual motor 
components that give behavior its topography and fluidity to the coordination 
of several behaviors into a skilled action, to coordination with something 
in the environment or over time, especially in relation to a goal. Behavioral 
organization is also evident in the coordination of several different behaviors
during exploration of toys during the SSP. For example, smooth, systematic 
coordination of locomotion, posture, gaze, and manipulation, combined with 
positive affect, and often affective sharing, are clear signs that an infant has 
recovered its composure in reunion episodes. Less well-organized behavior, 
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including manipulating toys while looking distractedly elsewhere or anger 
interspersed with weak exploratory behavior, or simply sitting among toys 
without constructively exploring them, are all indications that the infant 
remains distressed despite the mother’s return and efforts to provide comfort. 
Such distress in the absence of proximity seeking or signaling is a hallmark of 
moderate avoidance and weighs in favor of an insecure classification. Impor-
tantly, the key is not in any one of the behaviors but in the way they are (or are 
not) organized into effective exploration.

Behavioral organization is also evident in the coherence of behavioral 
sequences. For example, a typical response to the mother’s departure and 
return in the SSP is protest, seeking, approach, clambering, clinging until 
comforted, and return to interest in the environment (either from the mother’s 
lap or back on the floor with toys). It is not necessary to see each of these, or 
that any of them take a particular form. What is important is whether the flow 
of behavior keeps moving forward, toward the expectable endpoint—that is, 
toward being picked up and effectively comforted. The behavior sequence has 
lost its expected organization if approach to the mother is interrupted (e.g., 
partial approach and then turning to toys), if the infant (after showing distress 
upon separation) moves away from rather than toward her, or if the infant 
approaches or reaches to be picked up but then wiggles to be put down (before 
being comforted), only to cry again.

Behavioral organization is also reflected in the smooth intercoordination 
of behaviors serving different goals, as in cycles of exploration and prox-
imity seeking seen in the course of extended home observations and across 
episodes in the SSP. On a certain reading of attachment theory, we might 
expect that distress (over time away from the mother) is the primary trigger 
that initiates transition from exploration to proximity seeking. In fact, most 
returns are triggered when the infant detects a change in its mother’s behavior 
and approaches to update information on her location and availability, or by 
exhausting possibilities for further exploration and returning to her for inter-
action or direction to new opportunities to explore. Thus, information about 
the infant’s expectations lies not simply in the quality of play or the presence 
or absence of distress, but in the smoothness with which the infant transitions 
between exploration and proximity seeking. One of the hallmarks of secure 
attachment, then, is the ability to maintain the organization between the two 
behavior systems as the infant transitions from exploration to proximity seek-
ing and back.

Maintaining a secure base relationship entails organizing a wide range 
of behavior to serve several goals, over significant periods of time (hours or 
days) and across a wide range of situational, behavioral, and affective con-
texts. Observers must look for (1) specific secure base behaviors, (2) indica-
tions that the infant is making its needs clear and is exploiting opportunities 
to learn about the environment and its own competencies and limitations, 
and (3) behaviors that help knit the relationship together over time (e.g., the 
mother remaining interested, available, and effectively scaffolding the infant’s 
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explorations). Over such long intervals and such a wide range of activities, it is 
inevitable that there will be rough patches. But few are frequent or disruptive 
enough to compromise the sense that the mother and infant are an effective, 
coordinated dyad, working toward the same goals. Ainsworth found this kind 
of organization easier to recognize than to quantify (See Ainsworth et al., 
1978/2015, Appendix V). Attachment study would benefit from additional 
work on this level of organization.

A Word about “Disorganization”

Mary Ainsworth always considered the ABC (avoidant, secure, ambivalent 
or resistant) classification system open to revision. She did not expect to have 
identified all the significant ways in which infants organize their SSP behavior 
in her initial Baltimore sample of 23 dyads, or even in the extended sample of 
106. Main and Solomon (1986, 1990) introduced the disorganized/disoriented 
(D) classification to capture behavior that seemed paradoxical or inexplicable 
in relation to the established ABC classifications. Ainsworth and her students 
had long recognized that a few infants were simply very difficult to classify 
using the ABC system, but they were too few to identify as a distinct group. 
Main and Solomon brought many of these cases together with examples of 
“odd” or paradoxical behavior that would never have been identified without 
videotape, and cases that emerged when the SSP was used in much larger and 
more diverse samples.

Work on the “D” classification provides excellent illustrations of the con-
cepts we have just reviewed (see Solomon, Duschinsky, Bakkum, & Schuengel, 
Chapter 4, this volume). Moreover, the “D” classification has many important 
correlates and has proven particularly useful in at-risk and clinical samples. 
At the same time, the term disorganized has gained wide currency, to the 
point of being used quite outside the scope of Main and Solomon’s meaning. 
This is particularly true when disorganized is used as a trait descriptor to sug-
gest that an individual’s behavior is disorganized across multiple domains and 
in a wide variety of contexts.

In Main and Solomon’s work, the term refers to specific lapses in the 
organization of behavior. These include disorganization in (1) individual 
behaviors; (2) behavior sequences; (3) incomplete, undirected, or misdirected 
behaviors; (4) stereotypies, mistimed movements, or anomalous postures; (5) 
freezing or stilling; (6) apprehension of the caregiver; and (7) overt signs of 
disorientation. Though often fleeting and very subtle, the observed behavior 
seems at odds with the flow of behavior or expected goals. Importantly, they 
are only scored with respect to the caregiver and only in reunion episodes. 
Infants classified disorganized do not display such behaviors frequently or 
across a wide range of contexts. And although the “D” classification can be 
significantly stable over time, the evidence on this varies considerably across 
samples (see Carlson, Chapter 4, this volume). Moreover, some who are not 
classified “D” in infancy begin to display controlling behavior associated 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

In this final section we address some of the most frequently asked questions 
(FAQs) raised by students and colleagues intending to use the SSP. Most often, 
questions are framed in terms of “Am I allowed to do x, y, z?” Or, perhaps a 
little more often, “This is what I’ve done; was it OK?” Rather than yes or no 
answers, we try to provide information about how to think about attachment 
and the SSP, and let the answers follow from there. As is customary, let us 
concede at the outset that these are our answers. There are no official answers 
(who would decide?). We have sought input from colleagues, but we alone are 
responsible for what the reader finds here. Over the years, we have more or 
less settled into the advice and opinions below. Nonetheless, we reserve the 
right to improve on them in light of new ideas and information.

1 What is the relationship between “attachment” and attachment behav-
ior? For this we can hardly do better than quote Mary Ainsworth (1967) from 
Infancy in Uganda:

Attachment is manifested through these patterns of behavior [referring to her 
list of 16 attachment-related behavior patterns on p. 332], but the patterns do 
not themselves constitute the attachment. Attachment is internal. . . . We can 
conceive of attachment as somehow being built into the nervous system, in the 
course of and as a result of the infant’s experience of his transactions with his 
mother and with other people. This internalized something that we call attach-
ment has aspects of feelings, memories, wishes, expectations, and intentions, all 
of which constitute an inner program acquired through experience and somehow 
built into a flexible yet retentive inner mechanism which serves as a filter for the 
reception and interpretation of inner experience and as a kind of template shap-
ing the nature of the outward response. (pp. 429–430)

2 What does attachment security mean? Answers to FAQs about the 
SSP are often rooted in or depend on a coherent answer to this question. The 
term secure attachment (or securely attached) is occasionally taken to mean 
“tightly attached,” as in “the rope was securely attached to the dock.” This 
is a misunderstanding. Both John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth referred to 
security as the emotional accompaniment to an infant’s appraisal of risk or 
danger. Indeed, Ainsworth often pointed to the etymology of the term (Latin, 
sine cura—without care) for the sense of the concept. They meant especially 
appraisals in light of expectations about a primary caregiver’s availability, 
responsiveness, and efficacy. Today, the term is often used (often implicitly) 
to mean little more than “generally well adjusted.” Moreover, it has taken on 
different meanings/connotations in theory, empirical research, psychotherapy, 
media, and child welfare (Duschinsky, 2020). Unfortunately, this does not 
provide the guidance needed for measurement design or validation.

The key insights underlying modern attachment theory arose from 
John Bowlby’s observation that human infants do not behave like the clingy 
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dependent creature imagined in psychoanalysis and learning theory. Instead, 
they combine a wide range of behaviors with continuous monitoring of their 
external and internal environment and state, and information about their 
mothers’ past and current behavior, in order to explore their environment 
while maintaining a degree of access to her as a source of information and, as 
required, a haven of comfort/safety (Waters et al., 2015).

Within this framework, “attachment security” can be understood as refer-
ring to confidence or certainty, or positive expectation regarding an attach-
ment figure’s availability and responsiveness in the context of exploration or 
seeking comfort/safety. Indeed, German-speaking attachment researchers 
employ the term sicherheit, which has etymological links to certainty as well 
as to trust (e.g., Grossmann & Grossmann, 2017). H. Waters and Waters 
(2006) and H. Waters, Waters, and Waters (2021) have suggested that mental 
representations of secure base experience play a significant role in generating 
and generalizing such expectations and the emotions they engender when they 
are confirmed or violated.

In designing measures of attachment development and individual differ-
ences, it is useful to think of attachment behavior as a skill rather than a 
trait. In addition to reflecting its inherent complexity, this perspective con-
nects attachment theory with the extensive psychological research on skills 
and skill acquisition (e.g., Attri, 2018; Fridland & Pavese, 2020). In turn, this 
suggests fruitful empirical approaches to causation, information processing, 
development, validation, and intervention.

3 To what does the term secure base phenomenon refer? Again, we 
can turn to Mary Ainsworth. In Infancy in Uganda (1967, pp. 345–347), she 
described “use of the mother as a secure base for exploration” and “flight to 
the mother as a haven of safety.” She described secure base use as follows:

Once an infant is able to crawl, it does not always stay close to the mother but 
rather make little excursions away from her, exploring other objects and inter-
acting with other people, but returning to the mother from time to time. The 
mother seems to provide a secure base from which these excursions may be made 
without anxiety. The child who is attached to his mother, if he is secure in this 
attachment, does not need to maintain constant proximity or contact with her. 
He is content to move away, as long as he knows that she is there. He can even 
leave the room on his own initiative, and his aplomb in so doing is sometimes in 
sharp contrast to his consternation when his secure base gets up and moves off. 
Indeed, one could scarcely identify this as a pattern of attachment were it not for 
the fact that the child still is concerned about his mother’s whereabouts. (p. 345)

Subsequently, she emphasized the close relation between these two behav-
ior patterns, noting that aside from speed and absence of delight, it is primarily 
context rather than specific behaviors that distinguish exploratory approaches 
from retreat to a safe haven. She captured their intercoordination in her 
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concept of the attachment–exploration balance. Attachment researchers have 
occasionally understood this in terms of the two behavioral systems alter-
nately switching on and off at transitional points in attachment–exploration 
cycles. Of course, this raises the question, how does the attachment system 
know when to initiate approach unless it is actively monitoring the mother’s 
availability even during excursions away from her? Thus, it is more useful to 
view both proximity seeking and exploration as behavioral systems that can 
serve the goals of a superordinate attachment system. (See FAQ 4, below)

Finally, when asked about the secure base phenomenon, we routinely 
highlight work by Crowell et al. (2002) illustrating the relevance of the secure 
base concept as a framework for understanding problem-solving interactions 
in adult relationships. There is no better illustration of attachment as an inte-
grative lifespan perspective.

4 Are attachment and exploration one system or two? Most attachment 
literature associates proximity seeking when distressed with an attachment 
system and proximity in the absence of threat (e.g., seeking information, help, 
new opportunities to explore or play) with a different, exploratory system. 
Although this is a fair reading of the attachment literature, it seems to us out 
of date. Waters (2002/2008) has argued that Bowlby overestimated attach-
ment as a predator-avoidance system and underestimated the evolutionary 
significance of the exploratory system. Simply put, most of our predator prob-
lems would not be materially changed by running to our mommy. In general, 
the dangers we handle best are those we avoid in the first place. Given our 
size, lack of speed, and delicate structure, we were better off depending on 
foresight, learning the habits of predators, and group living than retreating to 
an attachment figure to avoid predators.

One of the key components of any species evolutionary endowment is its 
“life history strategy”—how it solves the problem of when to be born, when 
to mature, how much to invest in offspring, and when to die. An extraordi-
narily long period of immaturity is one of the most distinctive features of the 
human evolutionary endowment. Generally considered a precondition and an 
accommodation to our complex brain and highly flexible behavior patterns, 
growing up slowly is very much at the center of growing up human. It is how 
we build a nervous system and behavioral repertoire adapted to our experi-
ence. Our capacity to form and maintain long-term relationships that sup-
port learning, as well as survival, helps us turn prolonged immaturity into 
a prolonged apprenticeship. Here, as much or more than in protection from 
predators, we see the evolutionary significance of secure base relationships for 
human development. The ability to prosper in a human society requires years, 
decades, of learning, experience, and supervision.

If both seeking the mother as a haven of safety and exploration from her 
as a secure base depend on the mother’s presence, and both offer evolution-
ary advantages, what can be said in favor of conceptualizing them as distinct 
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systems? Clearly, there are species in which the young engage in haven-of-
safety behavior but not exploration from a secure base, and vice versa. This 
makes the point that in some species, at some point(s) in evolutionary history, 
they were separate systems. Yet a behavior’s evolutionary significance can 
change over time. In addition, it seems likely that each has arisen indepen-
dently, through convergent evolution, in more than one species at different 
times. However, this does not seal the argument for treating them as distinct 
systems in humans. After all, few, if any, of the species that show only safe 
haven behavior or exploration from a secure base form enduring monoga-
mous bonds in adulthood. This rather limits the strength of arguments from 
such examples to the human case.

Sroufe and Waters (1977) have argued against prejudging the attachment 
relevance of a particular behavior without taking into account the physical, 
behavioral, and affective context in which it occurs. We have proximity seek-
ing and exploratory behavior—both complex behavior patterns, both avail-
able to a variety of superordinate motivational systems or goals. In addition, 
evolution has provided humans with the ability to coordinate proximity and 
exploratory systems that exist independently in other species. From an attach-
ment perspective, this intercoordination would seem to be the key evolution-
ary innovation. Why not then conceptualize “attachment” as a superordinate 
system that can coordinate both proximity seeking and exploratory behavior 
over time and contexts?

The notion that attachment refers to a system that intercoordinates 
proximity seeking and exploration, rather than to either system alone, has 
important implications for attachment theory and measurement. It is gener-
ally consistent with the systems framework presented in Bowlby’s Attachment
trilogy and suggests an interesting architecture for computational modelling 
(see Petters, 2019). It also avoids a bit of a paradox in convergent validity 
data on attachment assessments from different contexts. Simply put, if seek-
ing a haven of safety is prototypical attachment behavior and exploration is 
a distinct system, the antithesis of attachment, then we would hardly expect 
clear convergence among measures from emergency, distress-laden contexts 
(e.g., SSP reunions; later portions of the Adult Attachment Interview [AAI]) 
and ordinary contexts (e.g., naturalistic home observations; early portions of 
the AAI; the Secure Base Script Assessment). Yet this is exactly what we find. 
Indeed, why would Mary Ainsworth have devoted so much of her observa-
tion time in Uganda and Baltimore to ordinary, largely nonstressful settings 
if attachment plays out primarily in emergency, threat-laden contexts? The 
fact that we can glean useful information from both ordinary and emergency 
contexts suggests we should not privilege either system/context over the other 
in terms of attachment relevance or measurement.

5 What does the SSP measure, and how do we know? Early attach-
ment theorists conceptualized individual differences in terms of the onset 
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and “strength” of attachment bonds. However, by the time Mary Ainsworth 
was conducting her Baltimore longitudinal study, she was discarding both 
concepts as theoretically unsatisfactory and empirically inaccessible. Instead, 
she focused on an infant’s ability to use its mother as a secure base at home. 
Increasingly, we prefer to describe the SSP as a measure of the extent to which 
an infant skillfully and consistently uses a particular figure as a secure base 
for exploration and retreat for comfort or safety in naturalistic settings (usu-
ally at home or on excursions with the attachment figure). This is closer to 
the empirical validation criteria. It also reflects attachment theory’s roots in 
descriptive ethology and has clear implications for further validation stud-
ies, extensions of the SSP to new age groups and populations, and to testable 
research hypotheses. Ainsworth validated SSP classifications against observa-
tions of secure base behavior at home (Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, Table 20). 
The table reporting these results deserves careful study. Vaughn and Waters 
(1990) replicated this link using the Attachment Q-set.

To be sure, correlations with theoretically relevant variables (e.g., other 
facets of social development, mental representations, and adjustment in infancy 
and across age) also point to the validity of the SSP. However, taken alone, 
any pattern of correlates is open to alternative explanations. Even with such 
correlates, the SSP could hardly claim strong ties to Bowlby’s and Ainsworth’s 
work without links to secure base use in naturalistic settings. Correlations 
with external variables can also provide valuable information about discrimi-
nant validity. That is, demonstrating independence from variables that offer 
alternative interpretations. For example, the SSP has repeatedly demonstrated 
good discriminant validity vis-à-vis cognitive ability in concurrent and predic-
tive data (Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, p. 159). See also FAQ 9, below regard-
ing temperament.

Occasionally, authors, especially experts from other disciplines, have 
understood the SSP as the attachment situation, as if specific behaviors are 
attachment-related or valid indicators of attachment security simply because 
they were observed in the SSP. In fact, Ainsworth was unambiguous on this 
point: The criterion is the life the infant lives, not what it does in 20 minutes 
in the laboratory. If an infant uses its mother skillfully and consistently across 
time and context in naturalistic settings, it can only be described as “secure,” 
regardless of its classification in the SSP. Similarly, secure base difficulties at 
home denote attachment insecurity, regardless of behavior in the SSP.

6 How closely do I have to replicate the physical setup described in
Patterns of Attachment? It should be clear from the preceding section, SSP 
Pratique, that there is more to an SSP assessment than simply replicating the 
physical setup. That said, the physical setup is an important factor in how 
infants experience the procedure and the scorability of the observations. 
In general, let your understanding of the secure base phenomenon and the 
attachment exploration balance be your guide. Avoid gratuitous departures 
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form Ainsworth’s setup. At the same time, learn from innovations (especially 
in recording technology) that have worked well for others.

• Test room. Mary Ainsworth conducted the SSP in a 9′ × 9′ test 
room with an adjacent observation room. Of course, she was using a pair 
of observers to make simultaneous audio recordings of the behavior in the 
test room. Today a 9′ × 9′ room would be a bit small, because it places the 
participants quite close to the camera and requires more panning to fol-
low the action. At the other extreme, the room should not be so large that 
infants find a great deal of space to explore behind the mother’s and the 
stranger’s chairs. Aside from chairs blocking the camera’s line of sight, and 
the temptation to zoom in and out as the action moves to different parts of 
the room, the primary risk is that a very large room could introduce great 
variety in the distance between the infant and mother during reunions. As 
mentioned in the previous section, less camera movement is better. Ideally, 
you want the door to open inward, so the infant is less likely to go out of 
camera view when its mother or the stranger enters. Ideally, the door should 
open toward the camera. This helps keep the infant in view when reunions 
occur right at the door. These are very practical matters. They have little to 
do with attachment theory.

Aside from such practical considerations, the exact size of the room 
is not critical. It just needs to be large enough for the mother’s and the 
stranger’s chairs to be 6–8 feet apart (so that being with the stranger entails 
being away from the mother), and far enough from the door to allow infants 
to greet and approach the mother across a distance during reunion episodes. 
The room should also be large enough that participants can be kept entirely 
within the video frame without repeated panning and zooming.

• Camera port. Recording video through a window has several disad-
vantages. First, it requires using a tripod, which necessarily puts the camera 
several feet farther away from the participants and reduces the angle of 
view. This makes it difficult to record behavior below the window frame. In 
addition, some older cameras may have trouble focusing through a window 
pane. Finally, the camera is likely to capture reflections off the window 
glass. It is far preferable to have a port through a wall adjacent to the door. 
Ideally, this would be in a wall between the SSP test room and an adjacent 
observation room. The bottom of the port should be approximately 3 feet 
above the floor. Framing the inside of the opening with wood provides a 
base on which to mount a tripod head; this will allow the camera to pan left 
and right, as well as up and down. You can avoid the infant seeing observers 
through the port with a cloth baffle. Simply cut four isosceles triangles from 
a length of black felt fabric and sew the edges together to make a tapering 
sack (baffle). Attach the wide (open) end to the wall around the viewing 
port and tripod head. Cut the narrow (closed) end of the sack to create an 
opening to accommodate the camera lens. Secure it around the end of your 
camera (or lens) with rubber bands. The baffle should be deep enough to 
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allow the camera to pan the full width of the room. It may be necessary to 
make some sort of adjustment to keep the baffle from rubbing on the cam-
era microphone when panning.

Keep in mind that felt fabric will not do much to muffle noise from 
the observation room. We have generally found that the microphones on 
today’s consumer cameras are quite good. So it is rarely necessary to mount 
a microphone within the test room. However, most camera microphones 
pick up noise from any direction. So it is important to keep sounds from 
the observation area to a minimum. To this end, it is useful to move away 
from the camera when talking with the mother or giving instructions to the 
stranger.

• Lighting. Most consumer video cameras today work quite well in 
low light. Overhead fluorescent lighting is usually fine. Most cameras have 
a white-balance adjustment to compensate for any tint introduced by fluo-
rescent lighting. It is also useful to avoid sharp contrast between the bright-
ness of flooring/carpet and the walls opposite the camera. This minimizes 
the overall image constantly going from bright to dark as the camera cap-
tures more of the floor or more of the wall.

• Chairs and toys. The room should be equipped with two chairs, one 
for the mother and one for the stranger. It can be useful to identify the 
mother’s chair with a letter “M” in tape or permanent marker to ensure 
that she returns to the same location after each separation. There should 
also be a set of 10–12 simple, age-appropriate toys. Examples of appropri-
ate toys include a shape sorter, stacking rings/cups, push toys (e.g., cars), 
plastic animals or dolls, and so forth. Toys to avoid include those that invite 
very vigorous play (e.g., kick balls, anything with a long handle), electronic 
toys that play music or make loud noise, and toys that have small or detach-
able parts that pose a choking risk. It is also useful to ask the mother if her 
child owns any of the toys you have supplied and, if so, to replace them 
before the SSP. The infants should be encountering novel items, not favorite 
playthings. We often purchase duplicate toys so they can be replaced before 
they show much wear or are broken. Finally, it is important to clean the 
toys with disinfectant wipes and to keep the floor/carpet free of visible dirt 
or small items. Many mothers will appreciate knowing that you have taken 
these steps.

In the end, the key is not reproducing Mary Ainsworth’s SSP setup exactly; 
it is to present infants with the kind of experience Mary Ainsworth created. 
Infants should be able to explore away from mother in several directions, 
retreat from the stranger to the mother, make clear approaches across the 
room to the mother during reunion episodes, and generally show willingness 
or unwillingness to explore away from mother on their own initiative, while 
remaining close enough to her to signal or interact with her across a distance, 
or achieve contact promptly, if needed. This does not require a 9′ × 9′ room, 
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or preclude a larger room. Just keep open the option of making changes if you 
can see that your setup is not working.

7 Are there guidelines for good SSP videography? When Mary Ainsworth 
was recruiting her Baltimore sample, most 8 mm film equipment recorded less 
than 15 minutes of behavior (without sound). In addition, it usually required 
supplementary lighting, which generated a lot of heat and cast sharp shad-
ows. Film was expensive to develop and duplicate, and editing was very time 
consuming. Accordingly, she relied primarily on pairs of observers to narrate 
rapid, independent play-by-play descriptions that were recorded on office dic-
tating equipment and transcribed. Thus, there is no mention of videography 
in Patterns of Attachment or in Ainsworth’s research reports.

Today, consumer video equipment is quite capable. It easily captures 
hours of behavior (with sound). Digital recordings are inexpensive and eas-
ily copied, edited, and even annotated. Moreover, consumer video cameras 
are compact and quite easy to operate. Thus, it is surprising how often poor 
videography creates difficulties for scoring SSP data and makes it difficult to 
compile good materials for illustrating and teaching SSP technique and scor-
ing. A good rule of thumb or goal for SSP video is that the recording process 
should be invisible to the viewer. Scorers (or trainees/audiences) should be 
able to see what they need and expect to see, without the distraction of inele-
gant camera work.

Most video problems arise because the videographer is (1) unfamiliar with 
the perspective on behavior outlined in the previous section, (2) unaware of 
the information coders need in order to make key scoring decisions, (3) prone 
to unnecessary zooming and panning, and/or (4) attracted to information 
such as close-up facial expressions that have little significance for scoring. 
Once recognized, these problems are easily remedied.

The best videographers are interested in behavior and invested in doing 
a good job. Videographers should understand how much depends on their 
work. They are key personnel. Videography is a bit of a vigilance task. For 
long stretches it can seem like nothing is happening. A naive videographer 
may be inattentive or try to make the task more interesting by focusing on the 
mother or the stranger while the infant is exploring, or zooming in to capture 
the details of facial expressions. The more a videographer understands about 
what he or she is looking at and how it will be used, the easier it is to stay 
engaged.

The first part of this chapter (on seeing behavior) should help videog-
raphers understand their task. As should basic familiarity with the scoring 
appendices in Patterns of Attachment. It is useful to show a new videographer 
examples and provide commentary on well-done recordings from previous or 
pilot SSPs. It is also helpful to have videographers sit in on a few scoring ses-
sions in order to gain a sense for what the scorers need and where they have 
difficulties. This is also an opportunity for scorers to point out where a vid-
eographer’s technique has been especially helpful or could be more so.
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The following dos and don’ts may seem obvious but we have encountered 
problems related to each of them.

DOs

9 Arrive early. Behave professionally. Have equipment tested and ready 
to go before the mother and infant arrive. If you do not understand some-
thing, it is important to get it clarified as soon as possible. Ask whether 
your recordings are proving scorable and whether there are any problems. 
Remember this maxim: Data quality depends more on the videographer 
than on the equipment.

9 Learn how to use your camera’s controls and indicators. You do not 
have to become an expert, but you should be familiar with basic functions 
and settings. It is rarely true that “all you have to do is point and shoot.” 
Familiarize yourself with power, zoom, focus, audio, and so forth through 
practice before you start recording real data. Some functions, such as auto-
focus, can be quite useful, but they may depend on good lighting. They 
may have to be turned off if you are shooting through a glass window, to 
prevent the camera from focusing on the glass rather than targets in the 
room. Similarly, auto-volume control and auto-brightness sometimes pro-
duce relatively useless, but distracting, adjustments while you are record-
ing. It is sometimes better to turn them off and set levels manually. Some 
settings, such as “white-balance,” may be unfamiliar but can be quite use-
ful.

9 If possible, use line (plug-in) power rather than battery. It is just 
too easy to overlook a low battery and lose power at a critical moment. 
When using line power, tape the entire length of the power cord to the floor 
with duct tape. This avoids someone tripping over the cord in the dark and 
(1) injuring themselves, (2) distracting participants in the test area, and/or 
(3) pulling the power cable out of its socket.

9Make sure you can tell what the infant is doing if he or she is play-
ing close to the wall on which the camera is mounted. If objects to the left 
or right, or below the camera, are out of sight, a wide-angle lens adaptor 
might be helpful.

9Monitor sound through an earphone throughout the SSP to make 
sure you are recording sound as well as video. This also lets you know 
whether the felt baffle hiding the camera lens is rubbing across the micro-
phone and needs to be pushed away.

9 Train someone as a backup videographer in case you are unavailable.

9During recording, think of yourself as communicating with the 
researchers who will be scoring your recording. Ask yourself what the scor-
ers need.

9 Permanently identify each video record by writing the participant’s 
ID number, the date, and the child’s first name and birthdate on a sheet of 
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paper or a whiteboard before the participants arrive, and have an assistant 
inside the test area display this to the camera for 15–20 seconds at the 
beginning of the video record. This prevents losing track of the participant’s 
identity in the event paper labels become faded or lost.

9When recording, try to keep the whole infant in the frame most of 
the time. Focusing too closely on the upper body or facial expressions will 
miss small but significant movements (e.g., tension movements or kicks 
while being held). The infant does not have to be centered in the frame. 
Maintain enough margin ahead of the infant to make context clear and to 
anticipate quick moves that would put it out of frame. This also reduces the 
need to move the camera in response to inconsequential moves. SSP scoring 
rarely depends on closely zoomed shots.

9 You can pan quickly from the infant to the mother and back to show 
scorers where the mother is and whether she is making inviting gestures or 
offering a toy over a distance. Think of these as footnotes to the scorer. Pan, 
hold for a count, “1-2,” and back to the infant. The scorer should not lose 
track of the infant’s behavior. Much of the information about what he or 
she is doing over a distance can be picked up from the audio or from a pan 
to her after the infant has responded.

9Move the camera as little as possible. If you have the infant in the 
frame (whether in the middle of the room playing, at the mother’s chair, or 
at the door) with some buffer area ahead of him or her, that is fine. Keep 
pans to a minimum; zooms near zero.

9Make a “footnote pan” to show key transitions in the procedure. For 
example, you do not need to track the mother walking across the room to 
leave, or keep the camera on the door, waiting for her to return. But make 
sure that the scorers can tell when she has left and when she returns. If the 
stranger delays leaving the room for some reason and is not in camera view, 
a quick pan and return to the infant will let the scorers know; otherwise, 
a look toward the stranger might be interpreted as looking away from the 
mother.

9 Be sure to capture the infant’s reaction to reunions. The details of an 
infant’s response to the mother’s departure are not a major factor in scor-
ing. In contrast, some scoring (particularly avoidance of physical contact 
and interaction) depends critically on the infant’s behavior as the mother 
enters and during the next 15–30 seconds. Scorers must have this in full. 
Other important behaviors during reunion episodes play out over the full 
3 minutes; these often involve behavior when the infant is being held or 
squirming to be put down. Much of the key behavior, too, can be fleet-
ing. Tight close-ups during reunion risk losing important information about 
posture, efforts to be put down, kicks, and so forth. Again, it can be useful 
for videographers to sit in on some SSP scoring in order to understand what 
scorers are looking for.
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9 If the infant attempts to touch the camera lens, keep it motionless; 
there is a chance he or she will lose interest. If the infant grasps the baffle 
or the camera lens, turn it all the way to one side and hold it firmly until 
the infant can be interested in something else. If the stranger is present, she 
should try to direct the infant’s attention to the toys. If necessary, the vid-
eographer should speak to the mother through the camera port: “Please try 
to interest him (or her) in the toys.” The less you move the camera, the less 
likely you are to attract the infant’s attention in the first place. Locating the 
camera port approximately 3 feet above the floor and mounting the camera 
lens 5–6 inches above this, along with a dark cloth baffle around the lens, 
affords a good video angle and rarely attracts the attention of 1-year-olds. 
If you are working with older children, locate the camera port (or have a 
second port) somewhat higher.

9 Back up your recordings and keep the backups separate from the 
originals! If you record to a computer hard drive or to a solid-state mem-
ory card inserted into your camera, it is a trivial matter to make copies—
immediately or on a schedule. Extra media are inexpensive and there is no 
loss of quality in copying digital recordings.

DON’Ts

8 Don’t get bored. Stay in the game. Equipment or procedures can go 
off the rails at any time. Lapses risk compromising scoring. Often, there is 
no way to know if something is important until after the SSP is complete 
and scoring begins.

8 Don’t let backlighting create overly dark images. Most video cam-
eras automatically reduce sensitivity in response to bright light. As a con-
sequence, anyone located near or passing in front of the light source will 
be rendered as a dark silhouette with few details. Unless they are very high 
on the wall, windows to the outside should be covered with foam-core or 
aluminum foil, or opaque paint.

8 Don’t make noise. The infant can hear movements and conversa-
tions through the camera port. These may upset or attract him or her to 
the camera.

8 Don’t zoom so close that you cannot see the context in which behav-
ior occurs.

8 Does the SSP entail any special problems related to informed consent?
During her Baltimore study, Mary Ainsworth avoided media coverage of her 
work in order to avoid biasing recruitment or prompting participants to raise 
questions for which, at this early stage in her work, she did not have answers. 
Interestingly, she was thinking in terms of local media. National media were 
the farthest thing from her mind and, of course, there was no Internet or video 
recording. (See below for discussion of privacy issues.)
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It has been quite some time since we heard of anyone’s institutional review 
board having significant reservations about the SSP per se. Informed consent is 
another matter. There are clearly issues here regarding the use of video records 
in the months and years after the procedure. The narrowest informed consent 
documents simply outline the procedure and risks, and ask the parents to indi-
cate that they agree to participate. In our experience, it suffices to explain that 
the mother (or other caregiver) and infant will be videotaped during a series of 
3-minute episodes that allow you to observe (1) mother and infant together in 
a room with age-appropriate toys, (2) play with a female research assistant (in 
the mother’s presence), (3) play with the female research assistant alone, and 
(4) two episodes in which mother leaves the infant alone or with the female 
research assistant while she watches with the experimenter through a one-
way observation window or on a computer monitor. Explain that each of the 
episodes is designed to mimic situations a 1-year-old encounters regularly in 
everyday life. Explain also that approximately 50% of infants cry during one 
or both separation episodes and that the separations will be concluded if the 
infant cries continuously for 30 seconds, or upon the mother’s request. It is also 
relevant that the SSP has been in use in Western cultures for over four decades 
without a single published report of an adverse effect. In other cultures it is 
wise to have pilot data on the suitability of SSP (see Meehan & Hawkes, 2013).

We find it helpful to mail or e-mail mothers a copy of our approved 
informed consent letter in advance of the SSP. We explain that we will gladly 
answer any questions they have about the procedure. We also explain that 
mothers need not memorize the details in the consent form, that we will review 
it with them and remind them of the procedures when they visit campus.

More difficult issues have to do with the scope of informed consent. As 
explained earlier, we favor a very descriptive account of the SSP when soliciting 
participants’ informed consent. In our view, a somewhat broader formulation 
is required if the recordings from the SSP are to be used for educational pur-
poses (i.e., training and/or teaching). In fact, training and teaching raise rather 
different issues, especially regarding confidentiality. Training is often limited 
to a small number of students within one laboratory, who must be instructed 
in their  professional responsibilities regarding confidentiality. Confidentiality 
is even more complicated in light of the ease with which video materials can be 
posted (even without the researchers’ permission) on the Internet.

The issue of privacy/confidentiality is complicated by the fact that stu-
dents and research samples are often drawn from the same community. Thus, 
one or more students might be able to identify participants from SSP record-
ings. We cannot hold a student who identifies a research participant in class 
to the level of professional responsibility we assume for faculty and research 
trainees. The privacy issue here is best addressed by editing the recordings 
to obscure the mother’s identity. Short of this, one can obtain SSP examples 
from a different community or from SSP material recorded years or decades 
earlier.
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A final issue has to do with what, exactly, parents have agreed to even 
if the informed consent includes training and instruction, and even broad-
cast applications. The problem is that although they are aware of their own 
behavior, and thus have a sense of what might have been recorded, they have 
no idea what might be said in commentary attached to the video after their 
participation has ended. Researchers should be alert to the difficult issues this 
raises and keep in mind that Mary Ainsworth’s scoring for the SSP assesses 
normal individual differences. Inferences to clinical issues require a broader 
assessment.

9 Do SSP classifications measure temperament? The idea that SSP clas-
sifications reflect infant temperament rather than confidence in a specific 
caregiver is rooted in the mistaken (and inexplicably persistent) belief that the 
SSP’s secure versus insecure distinction maps closely onto crying versus not 
crying during the separation episodes (e.g., Chess & Thomas, 1982; Kagan, 
1982). The case against this hypothesis is decisive (e.g., Sroufe, 1985). This is 
not to say that an eye attuned to temperament might not see some useful clues 
in the course of the SSP. It is, after all, a relatively rich behavior sample across 
a variety of contexts. Our point is merely that temperament variance is pretty 
much invisible when the SSP is viewed through the lens of Mary Ainsworth’s 
interactive behavior scales and the ABC classification system.

Consider the evidence. First of all, about half of secure infants (mostly 
B3 and B4) and a similar proportion of insecure infants (mostly C’s but also 
some A2) cry during the separation episodes. (Interestingly, secure (B) infants 
cry significantly less than either group A or group C at home, with less crying 
associated with more sensitive and responsive care. This is not what tempera-
ment theorists imagine in the SSP and is the opposite of what we would expect 
if secure infants were temperamentally inclined to negative affect.) Second, 
temperament theory posits stable individual differences in behavioral/emo-
tional style across contexts. Yet infants’ SSP classifications with the mother 
and with the father are not significantly related (e.g., Main & Weston, 1981; 
Grossmann, Grossmann, Huber, & Wartner, 1981). Surely, an infant’s tem-
perament is not different when interacting with different partners. Yet differ-
ent experiences with different partners can well lead to different expectations 
about availability and responsiveness. Third, SSP security moderates a wide 
range of links between temperament and socialization outcomes (Vaughn & 
Shin, 2011). Obviously, a variable cannot moderate itself. Finally, aside from 
modest correlations between SSP security and positive affect, SSP classifica-
tions are not significantly correlated with widely used temperament assess-
ments (Vaughn, Bost, & van IJzendoorn, 2008). The modest correlation with 
positive affect simply reflects that infants who experience more sensitive and 
responsive care engage in fewer contentious interactions. In brief, though 
there may be some temperament correlates of specific behavior in the SSP, the 
ABC classifications do not measure temperament.
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10 Are SSP classifications stable across time? Beginning in the late 1960s, 
the stability of individual differences in general was a major point of con-
tention between traditional personality/developmental psychologists and 
learning theorists influenced by Walter Mischel’s landmark critique, Person-
ality and Assessment (1968). Particularly relevant for attachment theorists, 
Masters and Wellman (1974) published a detailed analysis and critique of 
attachment stability data in Psychological Bulletin. Their conclusion, that 
attachment behavior is not stable over months, days, or even minutes, was 
consistent with Mischel’s broad critique of the individual-differences para-
digm and could have been a decisive blow to attachment research. Sroufe and 
Waters (1977) detailed the limitations of counting discrete behaviors and the 
advantages of taking an organizational perspective instead. Shortly thereaf-
ter, Waters (1978) replicated Masters and Wellman’s (1974) results in data 
from 50 infants seen in the SSP at 12 months and again at 18 months. He 
then scored the same data using Mary Ainsworth’s interactive behavior scales 
and ABC classifications, and found significant stability in the full range of 
variables. The results in the data Masters and Wellman (1978) reviewed were 
artifacts of observing discrete behavior, ignoring context, and sampling too 
briefly to obtain reliable estimates of infants’ typical behavior. Subsequently, 
attachment stability has been examined in nearly 30 studies. A meta-analysis 
indicates that “attachment security is moderately stable across the first 19 
years of life” (Fraley, 2002, p. 123). In addition, multivariate modeling sug-
gested that the data are best explained in terms of an early prototype that is 
activated in the context of new experiences and contributes to the quality of 
those interactions (Fraley, 2002, p. 135). This model corresponds closely to 
Bowlby’s view that early experience tends to be stable over time, yet remains 
open to change in light of experience.

From the point of view of attachment theory and development in general, 
the issue has never been stability per se but the coherence of individual differ-
ences over time and context (see Sroufe & Waters, 1977). With the challenge 
of learning theories behind us, stability per se is of much less interest than 
research on how secure base use and support evolve across time, how they 
are represented in memory, and how mental representations influence current 
behavior, expectations, and emotions. On a practical note, it would be very 
useful know whether SSP classifications are sensitive enough to change in 
response to seemingly effective individual or family therapy with caregivers 
or even the Circle of Security (Hoffman et al., 2006) or ABC interventions 
(Dozier & Bernard, 2019). Or might home observations detect improvements 
in secure base behavior without corresponding change in ABCD classifica-
tions. Obviously, the SSP is more economical, and often more practical, than 
extended home observations and would be preferable, as long as the risk of 
false-negative results is low.

11 Can I use the SSP to determine whether an infant is attached to a 
particular individual? In brief, the SSP was designed to assess the quality of 
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an established attachment relationship, not whether such a relationship exists. 
On the basis of her observations in Uganda and Baltimore, Mary Ainsworth 
concluded that attachment emerges over time, not at a discrete moment in 
time. Proposed indicators for the presence of an attachment relationship, such 
as recognizing the mother, stranger fear, and separation protest, proved too 
susceptible to the infant’s state and to situational influences to serve as use-
ful criteria. Accordingly, Ainsworth spoke in terms of attachment becoming 
increasingly consolidated rather than present or absent, and scheduled SSP 
assessments for an age (12 months) at which her healthy, home-reared infants 
were actively using their mothers as a secure base (and yes, as a haven of 
safety; see FAQ 4). Where cognitive and/or motor benchmarks are delayed, 
researchers have often scheduled SSP assessments somewhat later to insure 
developmentally appropriate assessments (e.g., Cicchetti & Serafica, 1981; 
Waters & Valenzuela, 2000).

If one wanted to determine whether an infant is “attached” to a particu-
lar figure, it would probably be useful to focus the question on whether home 
observations indicate the presence of a well-consolidated pattern of using the 
adult as a secure base. That is, look for exploration away from the adult, with 
signs that the infant continues monitoring his or her location and activities. 
Look for infant signaling or retreat to the adult when uncomfortable or dis-
tressed. And look for what Ainsworth called an attachment–exploration bal-
ance over time and contexts. Do not be fooled by an infant’s mere momentary 
preference for a new person once acclimated to him or her. Infants are often 
quite interested in new figures, especially if they are patient and playful, and 
the setting is benign.

SSP behavior is not very useful for deciding whether an attachment bond 
exists because (1) discrete behaviors are too susceptible to state and context, 
(2) the episodes are too brief to reliably estimate typical behavior, and (3) mere 
familiarity with the adult can be enough to initiate interaction and even com-
fort seeking. Some researchers have assumed that the mere ability to assign 
an ABCD classification implies the existence of a bond, even to nonprimary 
caregivers. This assumes that blind coders assigned SSPs conducted with non-
attachment figures, that is, adults known to the infant only through multiple, 
brief, noncaregiving contacts, would reliably designate them “not classifi-
able.” (Note: It is the % classifiable, not the distribution of classifications that 
matters here.) Given our boundless ability to see patterns and draw analogies 
in all kinds of material, this might not be a good bet. Thus, secure base use in 
naturalistic settings seems the most compelling evidence.4

4In order to effectively keep the scorers blind of the hypothesis and conditions, the SSPs should 
be conducted with the same personnel and in the same settings. Unfortunately, this largely pre-
cludes using existing SSP data as the “attached” group. In addition, scorers encountering “not 
classifiable” cases at a rate anywhere close to 50% would almost certainly raise questions about 
the population under study or develop hypotheses about the nature of the manipulation. Thus, 
the base rate of cases seen with nonattachment figures should be kept plausibly low (e.g., 10%).
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12 Can I use the SSP to assess attachment security in cross- cultural sam-
ples, samples that have experienced extensive out-of-home care, and others 
that are different from the participants in Mary Ainsworth’s Baltimore study?
If you accept Mary Ainsworth’s view that home behavior is the primary cri-
terion against which the SSP’s validity is measured, then it seems logical to 
require that SSP data from other populations be similarly related to secure 
base behavior at home before interpreting it in terms of attachment security. 
The logic here is pretty hard to escape. And considering the effort and expense, 
not to mention the potential theoretical or clinical significance, of work with 
the SSP, it seems reasonable to collect this kind of validity data. Moreover, 
we can learn quite a bit from engaging infant–caregiver dyads on their own 
turf, that is, by not limiting ourselves to the SSP. The Attachment Q-set (AQS, 
Waters & Deane, 1985; Vaughn, Waters, & Teti, Chapter 2, this volume) was 
developed specifically to make this task easier than in Ainsworth’s day and 
more rewarding. Nonetheless, quite a few researchers have used the SSP in 
new populations without validation against blind home observations in pilot 
work or a portion of their sample. It is hard to place much confidence in such 
work.

These concerns apply as well when adapting the scoring system to take 
age or rearing practices into account. The problem is not that this cannot 
work, only that one does not know whether it has worked without compar-
ing the adapted SSP scoring to secure base behavior at home. Posada (2006) 
provides a useful illustration. He conducted extended home observations of 
healthy, middle-class, 3-year-olds with their mothers and used the AQS to 
assign security scores. He then conducted the SSP and arranged the authors 
of the MacArthur Preschool Scoring system to blindly classify each case. In 
the end, the adapted SSP scoring was not related to secure base behavior at 
home. Nonetheless, research with the MacArthur adapted SSP has identified a 
wide range of competence-related, if not attachment-related, correlates. While 
these results put on hold the notion that the adapted SSP is strictly paral-
lel to the Ainsworth procedure, they raise interesting questions that deserve 
high priority in new research. The fact that a respected journal was willing to 
publish this validation study, even when it reported “negative” results, is an 
encouragement to this kind of work.

13 Can the SSP be abbreviated? We have two comments. First, why 
expend the resources and effort to set up appropriate laboratory space, train 
assistants and coders, recruit participants, and conduct the procedures, and 
perhaps collect extensive data using other measures, only to put the entire 
enterprise at risk to save a few minutes on the SSP procedure and scoring? Sec-
ond, as explained in the earlier “Strange Situation Practique” section, there is 
a clear logic to the order of SSP episodes. In light of this, it is hard to see how 
dropping or abbreviating some of the episodes would be an improvement. In 
any event, the changes would forfeit the validation in relation to home obser-
vations, which would need to be rechecked. This hardly seems economical.
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14 Are there really discrete patterns of attachment? And what are the 
implications of the discrete versus continuous issue for scoring and data anal-
ysis? Mary Ainsworth (1978/2015, p. xli) expressed the view that the ABC 
patterns observed in the SSP reflect the different ways in which infants have 
organized their attachment relationships. Her preference for classifications 
reflected her view that (1) description is a primary function of measurement, 
(2) some phenomena are not easily captured on a continuum, and (3) measure-
ment of complex phenomena should reflect their many facets. She was well 
aware that measurement on multiple facets or dimensions could be summa-
rized using weighted linear composites. However, she felt that, in the context 
of discovery, it was best to work with patterns (profiles) than with composites. 
There is considerable wisdom in this view and, to researchers who are expert 
in the ABC classification system, the classifications are more labels for behav-
ioral profiles than entities in themselves.

The decision to represent attachment individual differences as discrete 
categories versus continuous variables has practical implications for research 
design and data analysis. If attachment security is, in fact, a continuous vari-
able, then assuming that all infants below some cutoff score (on a single vari-
able or a composite of several variables) are equally insecure, and all infants 
above the cutoff are equally secure, discards useful variance and reduces sta-
tistical power. If, however, attachment individual differences are inherently 
taxonomic, then much of the diversity within secure and insecure groups is 
irrelevant (or unreliable) and incorporating all of this diversity into a continu-
ous variable can only reduce statistical power. Richters, Waters, and Vaughn 
(1988) have provided discriminant function weights for scoring secure versus 
insecure and avoidant versus resistant SSP classifications as continuous vari-
ables. These weights could be used to compare results based on ABC classifi-
cations with parallel analyses of the same data scored as continuous variables.

Waters and Beauchaine (2003) have argued that attachment theory nei-
ther predicts nor requires that individual differences fall into discrete catego-
ries. Like most phenomena psychologists study, attachment individual dif-
ferences arise from multiple influences acting in concert. In such cases, the 
central limit theorem is in play. Thus, most of the constructs we study are 
normally distributed, continuous variables. Not knowing the “true” situation 
regarding discrete categories or continuous variable, the latter is usually the 
best bet. If this is the right choice, new analyses using continuous variables 
should have greater statistical power.

With the emergence of taxonomic search methods pioneered by Paul 
Meehl (1965; Waller & Meehl, 1997; Ruscio, Haslam, & Ruscio, 2013), 
several attachment researchers have examined large datasets from different 
age groups to learn more about the structure of attachment individual differ-
ences. Their results paint an interestingly complex picture. Fraley and Spieker 
(2003a, 2003b) conducted taxonomic analyses on a large sample of SSP data 
and concluded that attachment individual differences are best viewed as a con-
tinuous variable at this early age. This makes sense in that, at this age, most 
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infants in Western societies have a single primary caregiver whose behavior 
plays a significant role in organizing and helping consolidate their secure base 
behavior and the attachment–exploration balance.

By middle childhood, attachment has advanced from primarily senso-
rimotor representations to be less dependent on context and caregiver support 
to use a secure base effectively. During this time, the caregiver’s secure base 
support expands to include co-constructing script-like attachment represen-
tations (Posada & Waters, 2018; H. Waters, Steiner, Zaman, Apetroaia, & 
Crowell, 2018). In light of this close parent–child collaboration, and the fact 
that script-like representations tend to be acquired as a package rather than 
element by element, it is interesting that taxonomic analyses by T. Waters 
et al. (2019) indicated that middle childhood attachment representations 
fall into discrete categories (expectation of instrumental help vs. elaborated 
secure base script). By adolescence, greater experience with the complexities 
of parent–child relationship, experience in other relationships, and the oppor-
tunity to observe other children’s relationships elaborates the basic secure 
base script to incorporate a wider range of interactions in a diverse context. 
Accordingly, taxonomic studies of the AAI suggest that adolescent and adult 
attachment representations once again fit a continuous distribution model 
(Fraley & Roisman, 2014; T. Waters et al., 2015).

So, what to do? In general, it makes sense to employ measures and analy-
ses that are familiar to your target audience. Discrete categories can be use-
ful tools (useful fictions) if you (1) value the descriptive power they offer as 
shorthand for behavioral profiles, (2) are seeking, or are open to discovering, 
new facets of attachment relationships, or (3) work in an applied context in 
which categories are likely to communicate more effectively. Just keep in mind 
that category labels are shorthand for profiles across several behaviors. If you 
fall into viewing them as real entities, then you had just as well combine the 
behaviors into a single weighted composite. Meanwhile, we look forward to 
theoretical and empirical research to clarify the mechanisms that consolidate 
attachment representations after infancy and elaborate middle childhood rep-
resentations in adolescence and adulthood. It is also important to reanalyze 
some existing analyses of ABC classifications as continuous variables to see 
whether the promised increase in statistical power is great enough to be of 
practical significance. Finally, we look forward to new work that takes a skills 
and modeling approach to secure base-related phenomena (e.g., Petters & 
Beaudoin, 2017). Much of this work is likely to assess attachment individual 
differences as continuous variables.

15 Are SSP classifications traits? Certainly not in the classic sense, though 
there is probably some yet to be detailed generalization of early attachment-
related expectations to some relationship contexts beyond the infant–mother 
relationship. The SSP classifications reflect an infant’s expectations in the 
relationship with a particular partner. As mentioned earlier, infants’ SSP clas-
sifications with the mother and with the father are not significantly related 
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(e.g., Main & Weston, 1981; Grossman et al., 1981). In addition, the SSP is 
too brief to provide reliable estimates of an infant’s typical behaviors. Instead, 
the SSP is a test situation, and the observed behaviors are best thought of as 
predictive signs, to be used as when as a physician, recognizing a red spot on 
the retina, considers the possibility of diabetes (a metabolic disorder, not a dis-
order of the retina). Similarly, avoidance in the SSP predicts poorly organized 
secure base behavior, not more avoidance, at home. Even if we limit ourselves 
to the relationship domain, there is little evidence that SSP behavior or clas-
sifications reflect or predict similar behavior outside the SSP or across age. 
Where there are similarities across context and across age, they are in skilled 
or less skilled secure base use, not in trait-like persistence of behavioral styles.

Generally speaking, traits are more coherent and pervasive in our think-
ing than in actual behavior. We see prototypes, selectively recall confirming 
instances, and use trait language more often than we should. Consider the ver-
bal associates of a term such as avoidant—disengaged, indifferent, risk averse, 
and so forth. There are almost certainly studies attempting to (and marginally 
managing to) relate infant or adult attachment to each of these, even though 
the links reflect only semantic associations, not the logic of attachment the-
ory. It is not clear how such work could advance attachment theory or guide 
useful applications.

16 How do the attachment relationships of infants classified A versus 
C in the SSP differ? This is a hard one. As mentioned earlier (FAQ 14) Mary 
Ainsworth viewed SSP classifications as reflecting different ways in which 
infants organize their secure base relationships with specific partners. At the 
same time, she was quite clear about the distinction (see FAQ 1) between the 
inner, representational/relational attachment phenomenon and the behaviors 
in which it was manifest. She knew that in many respects A and C infants’ 
behaviors at home were more similar to each other than to infants classified B 
(Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, p. 124). Moreover, we have not found distinc-
tive AQS patterns of attachment behavior to distinguish infants classified A 
versus C in the SSP (e.g., Vaughn & Waters, 1990). At best, they seem simi-
larly inconsistent and ineffective at using the mother as a secure base.

Although the published attachment literature is a treasure trove of signifi-
cant statistical tests on A versus C infants, it is difficult to formulate a clear 
explanation of how these two patterns arise. In part, this is due to the fact that 
the number of infants classified A or C in a particular study is usually small 
compared to the B group. This might be addressed through meta-analysis, 
but there has to be a coherent literature to analyze. Unfortunately, founda-
tional attachment theory (as opposed to post hoc explanation of significant 
A–C differences) does not provide much guidance. Indeed, as we read attach-
ment theory, it is agnostic regarding how insecure attachment is manifest one 
pattern, two, or more, in home behavior or the SSP. The lack of theoretical 
guidance may account for the lack of programmatic research on A versus C 
classifications, their origins, and their external correlates.
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One possibility is that the A versus C classifications are not, so to speak, 
patterns of attachment but something else. For example, assume infants’ attach-
ment relationships differ primarily in terms of their ability to consistently and 
effectively use their primary caregiver as a secure base. In addition, suppose 
that every infant could also be located on a separate individual-differences 
dimension somewhat along the lines of the internalizing–externalizing dimen-
sion familiar from personality psychology and clinical diagnosis; call it “cop-
ing style.”

First, consider infants classified B (secure). Faced with threat or dis-
tress, these infants would have ready access to a well-consolidated secure 
base response repertoire that lets them (1) do something (being unable to act, 
itself, is stressful), and (2) exit the bad situation. Having escaped the situ-
ation, the secure infant’s internalizing–externalizing coping style does not 
come into play. Thus, the difference between secure (B) and insecure (A or C) 
infants reflects access to secure base responses. Now, consider infants classi-
fied A (insecure–avoidant) versus C (insecure–resistant). In the face of threat 
or distress, none these infants has ready access to a secure base response 
that would facilitate escaping or coping with the situation. With no ready 
escape via secure base behavior, individual coping styles come into play. 
Some would tend more toward internalizing responses, others toward exter-
nalizing responses. Thus, the difference between B and non-B infants might 
be different in kind than that between A and C infants—the former related to 
attachment security, the latter reflecting different coping styles among simi-
larly insecure infants.5

Of course, an infant’s location on the hypothesized coping style dimen-
sion would not be much in evidence during home observations unless some 
sort of significant threat or distress arose. This happens, but not often enough 
to parallel the challenges built into the architecture of the SSP. Thus, the 
salience of the A versus C distinction in the SSP and the difficulty in finding 
correlates of the A versus C distinction in home observations. We are agnostic 
on the nature of variables that might underpin the A versus C classifications in 
the SSP. Our point is simply that Bowlby–Ainsworth attachment theory does 
not predict specific patterns of individual differences among insecure infants, 
and we would do well to keep an open mind about the constructs that might 
explain them.

17 What to think about subgroups? There is nothing in attachment the-
ory, and not much empirical data regarding antecedents and correlates, to 
support the idea that the subgroups within the A, B, and C classifications 

5In principle, though wholly outside the realm of ethical research design, B (secure) infants’ 
standing on the coping style variable might become evident if they were confronted with an 
utterly inescapable stress (e.g., several additional separation episodes) in a modified SSP. With 
their secure base response option blocked, perhaps, their individual coping styles would come 
into play, some tending toward internalizing responses, others toward externalizing responses. 
That is, secure infants might tend toward A or C classifications in later reunions.
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reflect substantively different ways of organizing attachment relationships. 
When Mary Ainsworth was developing the ABC classification system, she 
recognized that there would be diversity around any prototype she defined. 
Rather than forcing every case into one of too few categories, she assigned 
subgroup (subscripted) classifications to infants who did not squarely fit the 
ABC prototypes. With the accumulation of cases, it became clear which of 
these variants occurred often enough to include in the ABC classification sys-
tem. One group, B4, was only identified in cases recruited after the main lon-
gitudinal study and were thus not observed at home.

Even after Patterns of Attachment was published, Ainsworth was reluc-
tant to dispense with the subgroup designations. She considered it almost 
inevitable that new patterns would be discovered when the SSP became more 
widely used, and when research expanded to include different populations. 
Today, over 40 years later, it seems less likely that research will discover new 
groups or subgroup (except perhaps in cultures very different from our own). 
Nonetheless, the subgroups remain a useful part of the classificatory system, 
if only as an aid to consistent assignment to the major ABC groups. Even 
infants destined for the same ABC classification are not identical. Insofar as 
the variations around the ABC prototype recur, it is useful for coders to know 
that there is more than one way to earn any of the ABC classifications. For 
example, some B infants who do not cry in response to separation, who show 
little proximity seeking and perhaps even some avoidance in the first reunion 
episode, seem good candidates for the A (avoidant) classification. However, 
infants classified A maintain or increase their avoidant behavior in the second 
reunion, whereas infants whose avoidance declines or disappears, and who 
may even show a bit of approach or even fussing, are assigned to group B1 or 
B2 if avoidance gives way to proximity seeking.

Similarly, it is useful for coders to know that an infant can show some 
A-like behaviors in the initial episodes, yet belong in the B group if these indi-
cations decline and more B-like behavior appears in the second, separation–
reunion sequence. Of course, if subsequent research on caregiving antecedents 
or external correlates suggested that the early, low-keyed avoidance was a bet-
ter fit to Group A, then there was option of reassigning the B1 classification to 
the A group (presumably A3). This strategy reflects Ainsworth’s commitment 
to an ethological/observational approach. As she often told student observers, 
“We’ll let the data fall where they may; the world is always more interest-
ing the way it really is than in [a scorer’s] theory” (personal communication 
between Everett Waters and Mary Ainsworth, 1972).

18 Does Patterns of Attachment provide enough information for me to 
score SSP scales and assign classifications without other training? No. You 
need to work with an expert to become a skilled coder. Not that Patterns 
of Attachment does not provide enough detail. It is one of the most detailed 
descriptions of infant behavior ever published. It is just that to be a good 
scorer, you have to (1) learn how to look at behavior (as discussed earlier in 
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this chapter in the section entitled “Behavior: Seeing versus Observing”), (2) 
learn what the verbal descriptions in the coding instructions refer to in actual 
behavior, (3) see enough examples of relevant behaviors to make important 
discriminations, and (4) establish blind agreement with expert coders. These 
require access to a rich set of training materials and an opportunity to work 
with a trained coder. Fortunately, the attachment training group at Minne-
sota’s Institute of Child Development has offered summer SSP scoring semi-
nars every summer for over 20 years. Information about enrolling is avail-
able online at www.attachment-training.com. If there were an easier way, we 
would recommend it. Although it might be possible to develop self-training 
materials from video recordings of conventional training sessions, this would 
require quite a bit of editing and we might not have the permissions required 
to put the recorded examples online.

19 Is it a good idea to pay experienced coders to score my SSP videos?
We don’t recommend hiring SSP coders in lieu of learning something about 
coding yourself. You are in a better position to maintain quality control, for-
mulate hypotheses, analyze, and report data if you know the ins and outs 
of both the interactive behavior scales (proximity seeking, contact maintain-
ing, avoidance, and resistance) and the classification criteria. If you engage 
someone to do the scoring for you, he or she will bring back exactly what 
you contracted for—no insights, no surprising observations, nothing about 
behavior unrelated to the scoring, not even details that went into their scoring 
decisions. That said, the Minnesota attachment training team is a good place 
to turn for help locating professional scorers. This chapter and release of the 
first paperback edition of Patterns of Attachment provide useful background 
for those wishing to use the SSP in their research. However, as mentioned in 
the previous FAQ, they are not enough.

20 Can I assign SSP classifications after viewing only the two reunion 
episodes? The infant’s level of exploration and interaction in the presepara-
tion episodes is a benchmark against which a scorer gauges exploration in 
the separation episodes and recovery in the reunion episodes. Certainly, some 
cases can be correctly classified from reunion behavior alone. However, there 
would inevitably be more than a few errors. We recommend that you do not 
base publications or clinical assessments on reunion episodes alone.

21 Can I assign SSP classifications without first scoring interactive 
behavior scales? The interactive behavior scales (proximity seeking, contact 
maintaining, avoidance, and resistance) provide the reference points and cri-
teria for assigning ABC classifications and subgroups. They are very inter-
esting to work with and remind you over and over what a great eye Mary 
Ainsworth had for behavior. They also illustrate the advantages of building 
scales by organizing actual behavior descriptions rather than creating them 
from memory and purely rational/semantic distinctions. Working with typed 
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vignettes that describe actual behavior allowed Mary Ainsworth to assign 
rather different behaviors to the same level on a scale. Consider the options for 
Clear-cut but not persistent avoidance: (5a) “Baby looks when mother return 
but gives no greeting”; (5b) Baby does not look when mother returns; she 
eventually gains his attention but he remains unresponsive”; and (5c) “Baby 
greets mother when she returns but then either markedly turns away or tries 
to go out the door.” When the full range of reunion behavior is examined, 
it becomes clear that each of these deserves a lower score than marked, per-
sistent avoidance (Avoidance = 6), but a higher score than brief avoidance or 
persistent low-keyedness (Avoidance = 4). Thus, though rather different, they 
are all assigned scores of 5.

This kind of detail and grounding in actual behavior enables coders 
to make sense out of what, otherwise, seem to be overwhelmingly diverse 
responses. It is also endlessly interesting, as if someone had given you the key 
to unlocking infant behavior. At the same time, scoring interactive behavior, 
especially in the reunion episodes, is slow work and takes time. It is not simply 
a matter of viewing the episode and assigning scores. Coders routinely scroll 
back and forth over brief bits of video, making sure of the order in which 
things occurred, determining whether a maternal vocalization occurred 
before or after the child looked at her, and on and on. This was difficult in 
Ainsworth’s initial work, when coders had to rely on typed transcripts of two 
simultaneous verbal descriptions. Video recording is a tremendous help. Still, 
this level of analysis is largely out of reach if you have viewed a single episode 
without pausing or reviewing the recording. All the more so if you watch all 
eight episodes straight through on videotape, much less if you only observe 
the SSP live.

A few infants show such strong positive responses on reunion, or such 
clear-cut and persistent avoidance throughout, or anger, such as slapping 
at toys the mother offers without following up with efforts to seek contact, 
that their classification is obvious. But the majority require the kind of close 
analysis ensured by scoring the interactive behavior scales. It is also useful to 
have the interactive behavior scores when investigating classification disagree-
ments. In brief, we have never reported SSP classifications that were not built 
on scoring the interactive behaviors and crying in all eight episodes.

22 Why am I not finding as many B3 infants as Mary Ainsworth did?
In Ainsworth’s Baltimore study, nearly half of the infants (45/106 = 42%) 
were classified B3. Only a quarter as many (11/106 = 10%) were classified B2
(Ainsworth et al., 1978/2015, p. 230). Today, B2 classifications often equal 
or outnumber B3, sometimes by as much as three to one. This is not to say 
that infants today are less secure, only that the strong proximity seeking and 
contact maintaining in response to brief separations, characteristic of infants 
classified B3, occur less often.

There are several common themes in the B (secure) classification. The 
infants show strong interest in exploring the room and the toys, often with 
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clear indications that this is facilitated by their mother’s presence. They may 
or may not cry or search when the mother leaves the room. But when she 
returns, they show more than a casual greeting and no significant avoidance 
or resistance. The primary difference between infants classified B3 versus B2
is in the degree of separation distress and the level of contact they seek in the 
reunion episodes. Infants classified B2 rarely cry in response to separation. 
They greet mother when she returns and accept contact if picked up, but they 
are less active in seeking contact and clinging, and are less likely to resist being 
put down. Like infants classified B3, they show little if any avoidance or resis-
tance, especially in the second reunion. One might say that they are simply 
confident that the mother will return.

Several possible explanations for the higher rate of B2 classifications occur 
to us: (1) narrative records are less detailed than video recording—today’s cod-
ers may see finer gradations in the timing and manner of proximity seeking 
and contact maintaining than when SSPs were scored from narrative records, 
or (2) infants in the Baltimore sample were home-reared; infants today are 
more likely to have experienced out-of-home care and might therefore be more 
acclimated to brief separations. It is also the case that attachment research 
has branched out from the early focus on healthy, middle-class, home-reared 
infant to include a wider range of caregiving practices and risk status. If you 
are seeing not only a change in the ratio of B3 to B2 classifications but also a 
shift in the entire distribution away from the B group, it is possible that there 
actually is a shift toward more insecure–avoidant behavior in your sample, 
and some of the excess B2 infants might be candidates for reclassification as B1
or even A1. Another possibility is that infants showing considerable avoidance 
in the first reunion, then a marked decline in the second, might be considered 
for a new classification (B0 or A3, depending on the antecedents and corre-
lates). Such issues are best resolved collaboratively, by sharing video records 
and data across projects.

23 What is a satisfactory level of agreement with expert scorers after 
training and for reporting research results? Establishing agreement with 
expert coders in an important part of SSP training. New scorers should ordi-
narily agree on all of the cases in the set of expertly scored SSPs available from 
the Minnesota training group. Subsequently, it is reasonable to expect coders 
to agree with the most experienced coder in their laboratory 90% of the time 
on A, B, C, and perhaps 80% of the time on D classifications. Disagreements 
with these criterion cases should be discussed and clarified. It is also impor-
tant to keep in mind that coding skill depends on continuing practice. Skilled 
coders who have not been scoring SSP data for several years should reevaluate 
their own agreement with expertly scored SSPs before teaching or serving as 
an agreement criterion for less experienced coders. Finally, when the SSP is 
used in very large studies, scoring can be spread over long periods. It is impor-
tant to conduct blind checks on scoring agreement throughout the course of 
the study.
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24 Can I obtain SSP classifications from AQS data? The AQS was 
designed to assess secure base behavior at home and other places in which 
an infant or toddler has some range to explore. Group B infants consistently 
score higher than non-B or A or C infants. However, we have not found a 
pattern of AQS items that consistently distinguishes group A from group C. 
Nor does attachment theory predict or require such differences. As mentioned 
earlier (FAQ 16), the two insecure SSP groups seem similarly, diversely incon-
sistent and ineffective at using the mother as a secure base at home.

Regarding the D group, several small studies have reported very low AQS 
security scores (see Posada, Waters, Vaughn, Pederson, & Moran, Chapter 1, 
this volume). This is important evidence for the attachment-relatedness of the 
D classification. SSP behavior that does not fall neatly into one of the ABC 
classifications cannot be taken as indicative of insecure attachment without 
validation against secure base use at home. To date, there have been too few 
AQS-SSP studies, and sample sizes have been too small so far, to explore 
item-level differences between infants classified D versus non-D and secure-D 
versus insecure-D. Research on diversity in the D group deserves high priority 
in new research. Work on behavioral diversity within the SSP can be useful 
here but ultimately it should be anchored in behavior in naturalistic settings.

25 Is the SSP useful in applied settings such as child custody decisions?
Attachment theory and measures have considerable potential to inform psy-
chological work in applied contexts. At the same time, applied contexts are 
usually complex, and an attachment perspective or assessment alone does not 
provide a simple solution for a complex, changing situation. Moreover, the 
best solution for a child or a family at a given point in time may not be the 
best solution later on. Experienced clinicians are aware of the limitations of 
their skills and tools, the frailty (as well as resiliency) of individuals, and the 
uncertainty inherent in the way family life unfolds.

Two concerns in the use of attachment theory in general and the SSP in 
particular, are that (1) like any tools, attachment theory and assessments can 
be misunderstood and misused (see Byrne, O’Connor, Marvin, & Whelan, 
2005) and (2) attachment assessments can be given undue weight in reports 
and in judges’ decisions. The latter can happen simply because a measure such 
as the SSP has a scientific pedigree or seems more objective than other sources 
of information that are more complex, depend on a clinician’s experience to 
integrate and interpret, or seem to complicate rather than simplify the deci-
sions that need to be made. It is also important to keep in mind that validity 
data based on groups are true on average but do not necessarily apply to every 
individual.6

6Some have suggested that atypical attachment behavior in the SSP is understandable or even 
adaptive in light of their circumstances. This may be an important insight or an instance of what 
biologists refer to as the adaptationist fallacy. Whether such behavior promises good adjustment 
or later difficulties should be an empirical question addressed in concurrent and longitudinal 
research.
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In brief, the SSP can play a useful role as a component of a multifac-
eted assessment that includes parental interviews and mental health assess-
ments, parent–child observations, assessments of the family environment, 
child health records, review of documents provided by Social Services, and 
so forth. SSP data should not be privileged over other sources of informa-
tion. Unfortunately, aside from the domains to be assessed, there seems little 
consensus or standardization of what such assessments should include (Bow 
& Quinnell, 2002). Thus, it is hard to know the context of other information 
in which SSP data will be interpreted. Properly used and skillfully explained, 
the SSP can be a useful window on the extent to which a wide range of influ-
ences have impacted primary caregivers and on the coherence of the child’s 
early relationships.
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ABCD classifications; see Strange Situation 
Procedure (SSP) classifications

Acceptance versus rejection scale; see
Parenting, quality of care scales

Accessibility (availability) versus ignoring 
scale; see Parenting, quality of care scales

Adolescence
attachment assessment in adolescence, 

237–261
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) 

compared to other approaches, 244
Adult Attachment Projective Picture 

System (AAP), 247
Attachment Script Assessment (ASA) 

extension for, 283, 295
attachment system changes and, 237–239
Behavioral Systems Questionnaire 

(Furman & Wehner), 253t
Experience in Close Relationships Scale 

(ECR), 248
Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment 

(IPPA), 248–249
Relationships Questionnaire 

(Bartholomew & Horowitz), 248
interrelationships among measures, 254t
continuing research needs and, 251, 255
developmental changes in, 238–242

autonomous functioning, 239–242
changing attachment relationships, 

238–239
implications of, 242

future directions, 251
individual differences and, 251, 255
peer relationships and, 251, 255

measurement approaches, 242–250, 
252t–253t

to changing attachment behaviors, 
249–250

interrelationships among measures, 254t
interview-based, 242–246
normative attachment development, 251
observational, 250, 255
relationship-based self report measures, 

248–249, 252t–253t, 254t
secure base scripts, projective 

assessments, 246–248
state of mind in regard to attachment, 

217, 244
peer relationships in, 238–239, 249, 251

Adrian, Edgar, 38, 39
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI), 114, 

264–265
adaptation for use with adult relationship 

partners; 328–330; see also Current 
Relationship Interview (CRI)

adolescence, autobiographical interviews 
and, 216, 242–246

advantages of a narrative assessment, 331
attachment status and narrative coherence, 

425
autonomy, 239–246, 250, 252t–253t, 

254–255
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Adult Attachment Interview (cont.)
autobiographical conversation, 425
classification system, diagram, 317f
data analysis, 326–327
defensive processes in, 298–300, 306–307
distance between interview transcript and 

working model, 244–245
goals and key insights of, 297, 458
interview topics, 301t, 301–305, 305t
interviewing skills, 303–304, 305t
limitations of, 264–265
scoring rationale, 305–306
secure base content in; see Secure base 

content in the Adult Attachment 
Interview (AAI)

theoretical issues in adult attachment, 
298–299

training, x, 306–307
use of labels, cautions, 316
transcription requirements, 304–305
using narratives to assess attachment 

representations, theoretical rationale 
299–300

Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) scales
approach to scoring, 305–307

correlation with AAI discriminant 
function security score, 327

top-down, bottom-up approach to 
scoring, 322

coherence of transcript scale, 314–315, 327
Grice’s maxims (quality, quantity, 

relevance, manner), 314, 363–365, 
425

inferred experiences with parents scales, 
307–308

involving, role-reversing, preoccupying 
behavior, of parents, scale, 308

loving behavior, of parents, scale, 308
neglecting behavior, of parents, scale, 308
pressure to achieve scale, 308
rejecting behavior, of parents, scale, 308

overall coherence of mind scale, 309–323, 
317f, 315

state of mind in regard to attachment scales
derogation of attachment, 310–311
fear of loss of the child through death, 

311
idealization, 309–310
insistence on inability to recall, 310
involving and preoccupying anger, 311–312
metacognitive monitoring, 312
passivity of discourse, 312
unresolved or disorganized states of 

mind with respect to loss or abuse, 
313

supplementary scoring for clinical samples 
(Lyons-Ruth), 328

Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) 
classifications, 316, 317f, 318–324; see 
also Disorganized attachment

alternative (expanded) approaches to 
scoring, 327–328

assigning classifications, 316, 317f, 322–323
base rates (distribution) of major 

classifications, 323–324
classifications reflect individual’s current 

thinking about attachment, 365
classification system, diagram, 317f
corresponding Strange Situation Procedure 

(SSP) classifications, 318
initial validation by concordance with 

offspring SSP classification, 245
labels, cautions regarding use of, 316
major classifications

cannot classify, 321
dismissing (D), 320
enmeshed/preoccupied (E), 320–321
possible scoring confusions among major 

classifications, 323
secure/autonomous (F), 318

earned security, 319
security defined as coherence and 

cooperation, 328
unresolved with respect to loss or abuse 

(U), 313–314, 321–322, 328
comparability to other classifications 

for analysis, 327
priority assigned to state of mind scores, 

323
rationale and validity

difficulties and challenges, 330–331
discriminant validity, 325
distribution of classifications, 323–324

scoring confusions, 323
secure base script and, 279–280, 279t

scoring confusion among major 
classifications, 323

stability and validity, 324–328
Strange Situation Procedure and, 243, 305
taxonomic studies, 128
training, 306-307

Adult Attachment Projective Picture System 
(AAP), 423–453, 459

activating attachment representations, 
427–428

administration, 428–429, 431–432
adolescent attachment, 247–24
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) versus, 

439–440
applications of, 446–448
attachment coherence versus attachment 

security, 426
attachment status in, versus Adult 

Attachment Interview (AAI), 436–437
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attachment theory and, 425
coding and classification (APS), 432–445

classification decision hierarchy, 437f
defensive processes, 434–436
dismissing attachment, 439–441
narrative, 432
preoccupied attachment, 441–443, 447
secure attachment, 437–439
story content, 432–434
unresolved attachment, 443–445, 447

defensive processes and, 425–427, 434
family-based attachment experience, 428
integration into psychotherapy, 448
interrelationships with other measures, 

254t
methodology of, 423–425
neurophysiological research, 447–448
overview of, 253t
sample stimuli and administration, 425–

432, 430f
attachment experience features in, 429
drawings in, 429, 430f

sample responses, 437–445
training, 431
validation of, 445–446

Adult Attachment Q-sort (Kobak), for use 
with the Adult Attachment Interview, 
327–328

Adult attachment representations; see Adult 
Attachment Interview (AAI); Secure base 
script; Priming to activate associative 
meanings; Adult Attachment Projective 
Picture System (AAP)

Adult relationships; see also Laboratory 
methods from adult social psychology

couple problem-solving interactions; see
Secure Base Scoring Scale (SBSS)

experimental analysis of secure base use 
and support, 374–387

secure base concept and, 374–379
Affect, associative network model and, 408
Agency of self

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP) and, 432–433, 438–441, 
446–447

as capacity to act, 433–434
haven of safety versus internalized secure 

base, 433
lack of, 443

Ainsworth, Mary D., 6–18; see also
Baltimore study; Uganda study

attachment–exploration balance, 112; see 
also Secure base concept; Secure base 
phenomenon,

constructing maternal behavior scales, 10
detecting individual differences even as 

infant behavior changes with age, 10

ethological perspective, 39, 89–91
ethological narrative method, 17
Infancy in Uganda: Infant Care and the 

Growth of Love, 3, 4, 4t, 5–6, 40–41, 
41t, 42, 65, 91, 111, 112

attachment development, 125
Attachment Q-set Version 1.0 and, 

65–66
attachment behavior patterns and, 111
context in, 93
goal of, 41, 340
key results, 5
lessons from, 5–6
sample observations from, 4t, 41t
scale development for, 94
secure base phenomenon and, 112–113

maternal behavior and infant security, 14, 
15t, 16

1997 meta-analysis, 16, 22
more recent studies, 21t

mothers as informants, 18
observational style, skills, and strategy 

3-4, 6, 7, 7t, 10, 17, 18, 40t, 40–42, 
68, 91–96, 131

adaptations of Ainsworth’s approach, 
18–19

economical alternatives to narrative 
method, Q-sort, 19, 44, 65

observing behavior at multiple levels of 
analysis, 17

observing behavior in ordinary (home) and 
emergency (lab) contexts, 17

observing secure base behavior through 
Mary Ainsworth’s eyes, 68

Patterns of Attachment: A Psychological 
Study of the Strange Situation, 1, 65, 
87, 131

quality-of-care scales (sensitivity, 
cooperation, availability, accessibility), 
10–14, 15t

quality versus quantity of care, 32
Strange Situation Procedure (SSP), 87–140
view of attachment development, 125

Animal Behaviour (Hinde), 172
Aristotle, on dual cognitive systems, 401
Associative memory, 403–408

links in, 404–405, 405f
meaning as, 404–405, 405f

Associative network model; see also Priming 
to activate associative meanings

and associative and rational systems in 
memory networks, 402–403

associative meaning and, priming for 
activating, 408–413

associative memory and, 403–408
cognitive unconscious and, 406–408, 

406f, 407f
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influences of, 408
and meaning as associative networks, 

404–405
dual-process theories of, 401–402
influences on affect, cognition, behavior, 

408
internal working models and, 400–401
spreading activation in, 405, 407f
stereotypical attachment-related 

associations, 406, 406f
Attachment; see also Attachment behavior; 

Bowlby, John
activating, 427–428
classifications; see Strange Situation 

Procedure (SSP); Adult Attachment 
Interview (AAI)

described as having “run its course,” 454
development, ix–x, xii, 2, 14–16, 125, 

144–145
discrete versus continuous patterns of, 

127–128
disorganization; see Disorganized 

attachment; Behavior, disorganized
dismissed as “Strange Situation” research, 

457
disturbance, 141–169; see also

Disorganized attachment
exploration and, 113–114
fear and, 175, 180–181
internalization of functions of, 241–242
neuroscience of, 153
origins and influences, 454–455
organization of, 145–146
organizational–developmental perspective 

of, 142–144
relationship versus child characteristic, 198
state of mind in regard to; see Adult 

Attachment Interview, scales
working models of, 262–263

Attachment behavior; see Behavior; Secure 
base phenomenon

Attachment coherence; see Adult Attachment 
Interview scales, coherence of mind 
scale (AAI); coherence of transcript scale 
(AAI), overall coherence of mind scale

Attachment–exploration balance; see also
Secure base phenomenon

adolescence, 239–240
Ainsworth’s categories for home 

observation, 42–43
not altogether satisfying (Ainsworth’s 

evaluation), 43
AQS assessment of, primarily 

nonemergency contexts, 77
assessment in terms of classification rather 

than quantification, 42
Bowlby’ description of attachment as, 5, 90

criterion for presence–absence of 
attachment, 125, 167

guide to adapting Strange Situation 
Procedure set-up, 115

inexplicable in terms of drive reduction or 
reinforcement, 90

secure base script, 339–340
Strange Situation Procedure, 125, 128
two behavioral systems or one, 113–114
validity criterion for new measures, xi

Attachment Interview for Childhood and 
Adolescence (AICA), 216–219

Attachment Q-set, 64–81
caregiver-related, 71–73
child age range for, 71
concerns about, 74–76
criterion sorts, 19, 20, 31–32, 57–58, 78

averaging expert’s construct definitions, 
54t, 58, 58t

scoring constructs from, 58, 59t
cross-cultural research and, 80–81
data analysis formats, 54–61

computing construct scores from 
criterion sorts, 55

defining constructs using criterion sorts, 
58t

displaying and averaging Q-sort 
descriptions, 54t

expected number of significant 
correlations, 61t

internal consistency reliability, 57t
developing and refining item pool, 64–70
development of, 43–44
frequently asked questions, 76–81
goals of, 37
and home–laboratory link, 38
item rationales, 68
item structure, 67, 67f
and items as ethogram, 64
and link between laboratory and home 

behavior, 38
monitoring observers in, 73
note taking and discussion, 73
observation settings, 71
observing and describing behavior, 70–73
rating versus Q-sorting, 76–77
reliability of, 74–75
secure base behavior assessment and, 80
Strange Situation Procedure (SSP) 

classifications and, 135
Strange Situation Procedure classifications 

and, 77–80
training in, 49–50, 55–56, 60, 68, 69t, 70, 

77
translations of, 76
and validation of new measures/contexts, 

xi, 81
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Version 1.0, 65–66
Version 2.0, 66
Version 3.0, 66–67, 67f

Attachment representations; see also Secure 
base script

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP),

Bowlby’s internal working models concept, 
262, 298

criticism of the internal working models 
concept (Hinde), 400

defining, 263–265
development of, 128, 195, 300,
generalized event representations, 300
internalized secure base, 433
narrative assessment, 299–300
prompt-word outline assessment method, 

262–296
research on, 457–458
and script-like representations of recurring 

events, 263–264
across cultures, 281, 282t

secure base script and, 264–265, 265f; see 
also Secure base script

secure base script knowledge and, 262–296
stability and, 298

Attachment Script Assessment (ASA), 
266–285

adaptation for adolescents, 283, 295
adaptation for mentoring relationships, 

285
adaptation for older adults, 284
administering, 269–270
adolescent/middle childhood prompt-word 

outlines, 295–296
assessing secure base script knowledge 

rather than security, 286
cross-cultural use, 281, 282t
designing, 266–269
extending to additional relationships, 

283–285
methodological advantages of, 277–278
for middle childhood, 283–284, 296
narrative topics, 266, 267t, 268–269
prompt-word outline stimuli, 266, 267t, 

268–269,
adapted for adolescent assessment, 295t
adapted for middle-childhood 

assessment, 296t
scoring, 270–277, 271t

atypical, unusual, nonscript content and, 
275–276

event-focused narratives and, 274–275
sample narratives, 292–294
scriptedness scoring system and, 270, 

271t
secure base script content and, 270–274

secure base script knowledge versus
security

secure base script outline, 265f
strategies for, 276–277

validation of, 278–283, 279t, 280t, 285
Attachment security; see also Ainsworth, 

Mary; Secure base concept; Secure base 
phenomenon

Adult Attachment Interview and, 297, 314, 
317t, 318–319, 325, 327, 328, 330

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP) and, 437–439, 437f

Adult Attachment Q-set criterion sort, 66, 
97

Baltimore study results and, 1–2, 16
confidence in caregiver’s availability and 

responsiveness, 37, 77
defined, 111–112, 145–146, 197
secure base phenomenon and, 197, 376
sicherheit, certainty, 112
significance of ordinary experience versus

trauma, 2–3
temperament versus, 123

Attachment Story Completion Task, 203–
204, 206, 224t

Attachment theory, ix, 3, 6, 77–78, 285, 
340, 374–377; see also Attachment 
representations 

advances in, 285
agnostic regarding A versus C 

classifications, 129–130
Adult Attachment Projective Picture 

System (AAP) and, 425, 428
Attachment Q-set (AQS) and cross-cultural 

relevance, 281
caregiving in, 2–3, 32
classification subgroups and, 135
conveying implicit knowledge and, 456–

457
defensive processes, 434-435; see also

Defensive processes
discrete versus continuous measurement, 

78, 127–128
ethnographic analysis and cross-cultural 

generality of attachment theory, 22–24
ethological observational foundations of, 

38–44, 87, 91, 115
goals of, 2
importance of Uganda study, 6
internal working models concept, 

299, 400; see also Attachment 
representations

internalized secure base, 433
key descriptive insight, 90, 111, 197, 365
key postulates of, 299–300
measurement programs and, 366
misunderstandings of, 340
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Attachment theory (cont.)
new paradigm, 87
relevance to applied settings, 135
skill acquisition, 112
systems perspective, 114
versus trait theory, 129

Atypical attachments; see Disordered/
atypical attachments

Autobiographical interviews
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) topics, 

301t, 301–303
middle childhood, 198, 199t, 207, 210, 

216–219, 223, 225t
Autobiographical memory, 264, 299, 300

development, 362
fMRI, 447–448
reconstructive, 363

Autonomy in adolescence, 239–242
AAI and, 243

Autonomy and Relatedness Coding System
interrelationships with other measures, 

254t
overview of, 253t

Baltimore study, 2, 6–18
and attachment development, 125
Ainsworth’s observations in, 42–44
B3 infants in, 133–134
context in, 93
ethological narrative in, 17
key results of, 14, 15t, 16
lessons from, 17–18
media coverage and, 121
methodological adaptations of, 18–19
and mothers as informants, 18
multiple levels of analysis in, 17
naturalistic observation and, 6
observations of ordinary and emergency 

behaviors, 17–18
quality-of-care scales of, 10–14, 15t
quantification methods in, 7, 8t–10t
sample observations from, 7t
scale development for, 94

Bartlett, Frederick, 38, 39
Behavior(s)

associative network model and, 408
conflict, 146–147; see also Disorganized 

attachment
cooperation versus interference with, 12
disorganized, 96–97
ethological principles and, 39
explicable versus inexplicable, 149
meaning and function of, 143–144
meaning of, 93–94
organization of, ix, 10, 14, 18, 38–39, 42, 

48–49, 80, 88, 94–97,
versus disorganization, 96

rational/meaningful nature of, 148
“seeing,” 89–97

context and, 92–93
meaning and, 93–94
versus observing, 91–92

smooth intercoordination of, 95
Behavioral sequences, coherence of, 95
Behavioral strategies, conditional, 145–146
Biographical Sketch of an Infant, (Darwin), 

90
Bowlby, John

activating attachment, 427
attachment exploration balance, 5, 90
attachment paradigm, 87, 88–89, 454–

456, 458, 459
attachment security and, 111–112
and caregiving relationships, 142
conflict behavior, perspective on, 179–187
defensive exclusion, 299, 425–427, 434
defensive processes, 298–299, 434
education, 38, 90
ethological perspective and, 39, 90–92
Freudian theory and, 90, 262
internal working model hypothesis of, 

262–263, 298
on meaning of behavior patterns, 148–149
as observer, 40t
on ordinary versus traumatic experience, 

39–40
primate evolutionary development and, 

22
and reconceptualization of infant–mother 

tie, 285
secure base characteristics and, 376
segregated systems and, 435–436
Uganda study and, 41
and unpublished texts on conflict/

disorganization, 171, 187–188
Bowlby, Richard, 40t, 90
Bretherton, Inge, 264

Attachment Story Completion task 
(ACST), 205t, 211

relevance of script concept to attachment 
representation, 264

Bronson, Gordon, 180
discussion with Bowlby about attachment 

and fear systems, 180

Caregivers; see also Mothers; Parent–child 
relationship; Parents

behavior of, disorganized classification 
and, 170–171

dismissing/unresponsive, 369–370
frightening behavior/fear of, 175
infant approach, flee response and, 146–

147; see also Disorganized attachment
nonmaternal, AQS and, 74–75
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nonparental, AQS and, 80
observations with AQS, 71–73
as source of distress, 369

Caregiving influences, Ainsworth’s studies 
of, 1–2

Carlson, Elizabeth, xv, 88
Child Attachment Interview, 216–219, 225t

versus Adult Attachment Interview, 246
interrelationships with other measures, 

254t
maternal Adult Attachment Interview 

classifications and, 246
overview of, 253t

Cognitive systems, dual-process theories of, 
401–402

Coherence; see also Adult Attachment 
Interview (AAI)

behavioral sequences, 95, 155
individual differences, 124

Conceptual priming, 409; see also Priming to 
activate associative meanings

Confidentiality, 122–123
Conflict behaviors

Bowlby’s clusters of, 179–181
Bowlby Archive documents on, 171
Hinde’s research on, 172

Conflict without overt fear 185–186
Context priming task; see Sequential 

priming
Controlling–punitive children, 176–177
Cooperation versus interference scale; see

Parenting, quality of care scales
Coping scales, Avoidant and Preoccupied, 

220–223
Coping style, 130
Coping Styles Questionnaire, 220, 221
Craik, Kenneth, 38
Cross-cultural research, AQS and, 80–81
Culture

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System, across-cultures, 446

alternative (non-secure base) scripts in the 
AAI across cultures, 359

AQS translations, 76
attachment development and, 22–23,
Attachment Script Assessment (ASA) 

across cultures, 278, 281, 282t
prompt-word sets and, 281

maternal behavior and infant security 
across cultures, 21t

rates of disorganized attachment across 
cultures, 150

secure base script knowledge across 
cultures, 285

sensitivity construct, ethnographic 
analysis, 22–24, 23t

SSP and, 126

use of AQS across cultures, 80–81
to validate the SSP in new populations, 

81
validity across cultures of attachment 

measures for 6- to 8-year-olds, 224–
226t

Current Relationship Interview (CRI), 278, 
284, 328–330

D classification, see Strange Situation 
Procedure (AAP), classifications; 
Disorganized attachment

Darwin, Charles, 39, 90
Deactivation–hyperactivation, 243, 327–328; 

see also Defensive processes
Defensive processes, 298–299, 434

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP) and, 434–436, 438–441

Attachment Interview for Children and 
Adolescents (AICA) and, 216

deactivation as defensive exclusion, 427, 
434, 435

defensive exclusion and, 427, 434–435, 
437f

disorganized attachment and, 182–184
cognitive disconnection, 435
containment, 436
deactivation, 434–435
segregated systems, 434–436

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP) 427, 434–436, 437, 
443–444

attachment coherence and, 426–427
Derogation of attachment (figures), 308, 309, 

310–311, 317f, 318, 320, 323
Development, ix–x, 2, 14–17, 144–145, 167, 

433, 458
adolescent, 237–242
Bowlby’s perspective on, 32, 90, 376, 455
complexity of, 26, 143
culture and, 22
developmental prototype, 154
early experience as inoculation, 24
event representations, 264, 362–363
environment and, 142–143
ethological perspective on, 39
internal working models and, 299, 433
life history strategy and, 113
middle-childhood, 195
normative, 144
organizational perspective on, 142–144, 

157
quality versus quantity of care, 32
risk and, 171, 447
revision of attachment representations, 298
secure base script, 278, 361, 365
secure base support and, 377
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Discourse style, 216, 307, 309, 316, 325, 329, 
314

Dismissing of attachment
adolescence, 243, 325
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI), 243, 

297, 308–309, 316, 317f, 318, 320
classification, 320–323

base rate (frequency), 323–324
confusion with other classifications, 323
misconstruing labels, 316
passivity of discourse, relation to, 312
stability, high, 324

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP), 436, 437f, 439, 441

base rate (frequency) and stability, 446
alternative schema in Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI), 369–370
Bed Picture Stimulus and, 440
Bench Picture Stimulus and, 439
Current Relationship interview (CRI), 329

base rate (frequency), 330
data analysis, 327
deactivation, 328
Grice’s maxim of quantity, 363
middle-childhood, 214–215, 217
stability, 324

Disordered/disturbed/atypical attachments, 
155–158; see also Disorganized 
attachment

classification/diagnosis, 156–157
description, 156
disorganized attachment and, 176–177
examples, 158
insecure attachment versus, 142, 156
organizational developmental perspective, 

157–158
summary, 157–158

Disorganized attachment, 96, 146–148, 148t, 
155; see also Behavior, disorganized

Antecedents, 150–153
endogenous, 151–153
environmental, 150–153

association with secure base behavior, 
78–79, 79t

background, 172–173
Bowlby’s analysis of conflict behaviors

Cluster 1: fear, 182–183
Cluster 2: disorientation, 183–185
Cluster 3: conflict without overt fear, 

185–186
Cluster 4: stereotypies, 186–187
versus Main and Solomon’s indices, 181t

classification of, 147–150
causal process, 175, 177–178
classification procedure, 149–150
conflict behaviors and, 179–187
current issues and open questions, 173–

174, 177, 187–189

definition of variables, 174
scoring system (Main and Solomon), 147, 

148t, 148–150t, 173–178, 181t
sequelae, 153–154, 176–177
supplementing classification with 

additional information, 173–174
theory, need for, 178–179
underlying process and, 174–176, 177

conceptual issues, 173, 177–178, 179–181
disorganized states of mind (AAI), 313–314
fear and frightening caregiver behavior, 

145, 146–147, 151, 171
history of the classification, 147
identifying/assessing disorganized 

attachment, 170–193
atypical attachment and later behavior, 

176–177
behaviors predicting pathology, 178

prevalence and stability, 150
sequelae, 153–154
stress reactivity and, 152
validation using the Attachment Q-set, 

78–79, 79t
versus disordered/atypical attachment, 

155–158
Disorientation; see also Disorganized 

attachment
Adult Attachment Projective Picture 

System (AAP), 444
in attachment contexts, 180–181
Bowlby unpublished reflections on, 179–

181, 183–185
Bowlby clusters and Main & Solomon 

clusters, 181t
in Bowlby’s theory of disorganized 

attachment, 183–185
in discourse (AAI), 313
disorganized/disoriented classification, 96, 

147, 148t, 170, 172, 178
distinguished from patterns of secure and 

insecure attachment, 150
Doll Play (Attachment Structured Doll Play 

Interview), 203, 213
Doll Story Completion Task (Granot & 

Maysless), 211–213, 222, 224t, 225t
Doll Story task (Kerns), 225t

Encouraging behavior
laboratory manipulation of, 391
by mother, 10t

Environmental antecedents
disorganized attachment and, 150–151
developmental impacts of, 142–143
stimulus potential of, 10t

Ethnographic scales, sensitivity and security 
scores and, 22–24, 23t

Ethological observation, see Naturalistic 
observation
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Ethology
defined, 89–90
orienting principles of, 39, 46

Event-focused narratives, 274–275; see also 
Attachment Script Assessment (ASA)

Exploration; see also Secure base 
phenomenon

attachment and, 113–114
laboratory activities and, 381–384
secure base support of, 375–379

Family background questions in the Adult 
Attachment Interview (AAI), 301, 301t, 
302–303,

Fathers (father–child relationship), 4, 8, 81, 
198, 203, 204, 207, 208, 210, 215, 217, 
220–222, 247, 249, 278–279, 281, 283, 
301–302, 307, 321, 340–341, 341t, 360, 
407

in Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) 
transcript examples, 347–350, 354, 
371–373

father versus mother Strange Situation 
classifications, 123, 128

observing, 75–76
Fear

Bowlby’s theory of disorganized 
attachment, 142, 180, 181t, 182–183, 
187–189

conflict in the absence of, 185–186
disordered/atypical attachment, 156
disorganized attachment, 147, 148t, 170–

171, 173, 177–178,
experiences of, 151, 175–177
heterogeneous forms of, 187
inferred in disorganized attachment, 149
of loss, 311
natural clues to danger, 2

Feeding, observations from Baltimore study, 8t
Friends and Family Interview (FFI), 203, 

216–219, 225t, 225t, 284

Genetic factors, disorganized attachment 
and, 152–153

Goal setting
laboratory activities and, 384–387
laboratory discussions of, 384–387

Goodall, Jane, 40t
Grice’s maxims (quality, quantity, relevance, 

manner), 314, 363–365, 425; see also
Adult Attachment Interview (AAI)

Hinde, Robert, 94, 172, 179, 181
Holmes, Sherlock, 92
Home context, versus Strange Situation 

Procedure, 37
Human subjects protection (privacy), 121–123
Huxley, Julian, 92

Individual differences; see also Security 
construct

in adolescence, 251
change across age, 10
dichotomizing scores, 78, 127
discrete versus continuous, 127–128, 175
versus experimental approach, 392, 395, 

458–459
reliability of, 47–48
stability of attachment classifications, 

124
trait-like versus relationship-specific, 128

Infancy in Uganda: Infant Care and the 
Growth of Love; see Ainsworth, Mary

Informed consent, SSP and, 98, 121–123
Insecure scripts, 361–362
Insensitivity, maternal, 11–12, 14

characteristic MBQ items, 20t
relation to infant attachment security, 15t

Interference (maternal or partner)
in adult couple interactions, 377, 381–382, 

386
experimental manipulation, 389

with ongoing infant behavior, 11–12
Internal working model (IWM), 14, 197, 245, 

247, 248–251, 252t–253t, 263, 265, 281, 
286, 300, 306, 400, 433

Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) and, 
297–301

Adult Attachment Projective Picture 
System (AAP), 425, 427, 428

adult attachment representations, 400–
401, 406–407

Bowlby and, 262–263, 298, 306
cognitive unconscious and, 403, 406–407, 

406f, 407f, 427
criticism, 331, 400
defensive exclusion and, 299
revising and updating, 298–299

formal operational thought, 300
significance in adult attachment theory, 

298–299
Interviews; see also Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI); Attachment Interview 
for Childhood and Adolescence (AICA); 
Child Attachment Interview (CAI); 
Friends and Family Interview (FFI); Doll 
Play Interview; Current Relationship 
Interview

for assessing adolescent attachment, 
242–246

autobiographical narrative, for 9- to 
12-year-old children, 216–219, 225t

conducting interviews, do’s and don’ts, 
304, 305t

guide to interviewing, 303–304
Intrusiveness (caregiver/partner), laboratory 

manipulation of, 387–390
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Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment 
(IPPA), 210–220

for assessing adolescent attachment, 
248–249

interrelationships with other measures, 
254t

overview of, 252t
Involving behavior, ratings of, 308

James, William
foundations of dual process theory, 401

Kerns Security scale, 284

Labels, cautions about, 318
Laboratory methods from adult social 

psychology, 379–395
experimental, 387–391

manipulating caregiver intrusiveness, 
387–390

manipulating encouraging behavior, 391
manipulating task assistance during 

exploration, 390–391
future research on, 393–395
observational, 379–387

exploration activity, 381–384
goal discussions, 384–387
opportunity decisions, 387

strengths and weaknesses of, 392–393
Lexical decision task, 410

versus pronunciation task, 412
studies of, 413–414
supraliminal, 413

Lorenz, Konrad, 38, 93
Companion in the Bird’s World, The, 93

Lyons-Ruth, Karlen
supplementary AAI scales, hostility and 

helplessness, 328

Main, Mary; see Adult Attachment Interview 
(AAI); Disorganized attachment

Main and Solomon disorganization coding 
system, 170–178

versus Bowlby’s clusters, 181t
concluding reflections on, 188
Strange Situation Procedure exemplars 

and, 172–173
Manchester Story Task, 224t
Marriage, AAI in, 328–330
Marvin, Robert S., 7, 42
Maternal Behavior Q-set (MBQ)

advantages of, 18–22
debriefing procedure and, 30–32
and infant security, 20, 21t, 22
note taking and, 29–30
observer number and behavior, 28–29
revisions of, 22

sensitivity criterion sort, 20
sensitivity and culture, 22–23, 23t
setting, number, visit duration, 27–28
video recording and, 30

Maternal Behavior with Preschoolers Q-set 
(MBPQS), 24–26

Attachment Q-set and, 21t, 25-26
debriefing procedure and, 30–32
note taking and, 29–30
observer number and behavior, 28–29
setting, number, visit duration, 27–28
video recording and, 30

Maternal care, variables in Baltimore study, 
8t, 9t, 10t

Maternal sensitivity; see also Parenting, 
quality of care scales

assessment using Maternal Behavior Q-set 
(Pederson & Moran), 19, 20t

Baltimore study of, 6–18
cross-cultural applications of, 22–23
cross-cultural relevance, ethnographic 

analysis, 22–24, 23t
expanded concept of, 14
maternal behavior antecedents, 14, 15t, 16

Baltimore study, 14, 15t, 16
recent studies, 21t

Uganda study of, 3–6
Melville, Herman, 93
Memory; see also Associative memory

active construction and elaboration of, 281
associative networks in, 401–405
attachment experiences and, 301t
autobiographical memory, 264, 300
Bartlett, Fredrick, 38
conforming to Grice’s maxims depends 

upon, 362–365
development of event memory, 362–363
effects on affect, cognition, and behavior, 

408
insistence on lack of, 310
internal working models and, 262
limits on effectiveness of global rating 

scales, 19
mother–child communication and, 282–283
semantic priming to activate, 408–409
scripts and, 264, 286, 339
spreading activation model, 405–406, 

406t, 407t, 408
Memory networks

associative and rational systems in, 402–403
associative structures in, 418

Middle childhood
attachment assessment in middle 

childhood, 194–236
ages 6 to 8, 201–210

behavioral observations, 201–203, 226
story-stem narratives, 203–208, 205t
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validation of measures, 224t
verbal responses to pictures of 

separation, 208–210
ages 9 to 12, 210–223

autobiographical narratives, 216–219
questionnaires about perceptions, 

219–223
story-stem narratives, 211–213
validation of measures, 223, 

225t–226t
observational measures, 226–227

verbal responses to pictures of 
separation, 213–216

assessment issues, 197–198
attachment definition and, 197
and changes in social needs, 196
complexity of, 223
measurement approaches and validation, 

198–200, 199t, 223–229
nature of, 195–196
normative data and, 227–228

Attachment Script Assessment (ASA) 
adaptation for, 283, 296

secure base phenomenon and, 198, 199t
Secure Base Script Test (Psouni & 

Apetroaia), 284
value of multiple measures, 194–195

Mind-set priming, 410
Minnesota Institute for Child Development, 

88
Moran, Greg, 18–22
Mothers as informants, 4, 4t, 5, 8t, 18

Narrative assessment; see Adult Attachment 
Interview (AAI); Attachment Script 
Assessment (ASA); Attachment Story 
Completion Task (ASCT); Doll Story 
Completion Task; MacArthur Story Stem 
Battery (MSSB); AAI Secure Base Script 
Scale (AAIsbs); Separation Anxiety Test 
(SAT)

Narrative coherence; see also Adult 
Attachment Interview (AAI) scales, 
coherence of transcript scale (AAI)

distinct from skillful secure base use and 
support, 338

scoring, 206, 214–215
in Adult Attachment Interview (AAI)

related to secure base script knowledge
AAI Secure Base Script scale (AAISBS), 

359–361, 366
scriptedness facilitates conformity to 

Grice’s maxims, 362–365
scoring, 314–316

middle-childhood, 198, 199, 199t, 206, 
212, 214

script knowledge and, 360, 362–365

Narrative records from behavior observations
Baltimore study, 7t, 8t, 17
cost, assessment and transcription, 18
quantifying, 7
versus time sampling behavior, 17
Uganda study, 3, 4, 4t

Naturalistic settings, 17, 24, 28, 37, 43, 64, 
71, 89, 115, 158

Naturalistic observation, ix, 2–3, 6, 10, 
14, 17–22, 26, 29, 37–39, 44, 46, 73, 
88, 458, 460; see also Ethological 
observation; see also Ainsworth, 
observational style

as background for designing Q-sets, 65, 68
meaning of behavior, 93–96
organization of behavior, 14, 94–96
Q-sort method facilitates, 26, 45, 47, 64
reliability theory applied to, 56
seeing versus observing behavior, 91–92
validity criterion for attachment measures, 

xi, 78, 135, 200, 459
Neglecting behavior, ratings of, 308–309
Neuroscience, attachment and, 153, 448

Observational data; see Naturalistic 
observation

Observer agreement, versus Q-sort reliability, 
55–56, 57t

Organizational perspective, 124, 142–144, 
157–158

attachment disorganization/disorientation, 
148, 148t

attachment disturbance and, 141–144, 
157–158

Parental discord
child in middle (alternative script), 369

Parent–child separation pictures, verbal 
responses to

by children ages 6 to 8, 208–210
by children ages 9 to 12, 213–216

Parenting, skillful interaction and secure 
base support, 10, 12, 19, 25, 282–283, 
285–286

harsh/threatening, 13, 313, 347, 357, 369, 371
maternal care variables, first quarter year, 

Baltimore study, 7, 8t, 9t, 10t, 10
quality-of-care scales, fourth quarter year, 

Baltimore study, 10–14, 15t
acceptance–rejection of infant’s needs, 

8t, 11, 12
availability/accessibility versus ignoring/

neglecting, 13
cooperation–interference with ongoing 

behavior, 12
sensitivity to infant signals and 

communication, 11–12
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Parenting, skillful interaction and secure base 
support (cont.)

quality versus quantity of care, 5, 32, 42
response to infant crying (Baltimore study), 

9t
transmission gap, 26

Parents as observers and informants, 4, 5, 8t, 
18, 75

Patterns of attachment in the Strange 
Situation Procedure; see Strange Situation 
Procedure (SSP) classifications

Pederson, David, 18–22
Physical contact,

in ethnographic study of infant–mother 
interaction, 23, 23t

maternal aversion to, 10, 15t
in MBQ, 22
meaning/organization of behavior, 94, 

196
variables from Baltimore study, 9t

Physical environment, stimulus potential of, 
10t

Posada, German
sensitivity construct and culture, 22–24, 

23t
Preoccupied attachment

in AAP, 437f, 441
in Adult Attachment Interview, 316, 317f, 

320–321
Bed Picture Stimulus and, 442
Bench Picture Stimulus and, 442
middle-childhood, 213, 217, 220

Preoccupying behavior, ratings of, 308
Preschool years, secure base support in, 

24–26
Primate caregiving relationships, 142
Priming stimulus–response interval; see

Stimulus-onset asynchrony (SOA)
Priming to activate associative meanings, 

408–413
and automatic versus intentional responses, 

411–412
conceptual, 409
function of, 408–409
mind-set, 410
and participant’s lexical decision versus

pronunciation, 412
phases of, 409
precautions, methodological, 412–413
pronunciation task, 410

versus lexical decision task, 412
spreading activation and, 413–414

semantic, 410, 411f
semantic network and, 409
sequential, 410, 413
subliminal presentation, 409, 411–412, 

414, 418

supraliminal presentation, 413, 414, 415
trait concept priming, 409

Projective methodology; see also Adult 
Attachment Projective Picture System 
(AAP)

history of, 423–424
Prompt-word outlines

for adolescent ASA, 295
advantages of, 278–279
for ASA narratives, 267t, 268–269
for assessing secure base scripts, 247–248
components and procedure, 269–270
cross-cultural generality of, 281, 282t
for middle childhood ASA, 296
for parent–child relationships, 278
secure base script content in, 270–274

Proximity and contact seeking; see Secure 
base phenomenon

Q-sets
becoming familiar with, 26–27
constructing, 44–45
number and length, 47–49
observations and, 46–55
sorting, 49–53, 51f
video recording and, 46–47

Q-sort data
ensuring quality of, 26–32

Q-sort method
advantages and limitations of, 19, 27, 61, 

62t, 63–64
applied to Adult Attachment Interview 

(Kobak), 327–328
developing and using Q-sets, 44–61

constructing Q-set items and item pools, 
44–45

defining and scoring constructs, 57–59, 
58t, 59t

ensuring quality of observations, 26–32
item-level analysis, 60–61
observer agreement versus reliability of 

descriptions, 55–56, 57t
observing, 46–55
subsets of items as scales, 59–60

sorting procedure, 49–55, 51f, 52–54
assigning scores to items, 54–55, 55t
criterion sorts and, 57–58, 58t, 59t
as descriptions versus evaluations, 50
item subsets and, 59–60
item-level analysis and, 60–61, 61t
rectangular versus quasi-normal 

distribution in, 53–54
sorting procedure diagram, 51t

Quality versus quantity of care; see Parenting
Questionnaires, for assessing children’s 

perceptions of attachment, 219–223, 
226t
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Relationship Questionnaire (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz)

for assessing adolescent attachment, 248
interrelationships with other measures, 

254t
overview, 252t

Relationship-based assessment, of 
adolescents, 248–249

Reliability
Attachment Q-set (AQS) and, 19, 47, 48, 

74–75
different from observer agreement, 19, 48, 

55–56, 57
effects on statistical power

Risk
developmental, 171, 447
high-risk and at-risk samples, 75, 96, 150, 

176, 321, 324, 326, 327, 358–359, 361
Robertson, James, 40, 90

Script-like representations of secure base 
experience; see also Secure base content 
in the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI)

co-construction with attachment figure, 
128, 282–283, 285–286, 358

scripts in cognitive psychology, 263–264
definition, 264–265
development and social context of, 264
human memory and, 264
introduction to attachment theory, 

264–265
modes of representation relevant to 

attachment, 263
representing the temporal structure of 

recurring events, 263–264
secure base script hypothesis, 278–279, 279t

relevance to AAI, 279–280, 279t
testing, 279, 279t

secure base script knowledge
adulthood, 265–278
assessing script knowledge versus

security, 270
assessment using the Attachment Script 

Assessment (ASA), 265–270
adapted for adolescent attachment, 

246–248
adapted for use in middle-childhood, 

283–285
assessment using the prompt-word 

outline method, 266–269
assessment from narratives based on 

prompt-word outlines, 265–278
intergenerational transmission of, 284
scoring from Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI); see Secure Base 
Script Scale (AAIsbs)

Security; see Attachment security

Secure base concept; see also Secure base 
behavior; Secure base phenomenon; 
Secure base content in the Adult 
Attachment Interview (AAI), Current 
Relationships Interview (CRI)

adult problem-solving interactions, 380
Attachment Q-Set (AQS) and, 19, 60, 

64–65, 69t
focus of AQS security criterion sort, 66
describing with the AQS, 70

availability and organization in secure 
versus insecure infants, 130

advantages relative to a trait 
conceptualization, 112, 129

Attachment Q-set security criterion sort, 
66, 97

different from motor maturity, 71
defining the secure base script, 265f
directed toward father, 75–76
Baltimore study, 5

in disorganized (D) attachment, 78t, 78–79
ethological foundations of attachment 

theory, 38–44
middle-childhood, 198, 199t
nonparental caregivers, with, 80
prompt-word outline content (Attachment 

Script Assessment), 268
Q-sort method and, 44–64; see also Q-sort 

method
script-like representation of, 263–266
Uganda study, 5
validation of new attachment measures, 

and, 81, 126, 200
Secure base content in the Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI), 340–341
Adult Attachment Interview Secure Base 

Script Knowledge Scale (AAIsbs), 359t, 
359–361

distinguishing secure base expectations from 
mere instrumental support, 350–351

insecure scripts, no evidence of, 361–362
secure base expectations (SBEs), 340–351, 

342t
always there for me, 342t, 344–345
available, 342t, 345
distinguished from mere instrumental 

support, 350–351
effective comforting, 342t, 349–350
fond of child, 342t, 347
instrumental support, 350–351
motivated, 342t, 346–347
open communication, 342t, 343
predictable, 342t, 348–349
proximity seeking, 342t, 350
responsive, 342t, 346
stronger and wiser, 342, 342t, 343–344
supports exploration, 342t, 348
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Secure base content in the Adult Attachment 
Interview (cont.)

secure base scenes (SB scenes), 340–341, 
342t, 343–351

generic (secure base related), 355–356
non-secure base scenes, 356–357
secure base failures (missed 

opportunities), 357–358
unmentioned in Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI) scoring manual, 338
Secure base phenomenon (behavior), 5, 90, 

112–113; see also Secure base concept
assessment in adult relationships

experimental analysis, 387–391
interview methods, 328–330
observational methods, 380–387

Attachment Q-set (AQS), 43, 64, 69t
attachment representation and, 458
attachment security and, 197
Attachment Script Assessment (ASA) and, 

270, 271t, 274
behavioral organization and, 94
central to the logic of the Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI), 338
conceptualized as a skill, 70, 77, 78, 115, 

128, 262, 392, 394
criterion for presence of an attachment 

bond, 125
exploration and, 5, 12, 18, 25, 42–43, 65, 

66, 95, 112–114
married and committed couples, 328–330
meaning of, 112–113
middle childhood assessment and, 197, 

198, 199t
nonattachment figures, 378–379
not mentioned in the AAI scoring manual, 

338
proximity seeking and contact 

maintaining, 133, 134
replacing strength of attachment, 6, 115
research on functions of, 375–378
social and experimental psychology and, 

458–459
understanding the Strange Situation 

Procedure, 97
unmentioned in Adult Attachment 

Interview (AAI) scoring manual, 338
Secure Base Scoring Scale (SBSS) for couple 

problem-solving interactions, 113, 
380–381

Secure base script; see Script-like 
representations of secure base experience

Secure base use and support; see also
Parenting; Secure base phenomenon, 
conceptualized as a skill;
Secure base content in the Adult 

Attachment Interview (AAI)

in adult couple problem-solving 
interactions, 380

in adults, 374–376, 379
experimental methods, 386–393
observational methods, 380–386

in preschool years, 24–26
Security Anxiety Test (SAT), 224t
Security construct, 1–4,

behaviors versus security, 1
confidence in caregiver availability and 

responsiveness, 37
confidence to explore, open 

communication, 16
criterion sorts, AQS, 19, 57, 58t, 59t
definition, 111–112, 112
dichotomizing versus continuous variable, 

66, 78, 127–128
Security scale, (Kerns), 213, 220–223, 226t, 

228
Segregated systems; see Bowlby, John; 

Defensive processes
Self, agency of; see Agency of self
Semantic network, 405f, 409
Semantic priming; see Priming to activate 

associative meanings
Sensitivity, maternal; see Parenting
Sensorimotor development, facilitation of, 

observations from Baltimore study, 10t
Separation Anxiety Test (SAT), 201, 203, 

207, 208, 209, 210, 213, 221, 225t
Sequential priming, 410

context priming adaptation, 415, 416f, 
417t, 417f, 418

studies of secure base and safe haven 
expectations, 413–415

Signals and communications, sensitivity 
versus insensitivity to, 11–12

Sroufe, Alan, xv, 88
Stereotypies in Bowlby’s theory of 

disorganized attachment, 186–187
Stimulus-onset asynchrony (SOA)

defined, 409
examples, 410, 411, 413–414, 416, 417, 

418
Story completion tasks, 203–204, 206, 211–

213, 222, 224t, 225t, 266
Story-stem narratives

for 6- to 8-year-old children, 203–204, 
205t, 206–208, 224t

for 9- to 12-year-old children, 211–213, 
225t

Strange Situation Procedure, 7, 10, 17, 
87–140

context and, 92–93
cross-cultural validation, 126
disorganization and, 96–97
episodes, importance of scoring all, 132
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expanded use of, 37–38
history of, 87–88
informed consent and, 98, 121–123
laboratory setup for

camera port, 116–117
chairs and toys, 117
lighting, 117
test room, 116

levels of behavioral detail and 
organization, 94–96

meaning in, 93–94
naturalistic behavior emphasis, versus,

43–44
paradigm for learning about Bowlby–

Ainsworth attachment theory, 87–89
presumes that a relationship exists, 

124–125
procedure; see Strange Situation Procedure
use in applied settings, 135–136
validity in non-Western samples, 38, 126
videography guidelines, 118–123

Strange Situation Procedure (SSP) 
classifications

A classification, 129–130, 131
anxious–avoidant, 145–146, 150, 169

versus C classification, 129–130
base rates (distribution) of classifications

Baltimore study, 123, 133
B (secure) classification, 133–134

secure base phenomenon, relation to, 
112–113

B3 subgroup, 123
unexpectedly low frequency of, 133–134
versus B2 subgroup, 134

B4 subgroup, 123
C classification, 129–130

anxious–resistant, 145–146, 150, 169
versus A classification, 129–130

D (disorganized) classification
approach–flee response and, 146–147
base rates (prevalence), 150
discovery of, 96–97
distinguished from organized patterns, 

150
validation using AQS, 78–79, 79t

security, meaning of, 111, 113
U (Unclassified/unclassifiable) 147, 169, 

200, 201, 202
behavioral organization/disorganization 

and, 94–97
corresponding AAI classifications
interactive behavior scales (PS, CM, PA, 

CR), importance of scoring, 132–133
observer agreement after training, 134
openness to revision (new classifications), 

96, 147
paying expert scorers, 132

reliability and, 169, 207
specific to particular attachment figures, 

198
subgroups, meaning of, 130–131
scoring agreement after training, 134
temperament and, 78, 123, 128, 152, 207, 

242, 319
temporal stability, 124
training

disorganized classifications, 202
satisfactory levels of agreement, 134
using Patterns of Attachment, 131–132
workshops (Institute of Child 

Development), x, 88–89, 97, 132, 
169

traits and, 128–129
Strange Situation Procedure—narrative 

outline, 97–110
abbreviating Strange Situation Procedure 

or episodes, 126
assigning classifications based on 

Attachment Q-sort data, 132–133
assigning classifications on the basis of 

reunion episodes alone, 132
attachment versus attachment behavior, 

111
attachment–exploration relationship, 113–114
B3 classification, fewer than expected, 

133–134
campus meeting, explaining the procedure 

to parent, 99–102
child custody decisions, 135–136
classification and stability, 124
classification and temperament, 123
classifications as traits, 128–129
classifications of; see Strange Situation 

Procedure (SSP) classifications
differences between A versus C infants, 

129–130
discrete patterns and, 127–128
Episode 1: Introductions to room and toys, 

102
Episode 2: Acclimation to Strange 

Situation Procedure room, 102
Episode 3: Stranger enters, 103
Episode 4: First separation, 104–106
Episode 5: First reunion, 106–107
Episode 6: Second separation, 107–108
Episode 7: Stranger returns, 108–109
Episode 8: Second reunion, 109–110
expert coder agreement, 134
FAQs (frequently asked questions), 111–

136
informed consent and, 98, 121–123
meaning of attachment security, 111–112
meaning of secure base phenomenon, 

112–113
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Strange Situation Procedure—narrative 
outline (cont.)

measurement targets, 114–115
phone call check-in for, 98–99
preliminaries, 98–102
replication procedure and scoring from 

Patterns of Attachment, 115–118
samples other than Baltimore study, 126
scoring of videos, 132
and specificity of attachment, 124–125
Strange Situation Procedure (SSP) 

classifications and AQS data, 135
subgroups (significance of), 130–131
videography guidelines, 118–123
what does the SPS measure, 114–115

Stress and Anxiety Test (SAT), 224t, 228
Stress reactivity, disorganized attachment 

and, 152

Temperament, SSP classifications and, 78, 
123, 128–129, 152, 207, 242, 319

Tinbergen, Nikolaas, 38, 90–91

Training; see specific measures
Traumatic experiences

affecting parents, 175
classification and diagnosis, 156
impacts of, 2–3, 154
relationship disorders and, 32
versus ordinary experiences, 32, 39

Uganda study; see Ainsworth, Mary
Unresolved attachment; see Adult 

Attachment Interview (AAI) 
classifications; in Adult Attachment
Projective Picture System (AAP)

Videography, guidelines for the Strange 
Situation Procedure SSP, 118–123

von Frisch, Karl, 38

WHOTO Interview, overview of, 249, 253t, 255
Wittig, Barbara, 7, 42
Working models; see Internal working model 

(IWM)
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