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The purpose of the study is to examine adult attachment 

relationships among a group of college students and their 

parents. Two attachment hypotheses were tested: The mental 

model hypothesis for attachments with parents and romantic 

partners and the compensation hypothesis for attachment with 

God. 

Hypothesis 1 attempted to determine if there was 

agreement between parents and children about a self-reported 

attachment style. Support was found as students and parents 

had a significantly higher level of agreement when reporting 

a secure style of attachment between them, with sons being 

significantly highest. Hypothesis 2 examined agreement on 

attachment style between generations: Children's report of 

attachments to parents and parents' report of attachment to 

their parents. Results indicated that parents' reporting a 

secure style of attachment to their parents was 

significantly higher with their same gender parents. 

Hypothesis 3 produced two 15 x 15 correlation matrices 

including measures of romantic attachment and religiousness 

for children and parents. In general, further validity for 



measures used is provided in numerous expected correlations. 

Anxious and avoidant romantic attachment styles and 

desperate love were significantly positively related and 

were often negatively related to a secure style of 

attachment. Results indicate significant relationships 

between fathers' and children's (particularly daughters') 

romantic styles. The only significant correlation for 

mothers and sons was on religiousness; however, mothers and 

daughters, fathers and daughters, as well as mothers and 

fathers were all significantly positively correlated on 

religiousness. 

Hypothesis 4 results indicated that when there was 

disagreement with fathers on attachment style, children 

scored higher on a measure of religiousness, supporting the 

compensation hypothesis. Hypothesis 5 found that children 

with secure attachments to both parents and mothers with 

high importance of religion also scored significantly higher 

on importance of religion, supporting the mental model 

hypothesis. 

Overall, this study suggests that the mental model and 

compensation hypotheses do not compete, but rather, coexist 

in different contexts, perhaps with mediating events that 

discriminate between the two processes. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to Attachment Theory 

Since the 1970 's, attachment theory has grown to become 

a major theoretical model for adult relationship formation. 

The work of John Bowlby and Mary D.S. Ainsworth have 

provided the foundation and constructs for numerous 

researchers to apply infant attachment theory to other 

significant adult relationships. Much of what Bowlby wrote 

was based on the observational study of infants by 

Ainsworth. Because infant attachment occurs within the 

context of the parent-child relationship, it seems only 

natural to examine adult attachment relationships from a 

transgenerational perspective. Types of attachment relevant 

to this study are attachment to parents, adult romantic 

attachment and religious attachment. 

Characteristics of Infant Attachment 

Bowlby's ideas (1969) developed out of psychoanalytic 

theories of personality development, comparative studies, 

and cross-cultural observations of infant behavior. He 

asserted that attachment behavior is a behavioral system 

which has a biological function and can be regarded as 

important as mating behavior or parenting behavior. Bowlby 

observed that attachment behavior is characterized by two 
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main features: First, the infant attempts to maintain 

proximity to another animal and to restore that proximity 

when it has been impaired. Secondly, the attachment 

behavior is directed at the mother-figure which typically is 

one or both parents. 

Like Bowlby, Ainsworth (1969) considered attachment an 

instinctual behavior in infants and discussed the 

importance of proximity in her definition of attachment. 

Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) identified three 

distinct patterns of attachment in infants: Secure, 

Anxious/Avoidant (or simply, Avoidant), and 

Anxious/Ambivalent (or Anxious). Each attachment style is 

developed as a result of the caregiver's style of responding 

to the infant's needs. These constructs are now utilized 

throughout the attachment literature and are used to 

describe behavioral patterns in close relationship 

formation. 

Ainsworth (1989) described attachment as an affectional 

bond that forms with the object of the attachment. The 

attachment figure is not "wholly interchangeable with or 

replaceable by another, although there may be others to whom 

one is also attached" (p. 711). Bowlby (1973) suggested 

that the attachment style that develops in infancy creates a 

mental representation, or 'working model'. This mental 

model of attachment becomes a basic trait-like component of 

the personality that subsequently influences behavior 



patterns in establishing and maintaining close 

relationships. 

Bowlby (1973) observed that when an individual is not 

confident that his or her attachment figure is available 

whenever desired, then one is more prone to intense, chronic 

fear than those individuals who are more securely attached. 

Ainsworth et al. (1978) further noted that times of stress 

can increase the drive for attachment. Thus, lack of 

security in attachment relationships leads to greater 

anxiety and the desire to be close to an attachment figure. 

Mental Model or Correspondence Hypothesis 

Bowlby (1969) posited that "attachment behaviour in 

adult life is a straightforward continuation of attachment 

behaviour in childhood" (p. 207) . He stated that in 

adolescence and adulthood, some attachment behavior becomes 

directed toward groups or individuals outside of the family 

and plays an important role in the life of an individual. 

The patterns that infants and young children establish in 

the relationships with their attachment figures become the 

working models from which an individual forms other close 

relationships. These 'mental models' are linked to the 

individuals' expectancies about the availability of others 

in relationships and "tend to persist relatively unchanged 

throughout the rest of life" (p. 202). 

Bowlby (1973) grounded his supposition of 

representational models in object-relations theory. He 



noted that his ideas were simply another way of describing 

the process of introjection of either the good or bad object 

and the subsequent images of self that are formed. For 

instance, an infant with an anxious style of attachment will 

incorporate those ambivalences into his or her view of self. 

When the individual becomes a parent, that anxiety about the 

parent-child relationship will be projected onto the new 

child which is manifested as another generational level of 

the ambivalent/anxious attachment style. Theoretically, 

then, the new parent perpetuates the attachment style across 

generations. Two studies have shown mother to child 

transmission of attachment styles across generations (Main, 

Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985; Ricks, 1985) . 

Bandura's social learning theory (1977) could also be 

used to support intergenerational transmission of attachment 

style through the process of modeling. Modeling, or 

learning through the observations of others, is one 

explanation of parenting behavior. In terms of attachment, 

a new mother will respond to her infant in much the same way 

she experienced her own mother's response to her. Mischel 

(1981) discussed social learning theory in terms of 

expectancies, a concept used by Bowlby (1973) to illustrate 

the process of formation of the working models. Mischel 

believed that personality was shaped by experience and 

expectations about others. Thus, the infant attachment is 

formed based upon experience and expectations about future 



behavior, or 'forecasts', of how accessible and responsive 

the attachment figure will be for support (Bowlby, 1973) . 

Romantic Attachment 

Attachment theory has been applied to adult intimate 

relationships and has generated an increasing amount of 

empirical literature, primarily based on the mental model 

hypothesis. A pivotal study by Hazan and Shaver (1987) 

formulated parallels between patterns of behavior in 

romantic love relationships and maternal attachment. The 

authors found that their subjects' attachment histories 

predicted their experience of their love relationships. 

Those with secure attachments described their love 

relationships as friendly, happy, and trusting. Subjects 

with avoidant attachments reported fear of closeness while 

those with Anxious attachments characterized their love 

experiences as marked by jealousy, emotional highs and lows, 

and a desire for reciprocation. Additionally, Hazan and 

Shaver (1987) found that adult attachment was related to 

reports of childhood relationships with their parents and to 

their beliefs about themselves and their social 

relationships. 

Levy and Davis (1988) also investigated the 

relationship between attachment styles and romantic 

relationship characteristics derived from the Relationship 

Rating Form by Davis & Todd (as cited in Levy & Davis, 

1988). They found that each romantic attachment style was 



significantly related to the relationship characteristics 

expected by Hazan and Shaver (1987). For example, a Secure 

style was associated with higher levels of Intimacy, 

Passion, Commitment, and Satisfaction as well as a more 

Compromising and Integrating style of conflict resolution. 

An Avoidant style was associated with higher 

Conflict/Ambivalence and lower levels of Intimacy, 

Viability, Commitment, and Satisfaction. This group was 

also more likely to avoid conflict. The results for the 

Anxious style were similar to those for the Avoidant style, 

except that the conflict style exhibited a tendency towards 

domination. 

Collins and Read (1990) expanded the work of Hazan and 

Shaver (1987) by examining emotional characteristics of the 

three attachment styles in adults. Through factor analysis, 

they found three experiential dimensions that underlie each 

style: Close, Depend, and Anxiety. These dimensions are 

reflected as feelings about closeness to others, feelings 

about the dependability of others, and feelings about being 

abandoned or unloved, respectively. Their results show that 

a person with a secure style of attachment was comfortable 

with closeness, able to depend on others, and not worried 

about being abandoned or unloved. A person with an avoidant 

style was uncomfortable with closeness and intimacy, felt 

she or he could not depend on others, and yet was not 

worried about being abandoned or unloved. Finally, the 
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individual with the anxious style of attachment was 

comfortable with closeness, fairly confident in the 

availability of others, but very worried about being 

abandoned and unloved. 

In the second part of their study, Collins and Read 

(1990) looked at the subjects' working models of love and 

found correlations between their adult attachment style and 

their attitudes about love using Lee's typology of love 

styles (1977). Overall, individuals who had higher scores 

on the Close dimension most often characterized their love 

style as that of selfless or all-giving love and less likely 

to characterize it as game playing, friendship based, or 

logical. Subjects who scored high on the Anxiety dimension 

were much more likely to exhibit an obsessive/dependent love 

style. Moreover, the authors found correlations between the 

subjects' working models of self, the social world, and 

their parents' caregiving styles. 

Simpson (1990) performed a longitudinal study of 

college-age dating couples that examined the impact of 

secure, anxious, and avoidant attachment styles on romantic 

relationships. Individual-level and dyad-level analyses 

were performed on variables that included attachment 

measures and several relationship indices (interdependence, 

commitment, trust and satisfaction) that included four 

quadrants of positive/negative and intense/mild emotional 

aspects. 
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Strong support was found at the individual level for 

qualitative differences in the romantic experiences of 

people with secure, avoidant, and anxious attachment styles. 

Also the three styles of attachment are associated with 

differing emotional experiences within their romantic 

relationships. Individuals with a secure style tend to be 

in relationships with higher levels of interdependence, 

commitment, trust, and satisfaction; while those individuals 

in the non-secure styles, especially the avoidant style, 

have lower levels of these four relationship indices. 

People with a secure style have more positive emotional 

experiences while people with the non-secure styles 

experience more negative emotions. 

Simpson, Rholes, and Nelligan (1992) surreptitiously 

observed dating couples in an anxiety-producing situation to 

examine differences in behavior and attachment styles. The 

authors' findings provide additional support to Simpson's 

(1990) earlier finding that placed secure and avoidant 

styles at opposite ends of a continuum: The secure and 

avoidant subjects differed in both support-seeking and 

support-giving behaviors as a function of the level of 

anxiety displayed by their romantic partner. 

Anxiety and the Experience of Desperate Love 

Bowlby noted that a threat of loss creates anxiety and 

stimulates the attachment system to bring the desired object 

into closer proximity (1969, 1973). This is reflected in 



previously described studies with the association between an 

Anxious style of attachment and comfort with closeness, 

fears of abandonment, and an obsessive/dependent love style 

(Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990) . Like 

Ainsworth and Bowlby, Simpson et al. (1992) study suggested 

that stressful situations activate the attachment system and 

moreover, that corresponding attachment behaviors "may 

influence other aspects of the relationship such as 

satisfaction, closeness, and love" (p. 443). 

Sperling (1985) offered the term "desperate love" as a 

specific classification of fusional relations within the 

sphere of romantic love. He described this romantic 

experience as characterized by "urgency, neediness, 

dependence, a great need for reciprocation, idealization, 

and affective extremes" (p. 324) . Sperling (1988; Sperling 

& Berman, 1990) compared desperate love to a state of 

anxious attachment, observed as clinging behavior generated 

with the hope of keeping the attachment figure in close 

proximity (Bowlby, 1973). Desperate love might then be 

considered relationship anxiety that is specifically within 

an adult intimate relationship. 

Feeney and Noller (1990) considered attachment style, 

attachment history, beliefs about relationships, love 

styles, and love addiction, and used attachment style to 

predict adult romantic relationships. Like the desperate 

love studies, they found that the subjects with an Anxious 
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attachment style scored high on a number of scales that 

reflect an extreme approach to love: Mania (possessive, 

dependent love), Obsessive Preoccupation, Emotional 

Dependence, Reliance on Partner, and Agape (selfless, all-

giving love). Compared to the other attachment styles, 

these subjects also scored low on the friendship love 

subscale of the Love Attitudes Scale. 

Religion and Attachment 

Early in the history of psychology, religious 

experience was an area of investigation for the application 

of the scientific method. William James' famous work, 

Varieties of Religious Experience (1902), provided the 

impetus for the study of religion by trained psychologists 

(Strickland, 1924) . Some of the earliest work centered 

around the experience of religious conversion. 

Nevertheless, even these early discourses on religion 

emphasize that through a belief in a God there is a 

"replacing of fear with broad confidence which calms and 

steadies us even in experiences which are hard to bear" (p. 

191). This bears remarkable resemblance to Bowlby's (1973) 

comments that secure attachments decrease the experience of 

intense and chronic fear. 

Likening God specifically to a parent-figure is not 

only found in religion, but also found in early 

psychoanalytic personality theory. Freud's interpretation 

was rather critical when he wrote of God as "an exalted 
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father" figure (1927, p. 28), explaining the need for a 

strong, protective father such as God, is driven by a 

childlike defense against the weakness and helplessness of 

humans. This defense to protect oneself against anxiety 

then leaves one "destined to remain a child forever" (p. 

30) . 

Attachment theory has recently been used as a model 

from which to understand and describe an individual's 

relationship with God. Although neither Ainsworth nor 

Bowlby specifically discussed attachment to a God-figure, 

several parallels in their writings may be drawn. Ainsworth 

(19 89) discussed the idea that the attachment behavioral 

system has a certain survival advantage in that it increases 

"the chances of an infant being protected by those to whom 

he or she keeps proximity" (p. 709). She also mentions that 

one criterion of attachment that makes it distinct from 

other relationships is "the experience of security and 

comfort obtained" in the attachment relationship (p. 711). 

These analogous concepts are frequently used in religious 

dialogue about the nature of a relationship with God. 

Although criticized (see Noller, 1992) for using 

attachment theory to explain too much about the religious 

experience, Kirkpatrick (1992) provided a comprehensive 

review of attachment and religion. In it, he mentioned 

Bowlby's description of the attachment figure as the 

"stronger and wiser Other" and suggested that this makes God 
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a representative attachment figure. Furthermore, 

Kirkpatrick reported a particularly interesting parallel to 

attachment in Heller's work on children's images of God 

(cited in Kirkpatrick, 1992). Although Heller did not use 

the attachment model in his descriptions of the three main 

types of God-images, Kirkpatrick noted that they are 

analogous to the three attachment styles. 

Kaufman (1981), a theologian, did utilize attachment 

theory and described God as an "absolutely adequate 

attachment figure" (p. 67). Kaufman took numerous 

descriptions of God from the Christian tradition to 

illustrate God as an ideal father figure: Loving, always 

available to His children, the Protector against all 

dangers, all-powerful, and omnipresent. According to 

Kaufman, unlike human parents who inevitably fail, God, "the 

Father", never fails and is absolutely dependable in all 

contingencies. 

From the psychoanalytic tradition, Rizzuto (1979) 

concluded, in a multiple case study analysis of individuals' 

representations of God, that God is a transitional object 

representation. The purpose of a transitional object is to 

reduce anxiety when proximity with the object, or attachment 

figure, is interrupted. She further suggested that children 

use this God representation to "modulate the unavoidable 

failure of their parents" (p. 204). Meissner (1984), a 
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psychoanalyst and Jesuit priest, concurs with this notion of 

God as a transitional object phenomenon. 

Washburn (1982) takes attachment to God a step further 

and suggests that since Christians experience a "new birth," 

then they are like infants in their new faith. Thus, the 

reborn Christian might form either secure or anxious 

attachments to the heavenly "caregiver." Washburn developed 

a questionnaire that drew parallels between Christian 

experience and the Stayton and Ainsworth (1973) strange-

situation paradigm. For example, the 'Desire to be 

Religious' scale corresponded to proximity-seeking behaviors 

while exploratory behavior would be the ability of the 

Christian to listen openly to differing opinions, rather 

than clinging dogmatically to their own position. Washburn 

concluded that the patterns of the subjects' attachment to 

God "mirror the groups in Ainsworth's studies with 

unmistakable clarity" (p. 6). 

According to Bowlby (1969), another function of 

attachment behavior is "that it affords opportunity for the 

infant to learn from mother various activities necessary for 

survival" (p. 224). In fact, many studies demonstrate that 

religious socialization occurs within the context of the 

family (Acock, 1984; Argyle & Beit-Hallahmi, 1975; Bengtson 

& Troll, 1978). This function of learning survival and 

coping skills could be applied to the individual's use of 

religion and of forming a close relationship with God in 
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their lives. Because Bowlby noted that "in conditions of 

sudden danger or disaster a person will almost certainly 

seek proximity to another known and trusted person" (p. 

207), we would expect individuals to seek proximity to God 

in such instances. Hall (1986) found that crisis conditions 

are more conducive to spiritual growth than non-crisis 

conditions, suggesting that individuals in crisis do indeed 

seek closer proximity to God. 

Compensation Hypothesis 

Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1990) raise the question of 

whether belief in a loving, personal, available God would be 

a substitute ("compensation") for secure attachment 

relationships that individuals never experienced with their 

parents. This is opposed to the mental model hypothesis 

that one's working model of attachment from childhood would 

provide the basis for one's relationship with God. 

Kaufman's position (1981) is in agreement with the premise 

of the compensation hypothesis when he states that 

inadequate attachments in childhood can be ameliorated by 

adequate attachments with others later in life. He goes on 

to say that "a transformed attachment to God, may have its 

significant effects in such a case" (p. 77). 

The results of Kirkpatrick and Shaver's (1990) study 

tentatively tend to support the "compensation hypothesis" in 

subjects whose mothers were relatively non-religious; those 

who were rated as having avoidant parental attachments were 
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associated with high levels of religiousness and those 

having secure parental attachments with lower levels of 

religiousness (p. 329). Furthermore, when predicting sudden 

religious conversion, Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1990) found 

attachment history was a strong predictor, regardless of 

level of maternal religiousness. A close look at these 

sudden religious conversions found them primarily to be 

precipitated by an interpersonal crisis; specifically, after 

emotionally stressful events such as divorce or other family 

or relationship problems. These events threaten attachment 

by interrupting or suspending proximity to an attachment 

figure. 

In another study, Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1992) used a 

description of the individual's style of loving that 

parallels the three infant attachment groups to classify 

adult attachment styles. They also formulated an attachment 

to God measure for categorizing the individual's 

relationship with God in terms of the three attachment 

categories. The authors found support for the mental model 

hypothesis when only these two variables were examined. 

However, when attachment to parents was also considered, the 

results indicated a strong relationship between adult 

attachment style and attachment to God only when the 

subjects reported an insecure relationship with their 

mothers. When the relationship with mothers was reported to 
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be secure, there was not a significant relationship between 

adult romantic attachment and attachment to God. 

In another attempt to test the compensation hypothesis, 

Merck and Johnson (1995) predicted that individuals 

reporting Anxious or Avoidant attachments to their parents 

would report a closer relationship with God as assessed by 

the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 

1982). There was no support found for the compensation 

hypothesis and the authors concluded that other analyses of 

the data provided additional support for the mental model 

hypothesis. Nonetheless, this study provided a more direct 

and therefore, more stringent test of the compensation 

hypothesis. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine adult 

attachment patterns across generations. Specifically, 

perceptions of attachment between generations, attachment to 

romantic partners, and attachment to God will be considered 

in a group of college students and their parents. Both the 

mental model and compensation hypotheses will be tested in 

various ways. Bowlby (1973) noted that expectancies and 

actual experience were assumed to be the same, but that this 

was perhaps, "extremely controversial" and yet, of crucial 

importance for the application of attachment principles to 

therapeutic techniques (p. 203). Agreement between partners 

on attachment issues in the context of marriage has been • 
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used elsewhere (Kobak & Hazan, 1991). The basis of this 

study will lie in an examination of agreement about 

attachment between generations. 

The first research question is "Do the student 

subjects agree with their parents about the nature of their 

attachment relationship?" Each student subject is paired 

with each of their parents. Frequencies of agreement vs. 

disagreement on how each characterizes the attachment 

relationships between them is examined. In addition, 

frequencies of reported attachment styles between students' 

reports of their parents and the parents' reports of the 

grandparents is listed. This will help to determine the 

extent to which each generation of children perceives their 

styles of attachment to their parents in the same way. 

The second research question is concerned with how each 

child characterizes each of their parents' styles of 

attachment from the perspective of the two sampled 

generations. These attachment style frequencies will 

provide a map that spans three generations: Child , parent, 

and grandparent. Then, significantly related attachment 

style frequencies between generations will be analyzed. 

According to the mental model hypothesis, it is predicted 

that there will be a significant relationship between the 

attachment styles of child to parent and parent to 

grandparent by gender. 
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The third research question addresses the mental model 

hypothesis in the context of adult romantic relationships. 

If the mental model of attachment is transmitted 

intergenerationally, then significant correlations on 

measures of romantic attachment are expected between parent-

child dyads. Other intergenerational studies have used the 

correlational method in parent-child dyads on assorted 

variables of interest (Ellis & Wagemann, 1993; Glass, 

Bengtson, & Dunham, 1986). 

Next, if there is the presence of a compensatory 

process of attachment to God in non-secure styles of 

attachment to parents, then those who have a high level of 

disagreement on attachment style with parents or who have a 

non-secure style of attachment with parents should score 

higher on Christian Orthodoxy than other groups. An 

interaction of these two variables is expected. 

Finally, the Kirkpatrick and Shaver studies (1990, 

1992) that introduced the compensation hypothesis sampled 

only one generation; therefore, their results rely on the 

children's perception of the importance of religion to their 

parents. This study has the advantage of two generations' 

reports of the importance of religion in their lives. 

Support for the compensation hypothesis (Kirkpatrick & 

Shaver, 1990) was found in children whose mothers were 

relatively non-religious. In the present study, it is 

expected that students with non-secure styles of attachment 
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with parents and parents who report lower levels of 

importance of religion will have a significantly higher 

level of reported importance of religion than students with 

either secure attachments or parents that report a high 

level of importance of religion. 

Research Hypotheses 

Specific research hypotheses to be tested in this study 

are as follows: 

1. It is hypothesized that in secure attachment 

relationships, there will be a significantly higher 

percentage of agreement between generations than in avoidant 

or anxious styles of attachment. 

2 . It is hypothesized that attachment styles in child-

parent dyads from one generation and the child-parent dyads 

in the next generation will be significantly related 

according to gender. 

3. There will be significant correlations between 

scores on measures of romantic attachment and desperate love 

in parent-child dyads along gender lines. 

4. Those children reporting either a non-secure style 

of attachment to parents or who have disagreement with 

parents on attachment style will score significantly higher 

on Christian Orthodoxy than those who report a secure style 

of attachment with parents and who agree with their parents 

on attachment style. 
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5. Those children who have a non-secure style of 

attachment with their parents and who have parents that 

report a low level of importance of religion will score 

higher on the importance of religion in their lives than 

those children with secure attachment styles or parents with 

high levels of reported importance of religion. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subi ects 

Subjects were recruited volunteers from undergraduate 

psychology classes at the University of North Texas. In 

exchange for their participation, subjects received extra 

credit points. These student subjects were then asked to 

voluntarily provide names and addresses for their parents. 

The parents were then mailed an abbreviated form of the 

questionnaire and return envelope with postage. Those 

students whose parents returned a completed questionnaire 

were given additional extra credit points and included with 

their parents in this study. 

Instrumentation 

Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP). This three item 

classification system (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) that replicates 

the infant attachment patterns described by Ainsworth and 

her colleagues (1978) has been modified and used to describe 

various forms of adult attachment styles (Hazan & Shaver, 

1987; Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1990; Levy & Davis, 1988). The 

form used by Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1990; Collins & Read, 

1990) are utilized in this study. The subjects are asked to 

read and select the attachment style description that best 

describes their relationship with each parent during their 

21 
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preadolescent years. The descriptions are reproduced in 

Appendix A and correspond to the Secure, Avoidant, and 

Anxious styles, respectively. 

A factor analysis of the three attachment items yielded 

only one factor with an eigenvalue of 1.0 or greater 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1989) with the Avoidant and Anxious 

styles loading positively and Secure attachment loading 

negatively. Additionally, Secure attachment correlated 

negatively with both the Avoidant and Anxious attachment 

styles, which were minimally correlated with each other 

(average correlation was .25). 

Attachment Style Prototype—Child Form. This is a 

revised form of the ASP devised by Hazan and Shaver (1987) 

that was included in the parents' questionnaires to assess 

the child's style of attachment to the parent during the 

preadolescent years from the perspective of the parent. The 

descriptions are also included in Appendix A, following the 

parent ASP items. 

Attachment Style Index Measures (ASIM). Based on 

criticisms of a single item to assess parental attachment 

style, Simpson (1990) formulated a thirteen item Likert-type 

scale to measure attachment style. The three attachment 

categories by Hazan and Shaver (1987) were broken down into 

thirteen individual sentences which were rated on a seven 

point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (7) according to how they typically felt toward 
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romantic partners. Three sentences were altered to read in 

a negative direction. Items a-e were taken from Hazan and 

Shaver's "secure" ASP to form the Secure Attachment Style 

Index; f-i from the "avoidant" ASP to form the Avoidant 

Attachment Style Index; and j-m from the 

"anxious/ambivalent" ASP to form the Anxious Attachment 

Style Index. The items are shown in Appendix B. 

Factor analysis revealed two factors: Secure versus 

Avoidant and Anxious versus Non-anxious (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1989; Simpson, 1990; Simpson, Rholes, & Nettles, 

1992). The Secure/Avoidant Attachment Index (Cronbach's 

alpha = .81) has higher scores that indicate greater 

avoidance and lower scores that indicate greater security. 

The Anxious Attachment Index (Cronbach's alpha = .58 for men 

and .61 for women) has higher scores that reflect greater 

anxiousness. 

Desperate Love Scale (DLS). The Desperate Love Scale 

(Sperling, 1985) was developed to assess the intensity of a 

person's experience of desperate love as a romantic 

relationship style. The dynamics probed are desire for 

reciprocation, intensity of feelings, fear of rejection, and 

the sense that the relationship fills a void. The DLS is a 

twelve item, nine point Likert scale that yields a single 

score (Appendix C). The DLS produced adequate test-retest 

reliability (r = .92), internal consistency (coefficient 
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alpha = .93) and discriminant validity (Sperling, 1985, 

1987) . 

Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO). The Christian 

Orthodoxy Scale (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 19 82) was developed 

to measure the acceptance of well-defined central beliefs of 

the Christian religion. The CO is a twenty-four item, seven 

point Likert scale that assesses agreement or disagreement 

with orthodox belief statements (Appendix D). Each item is 

summed for a single CO score. In studies of high school 

students, university students, and parents of university 

students, the mean inter-item correlations are high across 

samples, ranging from .57 to .70. Cronbach's alpha for the 

CO is also considered high at .97 to .98. 

A test of validity (Johnson, George, & Saine, 1993) 

supports the correlation between the Christian Orthodoxy 

Scale and the importance of religion to an individual; thus, 

implying the presence (high scores) or lack of (low scores) 

a relationship with God. 

Importance of religion. A single item Likert-type 

scale with behavioral anchors was used to measure the 

importance of religion to the individual. This single-item 

format has been used in several studies (Johnson, George, & 

Saine, 1993; Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1990, 1992). 

Procedure 

The subjects were recruited from undergraduate 

psychology courses and received extra credit for volunteer 
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participation in accordance with departmental policies. 

They participated in a single session and completed a paper 

and pencil questionnaire. The experimenter provided a brief 

explanation of the study and informed the subjects of their 

right to participate or to decline participation. A packet 

was distributed to the subjects that included a) an informed 

consent form (Appendix E); b) demographic data sheet 

Appendix F), c) the Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP) for 

both parents; d) the Attachment Style Index Measure (ASIM) 

for romantic partner; e) the Desperate Love Scale (DLS); f) 

the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO) and other measures not 

utilized in this study. 

When the subjects completed the questionnaire, they 

were given another form requesting voluntary permission to 

contact their parents by mail (Appendix G). One or both 

parents were mailed an abbreviated form of the packet 

including a) an informed consent form (Appendix H); b) a 

parental demographic data sheet (Appendix I); c) the ASP for 

both parents and their child; d) the ASIM; e) the DLS; and 

f) the CO scale. Student subjects were made clearly aware 

that parents' participation would be entirely voluntary. 

Upon the return of the completed questionnaires by the 

parent or parents, students were awarded additional extra 

credit points. 
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Statistical Analysis 

On all hypotheses, the total number of subjects vary 

from analysis to analysis due to missing data. For 

Hypothesis 1, 3 x 3 frequency tables containing the 

attachment style prototypes between children and parents 

were established. Frequency of agreement between 

generations about attachment style runs diagonally. A 

hierarchical log linear analysis was performed on the same 

variables to determine if any percentages of agreement or 

disagreement on attachment between children and parents were 

significantly higher. 

For Hypothesis 2, frequency tables were established and 

include the two reporting generations' (students and 

parents) styles of attachment to their parents (parents and 

grandparents) respectively. A hierarchical log linear 

analysis was performed on each of these contingency tables 

of the sons' and daughters' reports of attachment to their 

parents, and of the parents' reports of attachment to each 

of their parents, in order to test the mental model 

hypothesis. 

For Hypothesis 3, correlation coefficients were 

calculated on the scores of the measures of romantic 

attachment (ASIM) subscales of Secure, Avoidant, and 

Anxious, as well as the Desperate Love Scale between parent-

child dyads: mother-daughter, mother-son, father-daughter, 

and father-son. 
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In addition to the correlation coefficients, an "index 

of similarity" (Glass & Polisar, 1987) was computed. First, 

the mean score differences among dyads (M-D, M-S, F-D, F-S) 

is calculated ("D2") . Next, random pairs of 

intergenerational dyads were generated through the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS for 

Windows) and their mean score differences calculated ("D-L"). 

The statistic, S, is then calculated as Dx - D2 / D2 . This 

is the index of similarity that was used to compare dyads. 

A 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA will be used to analyze the data for 

Hypothesis 4. Independent variables include mother's 

agreement with child on attachment style (agree or 

disagree), father's agreement with child on attachment style 

(agree or disagree), and the parent attachment style group 

as reported by the child (secure or non-secure). The 

dependent measure will be students' scores on the Christian 

Orthodoxy Scale. 

Another 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA will be used to analyze the 

data for Hypothesis 5. Independent variables include 

mothers' level of importance of religion (high or low), 

fathers' level of importance of religion (high or low), and 

the parent attachment style group as reported by the child 

(secure or non-secure). The dependent variable will be 

level of importance of religion of the child. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Number and Return Rate 

The original data collection was with a total of 417 

students which was used in another study (Merck & Johnson, 

1995). Of these students, 295 elected to seek participation 

from their parents (70%). The parent questionnaires were 

mailed and one or both parents of 253 students were returned 

completed, yielding a return rate of 85.7%. 

Demographics 

The total number of individuals participating in the study 

was 684. There were 253 student participants; 73.5% (N = 

186) were female and 26.1% (N = 66) were male. There was a 

total number of 431 parents of the 253 students who 

participated in the study. Of these, there were 178 pairs 

of parents and 75 single parents (60 mothers and 15 

fathers). Fifty-five percent (N = 238) of the parent sample 

was mothers and forty-five percent (N = 193) was fathers. 

Students' ages ranged from 17 to 51 with a mean age of 

23.1 years (SD = 5.57). For the parent sample, ages ranged 

from 3 5 to 84 with a mean of 50 years. In the total sample 

of students and their parents, there were 84.8% caucasian, 

8% African-American, 4% Hispanic, 1.2% Asian, and 13 
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individuals (1.9%) designated "Other" or omitted information 

on race. 

Religious Variables 

Most participants (27.6% students and 60% parents) 

identified themselves as "Protestant" or "Non-Catholic 

Christians". Twenty-four percent students and 19% parents 

marked their religious affiliation as "Catholic"; 8.4% 

students and 2.7% parents as "Agnostic"; 3.4% students and 

.2% parents as "Atheist"; 20% students and 12% parents as 

"Jewish"; and 13.8% students and 3.6% parents as "Other". 

Fifty-five students and 79 parents did not indicate a 

religious affiliation. 

Almost 19% percent of students reported that religion 

was 'very important' in their lives, while 60% of their 

parents reported the same. Those indicating that religion 

was 'important' was 37.2% for students and 28% for parents; 

while 41.5% students and 11.4% parents reported that 

religion was either 'minimally important' or 'not important 

at all'. Forty-six students and two parents omitted this 

information. 

For the student population, the mean of the Christian 

Orthodoxy Scale was 141.06 (SD = 35.19); whereas the mean 

for mothers in the parent sample was 150.64 (SD = 30.30) 

143.01 (SD = 32.77) for fathers. While these means are 

comparable, they are noticeably higher than published 

samples from other countries (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982), 
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e.g., ranging from a Canadian mean of 111.9 (SD = 42.4) to 

an Australian mean of 128.9 (SD = 48.1). However, the means 

in this study are similar to an unpublished pilot study (X = 

139.69; SD = 33.1) from the same university, suggesting that 

there may be notable geographic differences {Merck & 

Johnson, 1993). 

Attachment Style 

Students' characterizations of their cittachment style 

to their mothers were 74.6% Secure, 1.6% Avoidant, and 23.8% 

Anxious, with 5 individuals not reporting an attachment 

style. Students' reports of their attachment styles to 

their fathers was 58.8% Secure, 7% Avoidant, 34.2% Anxious, 

and 10 individuals not reporting an attachment style. 

Parents' reported attachments to their mothers were 75.2% 

Secure, 4.8% Avoidant, and 20% Anxious; while reports about 

fathers were 60% Secure, 9.7% Avoidant, and 32.4% Anxious. 

A complete listing of attachment style frequencies by gender 

are shown in Table 16, Appendix J. 

Hypothesis 1 

The first part of the hypothesis is descriptive in 

nature and shows the frequency with which parents and 

children agree on the type of attachment relationships 

between them. This is presented separately for mothers 

(Table 1) and fathers (Table 2). Similarly, frequency 

tables are shown for the children's attachment style to 

parents and the parents' attachment style to their own 
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Table 1 

Frequency Distribution1 of Mothers' and Children's Agreement 

on the Attachment Style Prototype (ASP) for Each Other. 

Children's 
ASP for 

mother Mothers' ASP for child 

Count 
Percent Secure Avoidant Anxious Row Total 

Secure 144 * 0 29 173 
62 . . 0% 13.0% 75.5% 

Avoidant 1 0 * 2 3 
,4% 1% 1.3% 

Anxious 27 1 25 * 53 
12 , . 0% .4% 11. 0% 23.1% 

Column 
Total 172 1 56 229 

75, . 1% .4% 24.5% 100.0% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 229 mother-child 
pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between mothers and children. 

parents. These are reported separately by gender: Maternal 

grandmothers (Table 3) and grandfathers (Tcible 4) , and 

paternal grandmothers (Table 5) and grandfathers (Table 6). 

In addition to the descriptive statistics, Hypothesis 1 

predicted that in secure attachment relationships, there 

would be a significantly higher percentage of agreement 

between generations than in avoidant or anxious styles of 

attachment. A hierarchical log linear analysis of 

association was performed on the agree vs. disagree cells of 

the frequency tables. Variables are student's gender, 



32 

Table 2 

Frequency Distribution1 of Fathers' and Children's Agreement 

on the Attachment Style Prototype (ASP) for Each Other. 

Children's 
ASP for 
father 

Count 
Percent 

Fathers' ASP for child 

Secure Avoidant Anxious Row Total 

Secure 103 * 1 17 121 
57% .5% 9% 67.2% 

Avoidnt 3 0 * 3 6 
2% 2% 3.3% 

Anxious 30 3 20 53 
17% 2% 11% 29.4% 

Column 
Total 136 4 40 * 180 

75.6% 2.2% 22 .2% 100.0% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 180 father-child 
pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between fathers and children. 

student's attachment classification of each parent, and each 

parents' reports of attachment to the child. 

In all of the log linear models, there were no 

significant three way interactions. The significant main 

effects listed are interpreted as tests of homogeneity and 

demonstrate that there is not a uniform distribution 

offrequencies, as can be observed from the frequency 

distributions (Tables 17 & 18, Appendix J). 
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Table 3 

Frequency Distribution1 of Agreement on Children's 

Categorization of Attachment to Mother (ASP) and Mothers' 

Categorization of Attachment to Grandmother (ASP). 

Children's 
ASP for 
mother Mothers' ASP for grandmother 

Count Secure Avoidant Anxious Row Total 
Percent 

Secure 120 * 6 46 172 
53% 3% 20% 76% 

Avoidant 1 1 * 1 3 
.4% .4% .4% 1% 

Anxious 27 9 15 * 51 
12% 4% 7% 23% 

Column 148 16 62 226 
Total 65% 7% 27% 100% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 226 child/mother 
and mother/grandmother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement between 
children's attachment to mother and her attachment to her 
mother. 

There is support for Hypothesis 1 with respect to agreement 

with mother on attachment style: There was a significant 

two-way interaction between mothers' and children's reports 

of attachment style with each other, as well as between 

mother's report of attachment to the child and the child's 

gender (Table 7). Agreement between mothers and both sons 

and daughters was significantly higher when reporting a 
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Table 4 

Frequency Distribution1 of Agreement on Children's 

Categorization of Attachment to Mother (ASP) and Mothers' 

Categorization of Attachment to Grandfather (ASP). 

Children's 
ASP for 
Mother 

Count 
Percent 

Mothers' ASP for grandfather 

Secure Avoidant Anxious Row Total 

Secure 100 * 17 55 172 
45% 8% 25% 77% 

Avoidant 1 2 * 0 3 
.4% 1% 1% 

Anxious 27 6 16 * 49 
12% 3% 7% 21% 

Column 128 25 71 224 
Total 57% 11% 32% 100% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 224 child/mother 
and mother/grandfather pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement between 
children's attachment to mother and her attachment to her 
father. 

secure style of attachment and furthermore, was highest when 

mothers and sons reported a secure attachment relationship 

(Table 17, Appendix J). 

Support for Hypothesis 1 was also found on agreement 

with fathers on attachment style. There was a significant 

two-way interaction between father's attachment to child and 

the child's report of attachment to father (Table 8). There 

was significantly higher agreement between fathers and both 
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Table 5 

Frequency Distribution1 of Agreement on Children's 

Categorization of Attachment to Father (ASP) and Fathers' 

Categorization of Attachment to Grandmother (ASP). 

Children's 
ASP for 
father 

Count 
Percent Secure 

Fathers' ASP 

Avoidant 

for grandmother 

Anxious Row Total 

Secure 103 * 4 10 117 
58% 2% 6% 66% 

Avoidant 5 0 * 1 6 
3% .5% 3.4% 

Anxious 47 0 8 * 55 
26% 4% 31% 

Column 155 4 19 178 
Total 87% 2.2% 10 . 7% 100% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 178 child/father 
and father/grandmother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement between 
children's attachment to father and father's attachment to 
his mother. 

sons and daughters when reporting a secure style of 

attachment with each other (Table 18, Appendix J). Unlike 

the analysis for mothers, there was no statistically 

significant gender difference with fathers. 

In addition to these analyses, both log linear models 

were calculated with the Avoidant and Anxious attachment 

styles combined to form a non-secure group. This was 

particularly indicated in the father-child analyses due to 
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Table 6 

Frequency Distribution1 of Agreement on Children's 

Categorization of Attachment to Father (ASP) and Fathers' 

Categorization of Attachment to Grandfather (ASP). 

Children's 
ASP for 
father Fathers' ASP for grandfather 

Count 
Percent Secure Avoidant Anxious Row Total 

Secure 77 * 5 38 120 
43% 3% 21% 67% 

Avoidant 5 1 * 0 6 
3% . 5% 3% 

Anxious 24 7 22 * 54 
13% 4% 12% 30% 

Column 106 13 60 180 
Total 59% 7% 33% 100% 

1 Cells are to be read as a percentage of 180 child/father 
and father/grandfather pairs. 
* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement between 
children's attachment to father and father's attachment to 
his father. 

low estimated frequencies in certain cells. These 

additional collapsed analyses satisfy Cochran's (1954) rule 

to minimize Type I error rates (Marascuilo & Busk, 1987). 

Previous studies (Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1992; Merck & 

Johnson, 1995) have also combined the Avoidant and Anxious 

styles of attachment into a 'non-secure' style which has 
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Table 7 

Log linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Gender and 

Children's and Mothers' Attachment Style Prototypes on Each 

Other. 

Source DF Ch • Sq. Prob. 

Child's gender (A) 1 48 . 032 .0000 

Child's attachment 
to mother (B) 2 225 . 001 . 0000 

Mother's attachment 
to child (C) 2 236 . 097 .0000 

A x B 2 .484 . 7850 

A x C 2 12 .411 .0020 ** 

B x C 4 24 .500 .0001 ** 

A x B x C 4 2 .241 .6916 

* * £ < .01 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 is also descriptive in nature, examining 

attachment style frequencies from one generation to the next 

by gender. Frequencies of reports of attachment styles to 

parents are shown by generation in Tables 9 and 10. 

been shown to discriminate from the secure style (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1987). The collapsed results were essentially 

unchanged except for a strengthened effect and are reported 
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Table 8 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Gender and 

Children's and Fathers' Attachment Style Prototypes on Each 

Other. 

Source DF Ch. Sq. Prob. 

Child's gender (A) 1 47. 092 . 0000 

Child's attachment 
to father (B) 2 128 . 969 .0000 

Father's attachment 
to child (C) 2 168. 479 . 0000 

A x B 2 1. 818 .4028 

A x C 2 2 . 153 .3408 

B x C 4 19 . 251 .0007 ** 

A x B x C 4 1. 791 .7742 

** E < .01 

in Appendix J for mothers (Tables 19 and 20) and for fathers 

(Tables 21 and 22). 

Hypothesis 2 was formulated to determine if there is a 

pattern of attachment with children and parents that was 

similar from one generation to the next. In this test of 

the mental model hypothesis, it was predicted that 

attachment styles would be significantly associated 

according to parenting role: The attachment style reported 

by children for mothers would be related to mothers' 
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Table 9 

Frequencies of Students' Reports of Attachment Styles (ASP) 

to Parents. 

count 
percent Sec. 

Mothers 

Avoid. Anx. Sec. 

Fathers 

Avoid. Anx. 

Daughters 134 3 46 110 12 56 
ASP 73 .2% 1.6% 25% 61.8% 6 .7% 31.5% 

Sons 51 1 13 33 5 27 
ASP 78.5% 1.5% 20% 50.8% 7.7% 41.5% 

Note: Daughter cells to be read as a percent of 183 
mothers or 178 fathers. Son cells to be read as a 
percent of 65 mothers or 65 fathers. 

Table 10 

Frequencies of Parents' Reports of Attachment Styles (ASP) 

to Grandparents. 

count 
percent 

Grandmothers 

Sec. Avoid. Anx. 

Grandfathers 

Sec. Avoid. Anx. 

Mothers 151 16 63 130 25 73 
ASP 65% 6.9% 27% 56 .8% 10.9% 32% 

Fathers 161 4 20 110 15 61 
ASP 87% 2.2% 10.8% 58 .8% 8% 32 . 6% 

Note: Mother cells are to be read as a percent of 230 
grandmothers or 228 grandfathers. Father cells 
are to be read as a percent of 185 
grandmothers or 186 grandfathers. 

attachment style with her mother, the maternal grandmother, 

and the analogous case would be true for fathers and 

grandfathers. A hierarchical log linear analysis was 
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calculated in order to test all associations with one model 

for mothers and one for fathers. 

Like Hypothesis 1, there are no three way interactions 

for Hypothesis 2; significant main effects reflect the 

presence of a non-uniform distribution on the frequency 

distributions (Tables 23 & 24, Appendix J); and collapsing 

the Avoidant and Anxious groups for children's reports 

yields comparable effects for mothers (Tables 25 & 26, 

Appendix J) and for fathers (Tables 27 & 28, Appendix J). 

Partial support for Hypothesis 2 is demonstrated in a 

significant two way interaction between child's report of 

attachment to mother and mother's report of attachment to 

her mother, the maternal grandmother of the three 

generations (Table 11). Children's securely reported styles 

of attaching to mothers is significantly associated with 

mothers' styles of securely attaching to their mothers, the 

maternal grandmothers (Table 23, Appendix J). The 

comparable two way interaction is shown with fathers and 

children (Table 12): Children's report of attachment style 

with father is significantly related to father's attachment 

style to his father, the paternal grandfather, when 

reporting a secure style of attachment (Table 24, Appendix 

J) -

In addition, a significant two way interaction is 

present between mothers' styles of attachment to both their 

mothers and fathers (Table 11). Without considering the 
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Table 11 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Attachment 

Stvle to Mother and Mother's Attachment to Her Own Parents. 

Source DF Ch. Sq. Prob. 

Child's attachment 
to mother (A) 

Mother's attachment 
to her mother (B) 

Mother's attachment 
to her father (C) 

A x B 

A x C 

B x C 

A x B x C 

2 

4 

4 

4 

21.513 

125.052 

72.035 

10.273 

5.030 

15.583 

6.852 

0000 

,0000 

,0000 

.0361 * 

.2843 

.0036 ** 

.5527 

* £ < .05, ** £ < .01 

children's attachment to mother, the mothers' styles of 

attaching to grandmothers and grandfathers is significantly 

related when reporting a secure style of attachment (Table 

29, Appendix J). 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3, another test of the mental model 

hypothesis, states that there will be significant 

correlations between scores on measures of romantic 

attachment and desperate love in parent-child dyads along 

gender lines. Correlation coefficients were calculated on 
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Table 12 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Attachment 

Style to Father and Father's Attachment to His Own Parents. 

Source DF Ch . Sq. Prob. 

Child's attachment 
to father (A) 

2 119 .286 .0000 

Father's attachment 
to father (B) 2 79 .432 .0000 

Father's attachment 
to mother (C) 2 227 .443 .0000 

A x B 4 13 .090 .0108 ** 

A x C 4 6 .078 .1934 

B x C 4 9 .177 .0568 

A x B x C 8 6 .230 .6215 

** £ < .01 

the romantic attachment styles (ASIM) of secure, avoidant, 

and anxious, the Desperate Love Scale, and the Christian 

Orthodoxy Scale for the students with their parents 

according to gender. The 15 x 15 correlation matrix for 

sons and parents is shown in Table 30, Appendix J; and for 

daughters and parents, in Table 31, Appendix J. 

There is partial support for Hypothesis 3 demonstrated 

in a number of relationships between variables. The 

correlation coefficients reveal a negative relationship 

between the sons' scores on desperate love (DLS) and the 

fathers' secure style of romantic attachment (ASIM), r_ -
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-.4085, jo < .01. Also between fathers and sons, there was a 

significant positive correlation on the anxious style of 

romantic attachment (ASIM) , r = .3949, JD < .01. For 

daughters, there was a significant positive correlation 

between their scores and their fathers' scores on the 

avoidant style of romantic attachment (ASIM), r = .1770, 

£ < .05. There was also a significant, positive 

relationship between fathers' avoidant romantic style and 

the daughters' desperate love scores (DLS), r = .2211, 

p. < .01; but then, a statistically significantly negative 

relationship between fathers' desperate love scores and 

daughters' avoidant romantic attachment style, r = -.2424, 

£ < .01. Also, fathers' desperate love scores were 

significantly, positively correlated with daughters' anxious 

romantic attachment (r = 1670, £ < .05). For mothers and 

daughters, there was a negative significant relationship 

(r = -.2374, £ < .01) between mothers' secure romantic style 

and daughters' avoidant romantic style on the ASIM. 

The only statistically significant relationship of 

variables between sons and mothers was with regard to the 

Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO): There was a significant 

positive correlation between CO scores for mothers and sons, 

r, = .5387, £> < .01. For mothers and daughters, there was 

also a significant positive relationship between their 

scores on CO (r = .4402, £ < .01) and the same relationship 

was true for fathers and daughters (r. = .3200, jo < .01) . In 
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addition, both matrices for sons and daughters show a 

significant positive correlation between mothers' and 

fathers' scores on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO), 

r = .6437, £ < .01 and r = .5550, p < .01, respectively. 

Sons' anxious and secure romantic attachment (ASIM) 

styles were significantly, negatively associated 

(r = -.3296, £ < .01), as well as their desperate love (DLS) 

and secure romantic attachment (ASIM) scores (r = -.3837, 

p. < .01). For daughters, the anxious and avoidant romantic 

attachment (ASIM) scores were significantly positively 

associated (r = .1554, p. < .05). There was also a 

significant positive correlation between the daughters' 

desperate love (DLS) scores and both the avoidant 

(r = .1672, £ < .05) and the anxious (r = .2728, £ < .01) 

styles of romantic attachment (ASIM). 

On both correlation matrices for sons and daughters, 

fathers' avoidant and anxious styles of romantic attachment 

(ASIM) were significantly positively correlated (r = .3847, 

£ < .01 and r = .1997, £ < .05, respectively); the same 

finding holds for mothers (r = .3 002, p. < .05 and r = .23 63, 

p. < . 01) . 

On the correlation matrix for daughters, there was a 

significant positive correlation between scores on desperate 

love (DLS) and the anxious style of romantic attachment 

(ASIM) both for fathers (r = .27 65, £ < .01) and for mothers 

(r. = .2624, p. < .01); and mothers and fathers also had a 
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significant positive correlation on the Desperate Love Scale 

scores (r = .2699, jo < .01). On the correlation matrix for 

sons, there was a significant negative association between 

fathers' avoidant and secure styles of romantic attachment 

(ASIM) , r = -.5400, jd c .01 and between mothers' scores on 

desperate love and secure romantic attachment (ASIM), 

r = -.2474, £ < .05. 

The index of similarity for Hypothesis 3 revealed 

results that were inconsistent (Table 13). The index of 

similarity is a non-parametric statistic that ranges from 

- to 1.00, with negative values in cases in which related 

dyads are significantly less similar than unrelated dyads 

(Glass & Polisar, 1987) . The higher the S. value, the 

greater the similarity in the dyad. In mother-daughter 

dyads, for all types of romantic attachment, as well as for 

fathers and daughters on the secure subscale, there was a 

significant relationship among randomly matched dyads rather 

Table 13 

Index of Similarity Values for Parent-ChiId Dyads bv Gender 

for the ASIM Subscales. 

Daughters 
ASIM 

Sons 
ASIM 

Mothers ASIM 

Sec. 

0224 

0522 

Avoid. 

-.0233 

-.0533 

Anx. 

- . 0 0 0 2 

0792 

Fathers ASIM 

Sec. 

-.1261 

2800 

Avoid. 

.1815 

-.1060 

Anx. 

.1149 

.0539 
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than related ones. This result was also found in cases of 

father-son dyads in secure and avoidant styles and of 

mother-son dyads on the avoidant romantic attachment style. 

Otherwise, there was a significant relationship found among 

related dyads over randomly matched pairs, including 

fathersand sons on the anxious romantic attachment style (S, 

= .0539), mothers and sons on both secure (S. = .0522) and 

anxious (S. = .0792) styles, and fathers and daughters on 

anxious (S. = .1149) and avoidant (S. = .1815) styles. 

Bowen (1991) reports that there is an error in the 

calculation of the index of similarity which should be (Dx -

D2)/'D1. He further criticizes using the index for 

comparisons between sample groups because it assumes a ratio 

level of measurement which was not described by Glass and 

Polisar (1987). The author suggests that using an index of 

discrepancy based on mean score differences of random and 

related dyads (Dx - D2) is equally as useful and provides a 

proportional difference between dyads. Bowen's suggested 

index of similarity calculations are shown in Table 14 and 

the index of simple discrepancy is in Table 15. 

The corrected indices of similarity (Table 14), per 

Bowen (1991), make more sense within the context of other 

data presented in Hypothesis 3. Results show that in all 

parent-child dyads, there is a significant association among 

related rather than random pairs, with the exception of the 

fathers and sons in the secure and avoidant attachment 
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Table 14 

Corrected Index of Similarity Values for Parent-Child Dyads 

by Gender for the ASIM Subscales. 

Mothers ASIM 

Sec Avoid. Anx. 

Fathers ASIM 

Sec. Avoid. Anx. 

Daughters 
ASIM 

0229 .0238 .0386 1549 .1536 .1030 

Sons 
ASIM 

0496 0563 .0734 -.3897 -.1186 .0511 

Table 15 

Index of discrepancy values for parent-child dyads by gender 

for the ASIM subscales. 

Mothers ASIM 

Sec. Avoid. Anx. 

Fathers ASIM 

Sec. Avoid, Anx. 

Daughters 
ASIM 

-.09 -.15 .16 -.57 .98 .44 

Sons 
ASIM 

20 .37 .35 •1.29 -.63 18 

groups. The correlation matrix showed that father-son dyads 

had a positive correlation on the anxious style of 

attachment and the index of similarity shows that related 

pairs are more similar than random pairs, unlike the other 

attachment styles; thus providing more support for the 

mental model hypothesis in this anxious attachment style 

between fathers and sons. 
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Although Bowen (1991) argues that the value of the 

corrected index of similarity is not proportional to the 

absolute value of the mean score differences and relative 

differences cannot be compared, the index can be compared 

across pairs nonetheless. The corrected values demonstrate 

that father-daughter dyads are most similar for all 

attachment styles (S. = .1549, .1536, and .1030 for secure, 

avoidant and anxious, respectively), mother-son dyads are 

the next most similar (_S = .0496, .0563, and .0734), and the 

mother-daughter related dyads also similar (S. = .0229, 

.0238, and .0386). The magnitudes of these indices of 

similarity should not be compared further (Bowen, 1991) . 

Finally, a look at the simple mean score differences, 

or index of discrepancy (Table 15), shows the relative 

magnitude of differences among pairs with negative values 

reflecting lower mean scores in randomly matched pairs than 

in related pairs. The greatest difference in scores between 

random and related pairs is in the father-son dyad for 

secure romantic attachment (mean score difference = -1.29). 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis four is a test of the compensation 

hypothesis in children's attachment with God. It was 

predicted that there would be an interaction between 

variables of attachment style with parents (PASG) and 

agreement vs. disagreement on style of attachment between 

parents and children that would be reflected in the 
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children's scores on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale. The 

predicted interaction was that those adult children 

reporting a non-secure style of attachment to parents and 

disagreement with parents on attachment style would score 

significantly higher on Christian Orthodoxy than those who 

reported a secure style of attachment with parents and who 

agreed with their parents on attachment style. Thus, the 

hypothesis predicts a compensatory process at work in the 

attachment to God relationship. 

A 2 (students' agreement or disagreement with mothers 

about attachment style) x 2 (agreement or disagreement with 

fathers) x 3 (parent attachment style group) ANOVA was 

calculated on the dependent variable, students' scores on 

the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO). Parent attachment style 

groups were formed by combining the students' 

characterizations of each parents' style of attachment 

(ASP). Those students who reported a secure style with both 

parents were placed in the secure parent attachment style 

group (PASG). Those students who reported one parent as 

secure and the other as either avoidant or anxious were 

placed in the mixed PASG and those students who labeled both 

parents as either avoidant or anxious were placed in the 

non-secure PASG. 

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported, not with an 

interaction, but with a main effect for the agreement 

variable with father. Children who disagreed with fathers 
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about attachment style, scored significantly higher on the 

Christian Orthodoxy Scale, F. = 5.35, p. < .05 (Table 32, 

Appendix J). Means and standard deviations for the main 

effects are shown on Table 33 in Appendix J. 

Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 is another test of the compensation 

hypothesis and predicted a two-way interaction between 

attachment style and the importance of religion to mothers 

and fathers on the measure of importance of religion to the 

child. A 2 (importance of religion to mother) x 2 

(importance of religion to father) x 3 (parent attachment 

style group) ANOVA was performed on the dependent variable 

of importance of religion to the child. Each parents' 

importance of religion responses were divided into two 

groups: High (very important and important) and Low 

(minimally important and unimportant). Parent attachment 

style groups (PASG) were divided as reported for Hypothesis 4 

Results indicate a main effect for importance of 

religion to mother (F = 4.86, £ < -05) as well as a two way 

interaction between importance of religion to mother and 

parent attachment style group, F = 3.83, £ < .05 (Table 34, 

Appendix J). Children scoring the highest on religious 

importance had mothers with a high level of religious 

importance and secure attachments with their parents. 

Students scoring the lowest on religious importance had 

mothers with low religious importance and non-secure 
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attachments with both parents (see Figure 1). Thus, 

Hypothesis 5 is rejected and no support is found for the 

compensation hypothesis, but rather, the mental model 

hypothesis. Appendix J contains the means and standard 

deviations for the ANOVA main effects and interactions 

(Tables 3 5 Sc 36) . 
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Figure 1 

Significant Two-way Interaction Between Importance of 

Religion to Mother and Parent Attachment Style Group on 

Students' Importance of Religion Ratings. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Hypothesis 1 

The first research question was "Do the student 

subjects agree with their parents about the nature of their 

attachment relationship on self-report measures?" This 

question has been noted to be of value in that children's 

reports of a dyadic experience with parents has potential 

for disagreement, thus rendering the available body of 

research as potentially unreliable (personal communication, 

L. Kirkpatrick, August 12, 1995). Hypothesis 1 predicted 

that there would be significantly higher agreement between 

parents and children when reporting a secure attachment 

style with each other. 

In addition to the descriptive frequencies presented, 

the data in Hypothesis 1 demonstrates that, for both mothers 

and fathers, there is a significant relationship between 

agreement on children's reports of secure attachment to 

parents and the parents' report of secure attachment to the 

children. This finding suggests that when attachment with 

parents is other than secure, it is more prone to 

disagreement about what exactly that relationship was like. 

For instance, if types of non-secure attachment were clear 

in each parent and child's mental representation, then the 

53 
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non-secure styles would also be significant in terms of 

agreement; however, it appears that an attachment style 

other than secure leads to confusion about the nature of 

that relationship. In any case, this examination of 

agreement between generations about the style of their 

attachment relationship is crucial in research that relies 

on an individual's report of a dyadic experience. Finally, 

there was a gender effect in the log linear analysis: There 

was significantly higher agreement between mothers and sons 

than between mothers and daughters. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second research question was concerned with how 

children from the two sampled generations characterized the 

attachment styles of each of their parents. It was 

hypothesized that the attachment styles in parent-child 

dyads would be significantly related across generations 

according to gender. For example, the child's reported 

attachment style with mother would be significantly related 

to mother's attachment style with her mother and the same 

expected for fathers and grandfathers. 

The reported descriptive frequencies in Hypothesis 2 

begin to establish a map of attachment information about 

three generations. The results of Hypothesis 2 provide 

transgenerational support for the mental model hypothesis 

with significant associations between the attachment style 

prototypes of children and parents to their same gender 
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parents. Specifically, the frequency with which children 

classify secure attachment relationships with their mothers 

is significantly related to the frequency with which the 

mothers classify secure attachment relationships to their 

own mothers. The same holds true for children and their 

fathers and the fathers to the paternal grandfathers. This 

finding suggests that, in secure attachment styles, there 

may be a modeling process that is strongly associated with 

gender role identification. If the modeling process were 

not so strong, then we would expect to see higher levels of 

disagreement between generations. For example, in cases in 

which there was not a modeling process occurring, children 

who classified attachment with their mothers as secure and 

mothers who reported non-secure styles with the maternal 

grandmothers would appear as increased frequencies in 

disagreement cells and the secure-secure classification 

cells would not be significantly related. Likewise, if the 

modeling process also held in cross-gender situations, there 

would be a significantly higher frequency in the agreement 

cell of secure-secure for children's attachment to mothers 

and mothers' attachment to maternal grandfathers, with an 

analogous process occurring for fathers and their parents. 

Interestingly, the mothers' secure attachment styles to 

both their mothers and their fathers are also significantly 

related. It is unclear whether the latter finding is 

indicative of women's styles of attaching to their parents 
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or perhaps, due to a time effect; many of these women's 

parents may be at least quite elderly, if not already 

deceased. For example, do the daughters simply recall their 

relationships with both parents similarly--with a secure-

response bias? Or, were those parents really very similar 

in the way they related to their daughters? Is there 

something about the experience of having a daughter that 

facilitates a secure style of relating with that child? 

This finding clearly raises more questions than it answers 

and further research is suggested. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 is an examination of the mental model 

hypothesis in the context of adult romantic relationships 

for two generations. The mental model hypothesis posits 

that individuals' attachment style with their parents will 

establish the type of adult attachments formed with romantic 

partners and later with their own children. Thus, an 

intergernational transmission process takes place, 

perpetuating the attachment style. Partial support was 

found for Hypothesis 3 in that all significant correlations 

were in the expected directions and provide additional 

support for the validity of the measure of romantic 

attachment, ASIM, as well as the Desperate Love Scale (DLS). 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that there would be significant 

correlations between scores on measures of romantic 
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attachment and desperate love in same-gender parent-child 

dyads. 

The correlation coefficients showed that when fathers 

have an Anxious romantic attachment style, the sons are also 

more likely to have an anxious style. This finding is a 

clear example of the theoretical way in which the mental 

model hypothesis is expected to work. Also, fathers' secure 

romantic attachment has an inverse relationship with the 

son's avoidant romantic attachment style. However, given 

that there are four romantic attachment measures which were 

correlated for each same gender parent-child pair, obtaining 

only two significant correlation coefficients provides 

rather tenuous support for the gender effect in Hypothesis 

3 . 

The other significant same gender finding for the 

measures of romantic attachment was an inverse relationship 

between mothers' scores on the Secure romantic attachment 

style and daughters' scores on the Avoidant subscale of 

romantic attachment. This could be that secure mothers 

don't have avoidant daughters or that non-secure mothers do 

have avoidant daughters. This finding appears to be related 

to Collins and Read's (1990) factor analytic finding that 

secure and avoidant are opposite ends of one dimension, with 

anxious and non-anxious on another. 

For cross-gender pairs, when fathers are more Avoidant 

in their romantic relationships, daughters are more likely 
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to be both Avoidant and desperate in their own romantic 

relationships. Furthermore, the daughters' avoidant and 

anxious styles of romantic attachment are both highly 

correlated with their level of desperate love. This would 

suggest a similar experience for romantically avoidant and 

anxious daughters in that they both appear 'desperate' on 

the DLS. Collins and Read (1990) described a finding that 

attempts to suggest this phenomenon: They found that the 

underlying behavioral experiences (close, depend, and 

anxiety) of the attachment categories provided a more 

sensitive measure of attachment experience. Sometimes, 

these dimensions might be a shared experience among the 

otherwise discrete attachment categories and reflect 

individual differences within attachment groups. For 

example, the authors suggest that there may be two types of 

anxious people in romantic relationships who differ on other 

important features (such as close or depend), thus casting 

them into different attachment categories overall. Another 

interesting group of findings between fathers and daughters 

is that when fathers are more desperate in romantic 

relationships, daughters are more anxious and less avoidant 

in their own romantic relationships. 

There were significant positive correlations between 

the Anxious and Avoidant subscales for the daughters, for 

the fathers, and for the mothers which suggests further 

support for the notion of a similar experiential process 
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that occurs in the avoidant and anxious romantic attachment 

styles. There are several inverse relationships that 

involve the Secure romantic attachment: Romantically secure 

sons have lower desperate love and anxious romantic 

attachment scores. On the analysis for sons, romantically 

attached fathers have lower Avoidant attachment scores. 

Despite the factor analytical findings by Collins and Read 

(1990), this study lends further support for the practice of 

combining the Avoidant and Anxious attachment groups in 

research. 

The results of the daughters' correlations reveal that 

like their daughters, both mothers and fathers who are 

romantically anxious also have high levels of desperate 

love. This provides further validity for these scales. In 

addition, the daughters had romantically desperate mothers 

highly associated with romantically desperate fathers. The 

parents of daughters appear to have a considerable amount of 

anxiety manifested in their relationship with each other. 

Finally, the correlation matrices included Christian 

Orthodoxy (CO) scores although there were no predictions 

made about this variable. It is interesting to note that 

the CO was significantly associated between mothers and 

fathers, mothers and sons, mothers and daughters, and 

fathers and daughters. This finding emphasizes the 

important role that mothers have in religious belief. The 

lack of a statistically significant relationship between 
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fathers and sons on CO suggests a stronger maternal 

influence of religiosity, whereas daughters seem equally-

influenced by mothers and fathers. Like the significantly 

related secure attachment styles between parents in 

Hypothesis 2, there is also a significant relationship 

between parents in terms of their religious belief (CO) that 

holds in the correlation matrices for both sons and 

daughters, suggesting that in terms of religious belief, 

couples behave the same. 

The index of similarity analysis was another attempt to 

establish a relationship of parent child dyads that could be 

compared with each other. For example, are mothers and 

daughters more similar on measures of romantic attachment 

than mothers and sons? The calculations described by Glass 

and Polisar (1987) did little to clarify the relationships 

among the romantic attachment variables in that many of the 

random pairs were more similar than the related pairs. For 

those related pairs, fathers' and daughters' avoidant and 

anxious styles were the most similar. This highest 

similarity index in the avoidant style reflects the previous 

significant relationship between fathers' and daughters' 

avoidant attachment styles on the correlation matrix. 

Similarly, fathers' and sons anxious styles were also 

similar in related dyads as well as significantly correlated 

in the previous analysis. Finally, the mother-son related 

dyads were more similar than the random dyads on the secure 
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and anxious attachment styles. Overall, in related pairs, 

the father-daughter dyads were the most similar compared to 

the father-son and mother-son dyads. 

The index of similarity (Glass & Polisar, 1987) was 

expected to show all related pairs as more similar than 

random pairs, but in fact over half of the randomly matched 

dyads were significantly more similar than related pairs. 

Several explanations are possible. For example, the authors 

(Glass & Polisar, 1987) do not recommend this statistic for 

"variables with few response categories, truncated variables 

and/or variables with strong response biases (limiting 

variability)" which will "attenuate differences between 

related and unrelated dyads" (p. 664). Criticisms of the 

Attachment Style Index Measure could be that it has few 

response categories, truncated variables, and/or variables 

with strong response biases. Also, the index was not 

suggested for use with small samples; although this study 

has 253 students matched with 431 parents, the Glass and 

Polisar (1987) study was considerably larger with 2,044 

individuals (p. 665). Finally, the ASIM subscales are not a 

single continuous measure, and therefore, may not be 

adequate for this method. 

Bowen (1991) argues that Glass and Polisar erred in 

their original calculation formula in that they did not take 

into account that the "values on the index vary inversely 

according to the size of the respective difference mean of 
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the random pairs" (p. 176). Bowen suggests a corrected 

formula that is more logically supported when using random 

dyads as a reference group for providing a measure of 

similarity of related dyads. When the Bowen correction is 

made to the index calculations, these results are made more 

clear: Father-daughter dyads were most similar, mother-son 

dyads were the next most similar, with the mother-daughter 

dyads also being similar across all romantic attachment 

styles. Father-son dyads were only similar in the anxious 

romantic attachment style. The father-son dyads in the 

secure and avoidant romantic attachment styles were more 

similar in randomly matched dyads than in related ones. Any 

further interpretation about the magnitude of these 

differences is not indicated because the formula assumes a 

ratio level of measurement; therefore, the index does not 

allow for the evaluation of relative increases of 

similarity. In summation, the index of similarity is still 

a little used research tool and should be used and 

interpreted with caution. 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 was a test of the compensation hypothesis 

(Kirkpatrick & Shaver, (1990) which suggests that when 

attachments with parents are not secure, individuals will 

seek to compensate by substituting a strong relationship 

with God. It was predicted that children would score higher 

on a measure of religious belief (the Christian Orthodoxy 



63 

Scale) when they had non-secure styles of attachment with 

their parents and disagreement with their parents about 

attachment. 

Partial support was found for the compensation 

hypothesis in the fourth section of this study. Although 

the type of attachment was found to be non-significant, 

disagreement with fathers about attachment style was 

associated with higher Christian Orthodoxy scores. This 

finding differs from previous research (Kirkpatrick & 

Shaver, 1990) in which it was the relationship with mothers 

which generated the hypothesis about a compensatory process. 

Differing perceptions between children and their fathers 

about their style of attachment seems to contrast with the 

clarity of Christian Orthodoxy. This depiction of 

divergence raises many questions about the nature and scope 

of that disagreement in the daily life of children and 

fathers and about how religion enters the dialogue. 

Certainly whether disagreement is in the context of a secure 

vs. a non-secure type of relationship would affect the 

interpretation of this finding, but no differences were 

found. Further research about disagreement between parents 

and children on attachment style and in general could help 

in clarifying this finding. 

Hypothesis 5 

This was another test of the compensation hypothesis 

that was intended as a more direct test of Kirkpatrick and 
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Shaver's (1990) finding that there might be a compensatory 

process occurring in individuals with relatively non-

religious mothers. A major flaw in Kirkpatrick and Shaver's 

work was reliance on the child's estimation of mothers's 

level of religiousness. The impact of parents' own reports 

of their level of religiousness on the importance of 

religiousness to the child was expected to be a more 

accurate and stringent test of the compensation hypothesis. 

It was predicted that children with non-secure styles of 

attachment with parents and with relatively non-religious 

parents would score higher on the importance of religion in 

their own lives. 

Hypothesis 5 failed to provide support for the 

compensation hypothesis; instead, the pattern of interaction 

shown in this ANOVA appears to provide support for the 

mental model hypothesis. Results indicate that children 

with mothers for whom religion is relatively important and 

who have a secure attachment relationship with both parents 

tend to score higher on a measure of religious belief. This 

finding is in opposition to Kirkpatrick and Shaver's (1990) 

finding that religiousness was higher in individuals who had 

relatively non-religious mothers and avoidant parental 

attachments. However, it does, once again, point to the 

influence of mothers on the development of an attachment to 

God, or religion. This evidence is strengthened by previous 

evidence that both sons' and daughters' Christian Orthodoxy 
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(CO) scores are higher when mothers also score high on CO 

(Hypothesis 3). Since only daughters' (and not sons') CO 

scores are significantly correlated with fathers' scores, 

this is another way that mothers and sons seem to have a 

distinct relationship with one another. 

Conclusions 

Interestingly, the highest percentage of agreement, at 

a statistically significant level, was the sons' report of a 

secure attachment with mothers and the mothers' report of 

secure attachment with their sons (Hypothesis 1). Moving up 

a generation, there is a significant association between 

mother's attachment styles to both her mother and father 

that is not shown between fathers and their parents 

(Hypothesis 2). At this second generation level, the 

fathers appear to demonstrate a difference in the way that 

they attach to each of their parents. And yet, when the 

next developmental type of adult attachment, (that with a 

romantic partner) is considered, there are no significant 

correlations between mothers' and sons' romantic attachment 

measures (Hypothesis 3). On these romantic attachment 

correlations, it is sons and fathers who have similarities 

in their styles of attaching to their partners. These 

results seem to point to a particular process between 

mothers and sons that does not mirror other patterns of 

attachment between generations and genders. Also, for 

daughters, it is the father that appears to have the 
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greatest impact on daughters' style of relating to their 

romantic partners. 

Finally, in the last type of adult attachment (to God) 

considered in this study, it was disagreement about 

attachment style between children and their fathers that 

predicted a higher level of religiousness (Hypothesis 4). 

The compensation hypothesis would suggest that a paternal 

fallibility, which appears as disagreement about the nature 

of their relationship between children and fathers, allows 

an attachment to God to form to compensate for the 

disruption in the attachment relationship with fathers. 

This is the argument that Kaufman (1981) uses in his 

description of God as "an absolutely adequate attachment 

figure" (p. 67). 

Given that there is less agreement about attachment 

between fathers and sons and considerable agreement between 

mothers and with sons being the highest of all groups, a 

question is raised about the difference of adequacy of the 

compensation process between sons and daughters. For 

example, is the compensation with God not enough for 

daughters, thus opening the door for real fathers to have 

more secure relationships with their daughters? Or, 

perhaps, fathers and daughters share something in their 

relationship that is more difficult for fathers and sons to 

share which makes it possible for more secure attachments 

between fathers and daughters, despite a compensatory 
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process with God when the children disagree with Dad on 

their style of attachment? Freud, of course, helped to 

introduce the idea of intrapsychic conflict present in sons 

about their fathers because of the sons' strong 

relationships with their mothers (Freud, 1900). He later 

developed a reciprocal process for daughters, but it is the 

Oedipal complex of sons that continues to demand the most 

attention. 

Although some might consider his work to be dated, 

Bowlby stated (1969) that the primary attachment 

relationship was between the child and his or her mother. 

He did not, however, say that other important figures could 

not be attachment figures, but rather emphasized that mother 

was most influential both across cultures and species. 

Perhaps it is a cohort effect that explains the difference 

in the mothers' and fathers' attachment patterns with their 

parents. This generation would coincide more with the times 

in which Bowlby studied. 

Nevertheless, there remains a gender difference between 

sons and daughters with their parents in the correlation 

data. There are more ways in which daughters' styles of 

attachment are significantly related with both mothers and 

fathers than are seen for sons and both parents. There are 

more significantly related correlations between sons and 

mothers than with sons and fathers on measures of 

attachment. The only exception is with respect to measures 
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of romantic attachment, whereby sons and mothers do not have 

any significantly related styles. 

The most obvious limitation to this study is the self-

selection process of the participants; both the volunteer 

component of the students, as well as their choice whether 

or not to seek participation from their parents. It is 

theoretically sound to assume that those students with less 

secure attachments to their parents would not choose to 

involve them in the study, thus resulting in samples that 

are less representative of frequencies of attachment groups 

in the population at large. In fact, the Avoidant 

attachment groups had the lowest representation in this 

study, which compounds the problem of frequencies lower than 

the other groups in the population at large., However, a 

major result of this study is further support for the 

validity of combining the Avoidant and Anxious styles of 

attachment into a non-secure group, particularly in 

comparisons with secure groups. 

Overall, this study provides descriptive information 

about transgenerational attachment patterns and adds more 

support for the mental model hypothesis as well as finding 

partial support for the compensation hypothesis. This study 

introduces, then, the notion that the mental model 

hypothesis and the compensation hypothesis are not competing 

hypotheses, but ones that perhaps coexist in different 

contexts with mediating variables that discriminate between 
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the two processes. Although more questions are raised as a 

result of this study, it serves to begin to illustrate a 

more clear picture of the transgenerational processes in 

adult attachment theory. 
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.Pick the following item which best describes 
how your mother as you remember her when you were 
growing up. 

1. She was generally warm and responsive; she was 
good at knowing when to be supportive and when to 
let me operate on my own; our relationship was 
almost always comfortable, and I have no major 
reservations or complaints about it. 

2. She was fairly cold, distant, and rejecting, 
and not very responsive; I often felt that her 
concerns were elsewhere; I frequently had the 
feeling that she would just as soon not have had 
me. 

3. She was noticeably inconsistent in her 
reactions to me, sometimes warm and sometimes not; 
she had her own needs and agendas which sometimes 
got in the way of her receptiveness and 
responsiveness to my needs; she definitely loved 
me but didn't always show it in the best way. 

Pick the following item which best describes 
your father as you remember him when you were growing 
up. 

1. He was generally warm and responsive; he was 
good at knowing when to be supportive and when to 
let me operate on my own; our relationship was 
almost always comfortable, and I have no major 
reservations or complaints about it. 

2. He was fairly cold, distant, and rejecting, 
and not very responsive; I often felt that his 
concerns were elsewhere; I frequently had the 
feeling that he would just as soon not have had 
me. 

3. He was noticeably inconsistent in his 
reactions to me, sometimes warm and sometimes not; 
he had his own needs and agendas which sometimes 
got in the way of his receptiveness and 
responsiveness to my needs; he definitely loved me 
but didn't always show it in the best way. 
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.Pick the following item which best describes 
how your daughter or son at UNT related to you when she 
or he was growing up, 

1. She/he was generally warm and responsive; she/he knew 
when to be helpful and when to give me some space; our 
relationship was almost always comfortable, and I have no 
major reservations or complaints about it. 

2. He/she was fairly cold, distant, and rejecting, and not 
very responsive; I often felt that his/her concerns were 
elsewhere; I frequently had the feeling that he/she would 
just as soon not wanted to be near me. 

3. She/he was noticeably inconsistent in her/his reactions 
to me, sometimes warm and sometimes not; he/she had his/her 
own agendas which sometimes got in the way of his/her 
receptiveness and responsiveness to me; she/he definitely 
loved me but didn't always show it in the best way. 
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Relationship Questionnaire 

Part I: 
Please rate the following items according to how you typically 
have felt, or now feel, toward your romantic partner(s) in 
general. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

(19) 

( 2 0 ) 

(21) 

( 2 2 ) 

(23) 

(24) 

.(25) 

( 2 6 ) 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 

(30) 

(31) 

3 4 5 6 7 

.1 find it relatively easy to get close to others. 

_I'm not very comfortable having to depend on 
others. 

_I'm comfortable having others depend on me. 

_I rarely worry about being abandoned by others. 

_I don't like people getting too close to me. 

_I'm somewhat uncomfortable being too close to 
others. 

_I find it difficult to trust others completely. 

_I'm nervous whenever anyone gets too close to me. 

.Others often want me to be more intimate than I 
feel comfortable being. 

.Others often are reluctant to get as close as I 
would like. 

_I often worry that my partner(s) don't really love 
me. 

_I rarely worry about my partner(s) leaving me. 

_I often want to merge completely with others and 
this desire sometimes scares them. away. 
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Part II: 
These questions concern your style of relating to romantic 
partners. To think about your style of relating, consider the 
way you have related to partners in the one, two, or three most 
significant, intense, intimate relationships you have had. 
Twelve qualities of styles of relating are listed below. For 
each, you should think about how much the quality is 
characteristic of your style of relating and answer as close as 
possible to the corresponding scale below. 

l--Not at all 5--moderately 9--extremely 
characteristic characteristic characteristic 

(typical of 
'average' person) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

(32) Persistent thoughts about the person with whom you 
are involved. 

(33) A great longing for the person to return your 

love. 

(34) A feeling of intense passion toward the person. 

(35) Your moods being greatly affected by the actions 

of the person. 

(36) Much fear of rejection. 

(37) Many daydreams and fantasies about the person 
returning your love. 

(38) A need to spend as much time as possible with the 
person. 

(39) A feeling that you want to be as close as possible 
emotionally to the person. 

(40) A tendency to emphasize the good qualities in the 
person an to avoid dwelling on the negative. 

(41) A feeling that a relationship with the person 
fills a void in you--makes you feel much more 
secure and whole. 

(42) A general intensity of feelings such that other 
concerns seem unimportant. 

(43) A feeling that you not only desire, but feel a 
powerful need to be in a very intimate 
relationship with the person. 
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Religion Scale 
Part I: 
This survey includes a number of statements related to specific 
religious beliefs. You will probably find that you agree with 
some of the statements and disagree with others to varying 
extents. Please mark your opinions on the line to the left of 
the statements according to the amount of your agreement or 
disagreement by using the following scale. If you feel exactly 
and precisely neutral about an item, write down a "0" in the 
space provided. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

(44) God exists as: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

(45) Man is NOT a special creature made in the image 
of God; he is simply a recent development in 
the process of animal evolution. 

(46) Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God. 

(47) The Bible is the word of God given to guide 
humankind to grace and salvation. 

(48) Those who feel that God answers prayers are 
just deceiving themselves. 

(49) It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ 
could be both human and divine. 

(50) Jesus was born of a virgin. 

(51) The Bible may be an important book of moral 
teachings, but it is no more inspired by God 
than were many other books in the history of 
humankind. 

(52) The concept of God is an old superstition that 
is no longer needed to explain things in a modern 
era. 

(53) Christ will return to the earth someday. 

(54) Most of the religions in the world have miracle 
stories in their traditions; but there is no 
reason to believe any of them are true, including 
those found in the Bible. 

(55) God hears all of our prayers. 
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(56) Jesus Christ may have been a great ethical 
teacher, as other men have been in history, but he 
was not the divine Son of God. 

(57) God made Man of dust in his own image and 
breathed life into him. 

(58) Through the life, death, and resurrection of 
Jesus, God provided a way for the forgiveness of 
man's sins. 

(59) Despite what many people believe, there is no 
such thing as a God who is aware of Man's actions. 

(60) Jesus was crucified, died, and was buried; but 
on the third day, He arose from the dead. 

(61) In all likelihood there is no such thing as a 
God-given immortal soul in Man which lives on 
after death. 

(62) If there ever was such a person as Jesus of 
Nazareth, he is dead now and will never walk the 
earth again. 

(63) Jesus miraculously changes real water into real 
wine. 

.(64) There is a God who is concerned with everyone's 
actions. 

(65) Jesus' death on the cross, if it actually 
occurred, did nothing in and of itself to save 
humankind. 

(66) There is really no reason to hold to the idea 
that Jesus was born of a virgin. Jesus' life 
showed better than anything else that he was 
exceptional, so why rely on old myths that don't 
make sense? 

(67) The Resurrection proves beyond a doubt that 
Jesus was the Christ of Messiah of God. 
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Informed Consent Form--Studv Description 

Investigators: Rhea A. Merck and Ray W. Johnson, Ph.D. 

Purpose of the study: The purpose of this study is to explore 
the relationships among certain demographic variables, beliefs 
about family relationships, romantic styles, religious issues, 
and their background. 

Procedures: The participants will attend one session completing 
paper and pencil questionnaires. This session will take one to 
one and one-half hours. 

Safeguards: The participants' answers will be kept completely 
confidential. Questionnaires will be coded to ensure 
confidentiality. 

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary; you may end 
your participation at any time. 

Risks: To the best of our knowledge, participation will not 
cause any physical or psychological harm. 

Benefits: Not only does participation in this study provide a 
new experience for an individual, it may provide and opportunity 
for new growth and development. 

This study provides an opportunity to increase our understanding 
of how relationships in the family interact with religion and 
styles of romantic attachment. This study has the potential to 
benefit society in general. 

Further questions: Additional questions regarding your 
participation or this study may be directed to Rhea Merck or Ray 
Johnson in the Department of Psychology at 817/565-2671. 
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Informed Consent Form 

This is to certify that I (your 
name) am participating as a volunteer in a scientific study as an 
authorized part of the educational and research program of the 
University of North Texas. 

The research study and my participation in the investigation have 
been defined and fully explained to me by the researcher and I 
understand the explanation. The procedures of this investigation 
and their risks and discomforts have been described in a separate 
statement and are discussed in detail. 

I have been given the opportunity to ask whatever questions I may 
have had and all such questions and inquiries have been answered 
to my satisfaction. 

I understand that I may refuse to answer any question on the 
questionnaire. 

I understand that any data or answers to questions will remain 
confidential. 

I FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW MY CONSENT AND 
TERMINATE MY PARTICIPATION AT ANY TIME. 

(Signature) (Date) 

(Witness) (Date) 
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Information About Your Family 

Instructions: On the line to the left of each statement, place 
the number that corresponds to the answer that best describes 
you. Please respond to all items. 

(05) Your gender 
1. Male 
2. Female 

(06-07) Your age 

(08) Your race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(09) Your formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(10) Your religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denominat ion: ) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

111) How important are your religious beliefs to your 
life? 
1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 
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(12) Approximately how frequently do you attend 
religious services? 
1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 

(13) Your marital status 
1. Never married 
2. Married 
3. Divorced 
4. Widow/Widower 

(14-15) If married, how long have you been married to 
your present spouse? 

(16) Number of prior marriages that ended in divorce? 

(17! 

1. One 
2 . Two 
3 . Three 
4 . More than three 
5 . Not applicable 

Number of prior 
1. One 
2 . Two 
3 . Three 
4 . More than three 
5 . Not applicable 

(18-19) Approximate total number of years married to 
other partners. 

(20-21) Number of children, biologically or by legal 

adoption. 

(22-23) Number of children now living with you. 

(24) Counting what you and your spouse get from all 
sources, what was your total income last year? 
1. Under $10,000. 
2. $11,000. to $20,000. 
3. $21,000. to $35,000. 
4. $36,000. to $50,000. 
5. Over $51,000 

(25) Are both your parents living? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
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(26) If no, which parent is deceased? 
(27-28) 1. Mother Your age at her death 
(29-3 0) 2. Father Your age at his death 

(31) Were your parents divorced? 
1. Yes 
2. No 

(32-33) Your age at the time of the divorce (if 
applicable). 

(34) if your parents were divorced, who received 
custody of you? 
1. Mother 
2. Father 
3. Grandparent 
4. Aunt/Uncle 
5. Other 
6. Not applicable 

(35) Were you raised by someone other than your 
biological parents? 
1. Foster parents 
2. Step-parent 
3. Close relative or friend 
4. Other 
5. Not applicable 

(3 6) I believe I suffered physical abuse as a child by 
1. my mother. 
2. my father. 
3. other (specify 
relationship: ) . 
4. Does not apply to me. 

(37) I believe I suffered emotional or psychological 
abuse as a child by 
1. my mother. 
2. my father. 
3. other (specify 
relationship: ) . 
4. Does not apply to me. 

(38) I believe I suffered sexual abuse as a child by 
1. my mother. 
2. my father. 
3. other (specify 
relationship: ) . 
4. Does not apply to me. 
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(39) Length of time involved with spouse or current 
romantic partner. If no romantic partner, then respond 
in terms of your most significant romantic 
relationship. 
1. Less than one year 
2. One to two years 
3. Three to five years 
4. Five to ten years 
5. More than ten years 

(40) My current romantic partner is my spouse. 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. No, but we live together in a committed 
relationship. 

(41-42) Age of current romantic partner 

(43) Race current romantic partner 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(44) Formal Education of current romantic partner 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(45) Religious affiliation of current romantic partner 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denomination: ) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

(46) How important are religious beliefs in the life 
of your current romantic partner? 
1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 
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(47) Approximately how frequently does your current 
romantic partner attend religious services? 
1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 

(48-49) Age of mother (if still living) 

(50) Mother' s race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(51) Mother's formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(52) Mother's Religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denominat ion: _) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

(53) When you were growing up, how important were 
religious beliefs to your mother's life? 
1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 

(54) Approximately how frequently did your mother 
attend religious services? 
1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 
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(55) If divorced, did your mother remarry? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not applicable 

(56) If yes, how many husbands has she had since your 
father? 
1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. More than three 
5. Not applicable 

(57-58) Your age at the time of her first remarriage (if 

applicable). 

(33-34) Father's age (if still living) 

(35) Father's race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(36) Father's formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(37) Father's religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denominat ion: ) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

(38) When you were growing up, how important were 
religious beliefs to your father's life? 
1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 
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(39) Approximately how frequently did your father 
attend religious services? 
1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 

(40) Did your father remarry? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not applicable 

(41) If yes, how many wives has he had since your 
mother? 
1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. More than three 
5. Not applicable 

(42-43) Your age at the time of his first remarriage (if 
applicable). 
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Dear Participant, 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 

We are considering a follow-up study that would require the 
participation of your parents. They would have no access to 
information previously collected through student participation. 
If contacted, they would be asked to voluntarily fill out 
portions of the questionnaire similar to that which you have just 
completed. It is entirely up to you to decide if we might 
contact your parents. Be assured that your responses would be 
kept strictly confidential. 

Parents would be contacted only once; if they decline_ 
participation, their names, phone numbers, and addresses will be 
disposed of in a manner that ensures confidentiality. If your 
parents choose to participate, they will be sent a coded 
questionnaire. Upon receipt of a completed questionnaire, you 
will be notified to pick up a research participation card 
indicating that you have earned five (5) extra credit points 
applicable to courses in the Department of Psychology where 
allowed. 

For further information, contact Rhea Merck or Ray Johnson, 
Ph.D. at the University of North Texas, Department of Psychology, 
(817} 565-2671. 

I, (your name) voluntarily 
give my permission for the researcher to make contact with my 
parents and offer them the opportunity to participate in further 
research. I understand that their participation in no way 
affects my prior participation. I understand that no information 
about me will be disclosed to my parents except that I have given 
permission for them to be contacted. Furthermore, I understand 
that all materials and communication will be handled in a 
professional and confidential manner. Finally, I understand that 
once my parents are contacted, the decision to participate or to 
decline participation is solely up to my parents. 

(Signature) (Date) 

(Witness) (Date] 
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Dear Parents, 

Your college student at the University of North Texas has 
voluntarily given permission to contact you. My name is Rhea Ann 
Merck and I am a doctoral student in Counseling Psychology. In 
order to fulfill my research requirements, I am conducting an 
investigation exploring the relationships among certain 
demographic variables, attitudes about family relationships, 
romantic styles, religious issues, and their background. 

My research involves completing a questionnaire that should take 
about thirty minutes. Participation in this study is entirely 
voluntary; you may end your participation at any time. Your 
answers will be kept completely confidential. Questionnaires 
will be coded to ensure confidentiality. 

The return of your completed questionnaire with a code number 
will allow me to contact your child in order that she or he can 
receive five (6) extra credit points (three for each parent's 
participation) to be applied toward his or her Psychology 
classes. Please feel assured that YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE KEPT 
COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. Your child will only know that you have 
chosen to participate. 

Risks: To the best of our knowledge, participation will not 
cause any physical or psychological harm. 

Benefits: Not only does participation in this study provide a 
new experience for an individual, it may provide and opportunity 
for'new growth and development. This study provides an 
opportunity to increase our understanding of how relationships in 
the family interact with religion and styles of romantic 
attachment. This study has the potential to benefit society in 
general. 

Further questions: Additional questions regarding either your 
participation, or about this study in general, may be directed to 
Rhea Merck or Ray Johnson in the Department of Psychology at 
817/565-2671. 

Thank you for your time, 

Rhea Ann Merck 
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Informed Consent Form 

This is to certify that I, (your 
name) am participating as a volunteer in a scientific study as an 
authorized part of the educational and research program of the 
University of North Texas. 

The research study and my participation in the investigation have 
been defined and fully explained to me by the researcher and I 
understand the explanation. The procedures of this investigation 
and their risks and discomforts have been described in a separate 
statement and are discussed in detail. 

I have been given the opportunity to ask whatever questions I may 
have had and all such questions and inquiries have been answered 
to my satisfaction. 

I understand that I may refuse to answer any question on the 
questionnaire. 

I understand that any data or answers to questions will remain 
confidential. 

I FURTHER UNDERSTAND THAT I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW MY CONSENT AND 
TERMINATE MY PARTICIPATION AT ANY TIME. 

(Signature) (Date! 

(Witness) (Date) 
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Information About Your Family 

Instructions: On the line to the left of each statement, place 
the number that corresponds to the answer that best describes 
you. PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL ITEMS. 

(06) Your gender 
1. Male 
2. Female 

(07-08) Your age 

(09) Your race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(10) Your formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(11) Your religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denomination: ) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

(12) How important are your religious beliefs to your 
life? 

1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 

(13) Approximately how frequently do you attend 
religious services? 

1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 
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(14) Your marital status 
1. Never married 
2. Married 
3. Divorced 
4. Widow/Widower 

(15-16) If married, how long have you been married to 
your present spouse? 

(17) Number of prior marriages that ended in divorce? 
1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. More than three 
5. Not applicable 

(18) Number of prior marriages that ended in death? 
1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. More than three 
5. Not applicable 

(19-20) Approximate total number of years married to 
other partners. 

(21-22) Number of children, biologically or by legal 

adoption. 

(23-24) Number of children now living with you. 

(25) My relationship with this child at the University 
of North Texas is that of 
1. Natural mother 
2. Legal adoptive mother 
3. Step-mother and lived with this child more than 

half time while he or she was growing up. 
4. Step-mother and lived with this child less than 

half time while he or she was growing up. 
5. Step-mother and this child did not live with me 

while he or she was growing up. 
6. Guardian 

(Specify: ) 
(26) Counting what you and your spouse get from all 

sources, what was your total income last year? 
1. Under $10,000. 
2. $11,000. to $20,000. 
3. $21,000. to $35,000. 
4. $36,000. to $50,000. 
5. Over $51,000 
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(27-28) Age of your mother (if still living) 
(0 if mother is deceased.) 

(29-30) If your mother is deceased, YOUR age when your 
mother died. 

(31) Mother's race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(32) Mother's formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(33) Mother's Religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denomination: ) 
7. Other (Specify: ) 

(34) When you were growing up, how important were 
religious beliefs to your mother's life? 
1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 

(35) Approximately how frequently did your mother 
attend religious services? 

1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 

(37-38) Age of your father (if still living) 
(0 if father is deceased.) 

(39-40) If your father is deceased, YOUR age when your 
father died. 
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(41) Father's race 
1. Caucasian 
2. African-American 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

(42) Father's formal education 
1. Less than high school 
2. High school/GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. Bachelor's degree 
5. Graduate school 

(43) Father's Religious affiliation 
1. Agnostic 
2. Atheistic 
3. Catholic 
4. Jewish 
5. Protestant 
6. Non-Catholic Christian 
(Denomination: ) 
7. Other (Specify: 

(44) When you were growing up, how important were 
religious beliefs to your father's life? 

1. Very important 
2. Important 
3. Minimally important 
4. Not important at all 

(45) Approximately how frequently did your father 
attend religious services? 

1. Once a week 
2. Twice a month 
3. Once a month 
4. Once every few months 
5. Once or twice a year 
6. Never 
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Table 16 

Attachment Style Percentage of Ages by Gender and Generation 

of Children for Both Parents. 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Daughters' report of 
attachment to Mother 
(N = 183) 

73 .2% 1.6% 25.1% 

Daughters' report of 
attachment to Father 
(N = 178) 

61.8% 6.7% 31.5% 

Sons' report of 
attachment to Mother 
(N = 65) 

78.5% 1.5% 20.0% 

Sons' report of 
attachment to Father 
(N = 65) 

50.8% 7.7% 41.5% 

Mothers' report of 
attachment to 
Grandmother 
(N = 230) 

65.1% 6.9% 27.2% 

Mothers' report of 
attachment to 
Grandfather 
(N = 228) 

56.8% 10.9% 31.9% 

Fathers' report of 
attachment to 
Grandmother 
(N = 185) 

87.0% 2.2% 10.8% 

Fathers' report of 
attachment to 
Grandfather 
(N = 186) 

58.8% 8.0% 32.6% 
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Table 17 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Attachment-. 

Style Prototypes (ASP) Between Mothers and Children bv 

Gender. 

Mother's ASP for Son 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Son's ASP 
for Mother 

Secure 47* 
75% 

0 3 
5% 

Avoidant 1 
2% 

0* 0 

Anxious 9 
14% 

0 3* 
5% 

Note: Percentages are of 63 Son/Mother pairs. 

Mother 's ASP for Daughter 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Daught er's AS P 
for Mother 

Secure 97* 
58% 

0 26 
16% 

Avoidant 0 0* 2 
1% 

Anxious 18 
11% 

1 
. 6% 

22* 
13% 

Note: Percentages are of 166 Daughter/Mother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between mothers and children. 
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Table 18 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Attachment 

Style Prototypes (ASP) Between Fathers and Children by 

Gender. 

Father's ASP for Son 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Son's ASP 
for Father 

Secure 25* 
56% 

0 2 
4% 

Avoidant 

# 

1 
2% 

0* 1 
2% 

Anxious 9 
20% 

2 
4% 

5* 
11% 

Note: Percentages are of 45 Son/Father pairs. 

Father 's ASP for Daughter 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Daughter's ASP 
for Father 

Secure 78* 
58% 

1 
.7% 

15 
11% 

Avoidant 2 
1.4% 

0* 2 
1.4% 

Anxious 21 
16% 

1 
.7% 

15* 
11% 

Note: Percentages are of 135 Daughter/Father pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between fathers and children. 
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Table 19 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Gender and 

Children's and Mothers' Collapsed Attachment Style 

Prototypes on Each Other for Hypothesis 1. 

Source DF Ch. Scr. Prob. 

Child's gender (A) 1 48.032 .0000 

Child's attachment 
to mother (B) 1 62.695 .0000 

Mother's attachment 
to child (C) 1 60.463 .0000 

A x B 1 .091 .7632 

A x C 1 11.961 .0005 ** 

B x C 1 22.324 .0000 ** 

A x B x C 1 .010 .9188 

* * p < .01 
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Table 20 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Collapsed 

Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP) Between Mothers and 

Children by Gender. 

Mother's ASP for Son 

Secure Non-secure 

Son's ASP 
for Mother 

Secure 

Non-secure 

47* 
75% 

10 
16% 

3 
5% 

3* 
5% 

Note: Percentages are of 63 Son/Mother pairs. 

Mother's ASP for Daughter 

Secure Non-secure 

Daughter's ASP 
for Mother 

Secure 

Non-secure 

97* 
58% 

18 
12% 

26 
16% 

25* 
15% 

Note: Percentages are of 166 Daughter/Mother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between mothers and children. 



107 

Table 21 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Gender and 

Children's and Fathers' Collapsed Attachment Style 

Prototypes on Each Other for Hypothesis 1. 

Source DF Ch. Sq. Prob. 

Child's gender (A) 

Child's attachment 
to father (B) 

Father's attachment 
to child (C) 

A x B 

A x C 

B x C 

A x B x C 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

47.092 

21.799 

49 .319 

1.907 

.679 

17 .997 

1.067 

.0000 

, 0 0 0 0 

.0000 

1673 

,4099 

0000 ** 

,3015 

* * p < .01 
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Table 22 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Collapsed 

Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP) Between Fathers and 

Children by Gender. 

Son's ASP 
for Father 

Father's ASP for Son 

Secure Non-secure 

Secure 

Non-secure 

25* 
56% 

10 
22% 

2 
4% 

8* 

18% 

Note: Percentages are of 45 Son/Father pairs. 

Father's ASP for Daughter 

Secure Non-secure 

Daughter's ASP 
for Father 

Secure 

Non-secure 

78* 
58% 

23 
17% 

16 
12% 

18* 
13% 

Note: Percentages are of 135 Daughter/Father pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between fathers and children. 
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Table 23 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Attachment 

Style Prototypes (ASP) of Children for Mothers and Mothers 

for Her Parents. 

Child's ASP for Mother 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Mother's ASP 
for Grandmother 

Secure 120* 
53% 

6 
3% 

46 
20% 

Avoidant 1 
.4% 

1* 
.4% 

1 
.4% 

Anxious 27 
12% 

9 
4% 

15* 
7% 

Note: Percentages . 
Child/Mother pairs 

are of 226 Mother/Grandmother and 

Mother's ASP 
for Grandfather 

Secure 100* 
45% 

17 
8% 

55 
25% 

Avoidant 1 
.4% 

2* 
1% 

0 

Anxious 27 
12% 

6 
3% 

16* 
7% 

Note: Percentages are of 244 Mother/Grandfather and 
Child/Mother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between Mother/Grandfather and Child/Mother. 
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Table 24 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Attachment 

Style Prototypes (ASP) of Children for Fathers and Fathers 

for His Parents. 

Child's ASP for Father 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Father's ASP 
for Grandmother 

Secure 103* 
58% 

4 
2% 

10 
6% 

Avoidant 5 
3% 

0* 0 

Anxious 47 
26% 

0 19* 
10.7% 

Note: Percentages 
Child/Father pairs 

are of 188 Father/Grandmother and 

Father's ASP 
for Grandfather 

Secure 77* 
43% 

5 
3% 

38 
21% 

Avoidant 5 
3% 

1* 
.5% 

0 

Anxious 24 
13% 

7 
4% 

22* 
12% 

Note: Percentages are of 179 Father/Grandfather and 
Child/Father pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between Father/Grandfather and Child/Father. 
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Table 2 5 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Collapsed 

Attachment Style to Mother and Mother's Attachment to Her 

Own Parents for Hypothesis 2. 

Source DF Ch. Sa. Prob. 

Child's attachment 
to mother (A) 

Mother's attachment 
to her mother (B) 

Mother's attachment 
to her father (C) 

A x B 

A x C 

B x C 

A x B x C 

2 

2 

2 

4 

4 

67.427 

125.052 

72.035 

10.140 

.409 

16.107 

4.187 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0063 ** 

.8149 

.0029 ** 

.3813 

p < .01 
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Table 2 6 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Collapsed 

Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP) of Children for Mothers 

and Mothers for Her Parents. 

Child's ASP for Mother 

Secure Non-secure 

Mother's ASP 
for Grandmother 

Secure 120* 
53% 

52 
23% 

Non-secure 28 
12% 

26* 
11% 

Note: Percentages are 
Child/Mother pairs. 

of 226 Mother/Grandmother and 

Mother's ASP 
for Grandfather 

Secure 100* 
45% 

72 
32% 

Non-secure 28 
12% 

24* 
10% 

Note: Percentages are of 224 Mother/Grandfather and 
Child/Mother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between Mother/Grandfather and Child/Mother. 
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Table 27 

Log Linear Tests of Associations Between Child's Collapsed 

Attachment Style to Father and Father's Attachment to His 

Own Parents for Hypothesis 2. 

Source DF Ch. Sq. Prob. 

Child's attachment 
to father (A) 

1 17. 793 .0000 

Father's attachment 
to father (B) 2 79 . 432 .0000 

Father's attachment 
to mother (C) 2 227 . 443 .0000 

A x B 2 6. 700 .0351 * 

A x C 2 5. 785 .0554 

B x C 4 8. 894 .0638 

A x B x C 4 2. 061 .7245 

p < .05 
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Table 2 8 

Agreement and Disagreement Frequencies for the Collapsed 

Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP) of Children for Fathers 

and Fathers for His Parents. 

Child's ASP for Father 

Secure Non-secure 

Father's ASP 
for Grandmother 

Secure 103* 
58% 

14 
7% 

Non-secure 52 
27% 

19* 
10% 

Note: Percentages are 
Child/Father pairs. 

of 188 Father/Grandmother and 

Father's ASP 
for Grandfather 

Secure 77* 
43% 

43 
24% 

Non-secure 29 
16% 

30* 
16% 

Note: Percentages are of 179 Father/Grandfather and 
Child/Father pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between Father/Grandfather and Child/Father. 
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Table 29 

Frequencies for the Log Linear Model Two-way Effect of 

Mothers' Attachment to Grandmothers and Grandfathers in 

Hypothesis 2. 

Mother's ASP for Grandmother 

Secure Avoidant Anxious 

Mother's ASP 
for Grandfather 

Secure 

Avoidant 

Anxious 

96* 
43% 

6 
2.7% 

24 
10.8% 

10 
4.5% 

4* 
1.8% 

11 
5% 

41 
18% 

5 
2.2% 

25* 
11.3% 

Note: Percentages are of 222 Mother/Grandfather and 
Mother/Grandmother pairs. 

* Indicates a cell in which there is agreement on attachment 
style between Mother/Grandfather and Mother/Grandmother. 
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Table 32 

Analysis of Variance for the Parent Attachment Style Group 

(PASG), Agreement With Father and Agreement With Mother 

About Attachment Style on the Christian Orthodoxy Scale. 

Source DF MS F 

Parent Attachment 
Style Group (A) 2 625.83 .55 

Agreement 
w/Father (B) 

1 6060.44 5.35 

Agreement 
w/Mother (C) 

1 136.26 .12 

A x B 2 960.373 . 85 

A x C 2 1759.01 1.55 

B x C 1 83 .03 .07 

A x B x C 2 1490.815 1.32 

Error 148 1132.334 

p < .05 



119 

Table 33 

Main Effect Means, Standard Deviations, and Numbers for 

Parental Attachment Style Group and Parent Agreement on 

Attachment. 

CO Scale scores 

N M SD 

Parent Attachment Style Group 

Both secure 85 146.19 31.00 

Mixed 63 138.05 37.92 

Both non-secure 12 141.17 32.27 

Agreement with Mother 

Agree 113 143.58 34.29 

Disagree 47 140.28 33.53 

Agreement with Father 

Agree 110 140.65 34.80 

Disagree 50 146.92 32.07 
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Table 34 

Analysis of Variance for Parents' Level of Importance of 

Religion and Parent Attachment Style Group on Students' 

Level of Importance of Religion. 

Source DF MS F, 

Parent attachment 

Style Group (A) 2 .21 .29 

Importance of religion 

to Father (B) 1 .00 .01 

Importance of religion 

to Mother (C) 1 3.48 4.86 * 

A x B 2 1.21 1.69 

A x C 2 2.74 3.83 * 

B x C 1 .38 .52 

A x B x C 1 .97 1.35 

Error 154 .72 
* p < .05 
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Table 3 5 

Main Effect Means, Standard Deviations, and Numbers for 

Parental Attachment Style Group and Parents' Importance of 

Religion Scores on Students' Importance of Religion Scores. 

Students' Importance of Religion 

N M SD 

Importance of religion to Mother 

High 153 1.87 .85 

Low 12 2.50 1.10 

Importance of religion to Father 

High 141 1.88 .86 

Low 24 2.14 .85 

Parent Attachment Style Group 

Both secure 89 1.82 .86 

Mixed 64 2.05 .91 

Both non-secure 12 1.90 .92 
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Table 36 

Two-way Interaction Means, Standard Deviations, and Numbers 

for Parental Attachment Style Group and Parents' Importance 

of Religion Scores on Students' Importance of Religion 

Scores. 

Importance of : religion to Mother 

High Low 

M SD N M SD N 

Importance of religion to Father 

High 1.87 .87 135 2.14 1.07 6 

Low 2.05 .78 18 2.67 . 82 6 

Parent Attachment Style Group 

Secure 1.75 .81 85 2 .33 1.22 4 

Mixed 2.04 .89 58 2 .63 1.06 6 

Non-secure 1.84 .90 10 3.00 1.41 2 

Importance of religion to Father 

High Low 

M SD N M SD M 

Parent Attachment Style Group 

Secure 1.81 .85 78 2.00 .85 11 

Mixed 2.02 .86 52 2.38 .87 12 

Non-secure 1.85 .99 11 1.50 .71 2 
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