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Abstract of the Dissertation
Intergenerational Transmission of Secure Base Scrip

Through Mother-Child Dialogue
by
Adela lleana Apetroaia
Doctor of Philosophy
in Social/Health Psychology
Stony Brook University

2009

Intergenerational transmission of attachment weenalocumented as the link between
mothers’representations of attachment and children’s attachmbeettaviors, but the evidence
linking mothers’ and children’s representationgatthchment was scarce. At the same time, the
mechanisms involved in the intergenerational trassion of attachment for children older than
one or two years of age remained unclear. Thegingbtose of this study was to show a link
between mothers’ and children’s script-like repngéatons of attachment, secure base scripts.
The second one was to examine mother-child dialadpoeit emotions as a possible mediator
involved in the intergenerational transmission ttdi@hment representations.

Fifty nine children recruited from preschools indarest, Romania (mean age 4.5 years, 33
boys) completed a shortened version of3toey Stem Completion Task (Bretherton et al., 1990).
The narratives were transcribed and coded by te@lepandent scorers on a 1 to 4 scriptedness
scale, depending on how much they resembled atppatal secure base script. Children’s
mothers were assessed with tachment Script Assessment (H. Waters & Rodrigues, 2001).
Their narratives were scored on a 1 to 7 scriptesiseale. Additionally, mothers and children
were invited to discuss together how the child widekl in six hypothetical situations meant to
elicit positive or negative emotions. Mothers’ admitions to these conversations were scored on
three maternaCo-Construction Scales.

As predicted, children of mothers with secure =sgpts were significantly more likely to
have secure base scripts themselyéqY@ates-corrected) = 8.08,< .01), resulting in an overall
hit rate of 69%. The correlation between mothensl ehildren’s scriptedness was significant at
r =.26,p < .05. The correlation between mothers’ and chiith scriptedness was significant at
r =.26,p < .05. There were significant associations betwaethers’ scriptedness and mothers’
co-construction scales<.26,p<.05), and between mothers’ co-construction scabeschildren’s
scriptedness £.53,p<.01). A series of regression analyses were camigvith the mediation
hypothesis. There were no differences in verbabé@veen children with and without knowledge
of secure base scripts and mothers’ co-construskdis were the stronger predictor of children’s
scriptedness. The results are discussed in thextooft attachment theory and the proposed
mechanisms of intergenerational transmission aththent.
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INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OFSECUREBASE SCRIPTSTHROUGH
MOTHER-CHILD DIALOGUE

For the last few decades, attachment theory aced psychoanalysis as the
main paradigm for studying early emotional experésnand their implications for later
development. Combining insights from psychoanalysth ethology, attachment theory
distanced itself from the former by emphasizingithportance of real-life, ordinary
experiences for shaping socio-emotional developnmattier than trauma and
unconscious imagery. Unlike classical psychoamsiyBowlby believed that mother’s
responsiveness and availability in everyday situetiplay a much more important role
for the emotional life of infants than unconscidaistasies. According to Bowlby (1969;
1973), attachment could be understood, on one leanaln emotional bond, like the one
between a mother and her infant, and, on the tided, as a behavioral-motivational
system whose function is maintaining infants’ proky to the mother. Proximity,
however, is not a goal per se, but it facilitategleration through the use of mother as a
secure base from which the child explores and mséese of the world (Bowlby, 1969;
Ainsworth et al., 1978). Bowlby believed that aeltenent behaviors were the expression
of an organized set of expectations with respetitéacaregiver’s behavior. These
expectations or internal working models are thelted numerous interactions with the
caregiver, and they serve to simulate and predéthild’s interactions with the
caregiver and the environment (Bowlby, 1973). Respve caregiving is thus related to
the child’s belief in mother’s availability as acsee base and potential safe haven in
dangerous or unpleasant situations. Interestii@gyylby managed to overcome the
limits of previous approaches by proposing a théoay integrated both the behavioral
and the representational aspects of relationships.

Because it was rooted in empirical observationd,itawas soon supported by
empirical studies pioneered by Mary Ainsworth, etraent theory allowed for the

examination of interesting hypotheses concerniegrtipact of early experience on later



development. The first of these hypotheses, foatedl by Freud towards the end of his
career and endorsed by Bowlby, is that the relahignwith one’s mother serves as a
prototype for all future love relationships (Fred®49). In other words, secure
attachment in early childhood is linked to the iptio form secure attachments in
adulthood, suggesting that something in the waylttie conceptualizes attachment
remains stable enough over the years to influeeeerelationships. The second
hypothesis is that attachment styles — differemntéise ability to use one’s caregiver as a
secure base — can be transmitted from one genetatibie next. According to this
hypothesis, secure mothers promote secure attathmigeir offspring. Bowlby did in
fact believe that sensitive caregiving was likelyptoduce secure attachment in infancy
(Bowlby, 1969), and, moving from theory to obseiwat Mary Ainsworth (1979, 1982)
provided the first empirical evidence linking matalrcare with attachment outcomes in
infancy. However, although Bowlby believed that attachmeas & lifelong
phenomenon, a measure of adult attachment wasngjssid studies of attachment
focused mainly on attachment in infancy. Such asuee was developed by Mary Main
and her collaborators in 1985 (Main et al., 1988y it opened the door for the first
empirical examination of the intergenerational srarssion of attachment. Since then,
studies gathered increasing evidence for the oglship between maternal attachment
representations and children’s attachment secumitty,especially beyond infancy, the
mechanisms underlying the transmission of attachmenained unclear. Several
mechanisms of transmission have been proposethdn is disagreement concerning
their relative importance. Furthermore, assesssnainthild security have been primarily
behavioral with no empirical evidence in the litera that children's attachment
representations map unto their mother's attachre@nésentations.

The present investigation will first provide thetinetical background for a
modern approach of the prototype hypothesis anéhteegenerational transmission of
attachment. Second, it will discuss the role spacial type of attachment
representations secure base scriptsin explaining both the transmission of attachimen
and the stability of attachment representationsirdT it will attempt to explain what is it
that it is transmitted (arguing in favor of scrifte representations of secure base
support), and to address what makes transmississilpe. Fourth, the paper will



analyze the proposed mechanisms of intergenerati@msmission of attachment from
infancy to adulthood, with an emphasis on motheéldahalogue, and fifth, it will
articulate the purpose and hypotheses of the presaty. The paper will continue with a
presentation of the methods, measures, resultgjiaadssion of the findings.

The purpose of the present investigation is to takentage of recent narrative
methodologies for assessing attachment represamtati both young children and
adults, to establish a formal link between child @arent attachment representations.
The availability of comparable assessments formiaed child representation sets the
stage for examining mechanisms of transmissiorttatment between parent and child.
Several attachment researchers have proposedattattfchild co-construction processes
are a key mechanism by which the mother helps &t © form a secure attachment
representation. By assessing mothers’ co-construskills along with mother and child
attachment representations, we can determine whetheonstruction plays a significant
role in the transmission of secure representafimm mother to child.

We begin with a review of the history of core cgrtsaein attachment theory and
then track the move to representation in more tegears. Within this context, the
advantages of new narrative assessment tools asgdeoed and a script-based
formulation of attachment representations is pregserThis formulation frames the

current investigation of intergenerational transiois of attachment.

Historical Perspective

This section introduces the main conceptual andirg@apadvances in attachment
theory, from Bowlby’s first conceptualizations tan&worth’s observations and to the
more recent emphasis on the study of attachmergseptations. Furthermore, it focuses
on the relevance of the constructs to a modermngrétation of both the prototype
hypothesis and the cross-generational transmisgiattachment, identifying the origins,
the first conceptualizations, and the first empirievidence pertinent to some of today’s
debates concerning the mechanisms of transmis$iattachment.



Core Concepts in Attachment Theory: Secure Base &meérnal Working
Model. Two key concepts of attachment theory encompaskehavioral and
representational aspects of attachment: secureanasmternal working models
(Bowlby, 1969; 1980). The conceptsdcure basdirst introduced by Mary Ainsworth
(1963), initially referred to an infant’s abilitp tmake exploratory excursions from the
mother, while monitoring her availability and reting periodically to her. In a
comfortable setting, when infants were confiderthim» mother’s availability, they were
more likely to explore their environment, to leatout the world while staying close to
the mother. However, in unfamiliar circumstan@@sywhen tired, scared, or upset, in
other words, when the attachment system got aetiyaequiring proximity to the
mother, exploration became unlikely. Mary Ainsworéferred to this relationship as the
balance between attachment and exploration (Aingwya&ell, & Stayton, 1971). In
more general termsgcure baseefers to the ability to use somebody else aczarse
base from which to explore the world. “For bothvBlmy and Ainsworth, to be attached
is to use someone preferentially as a secure basewhich to explore. The term secure
attachment refers both to skillful secure baseawse time and contexts in naturalistic
settings and to confidence in a caregiver's avifitlabnd responsiveness” (Waters &
Cummings, 2000).

According to Bowlby, the ability to use the motlasra secure base is the
behavioral expression of an organized set of egpiecis about the self, the world, and of
relationships that he namedernal working modelsborrowing this notion from the
newly emerged field of cognitive psychology. Bowl(ldi969; 1980) believed that
sensorimotor schemas resulting from mother-infateractions are later generalized into
models of self, the other, and the world. Thussg&e and responsive care provides the
foundation onto which children ultimately develdy toelief that they are worthy of
affection and that the world is a safe, friendlgqd. Because working models were
conceptualized as a part of the control systemrdwtlates proximity, they were
described as resistant to change, and tending dsveaability. Bowlby also believed that
working models of relationships were transmittexhfrone generation to the next, and
that mother-child dialogue played a role in thesmidation and revision of attachment

representations (Bowlby, 1980).



Although in Bowlby’s view, the concept of an attammt bond seemed applicable
across a wide range of relationships, from infatackate adulthood, for the first couple of
decades, studies of attachment focused solely dhanmfant relationships. The only
guestions that could be tackled in these initiatlss compared the security of infant
attachment with parental behavior in the precegesy, or to social functioning in the
following years. These initial studies linked patisd behavior with the child’s
organization of attachment, providing the firstd®nce in the direction of transmission
of attachment.

Empirical Approaches: Ainsworth’s Contribution.Mary Ainsworth was the first
to find empirical support for Bowlby’s hypotheskat individual differences in infants’
attachment could be traced back to differencesatemal care. Within the ethological
framework proposed by Bowlby’s theory, Ainswortmdacted two extensive
naturalistic observational studies of infants arathars: the first such study took place in
Uganda, in the 50s; the second one, in Baltimoréhe 60s. Despite the cultural and
economical differences between the two populatidressame conclusions emerged:
infants showed different patterns of attachmerdtegl behaviors (exploration, crying,
proximity seeking, etc.), and these patterns wieked to patterns of maternal
responsiveness in the previous months. Ainswanihd thatmaternal sensitivityn the
first months of infant’s life — mother’s ability t@ad the infant’s signals accurately and
to respond to them in a timely and appropriate raariwas linked to an increased
likelihood of children’s developing a secure attaeimt (Ainsworth, 1962). In other
words, mothers’ responsiveness and sensitivityayitd-day interactions were linked
with infants’ confidence in their mothers’ availbtly, as manifested in their behavior at
home, as well as in a structured laboratory proaedu

Based on her observations of secure base beha¥ibmne, Ainsworth devised a
method of assessing attachment behaviors in tleed&dry (Ainsworth, Blehar, E.
Waters, & Wall, 1978). The Strange Situation Pracectonsisted of a series of play
episodes between mother and infant, interspersédtwo brief separations from mother
and two reunions. The procedure is meant to beélyrstressful for the infant, in order to
activate attachment. During the first separatjpis@le, the infant was left with an
unfamiliar adult, and during the second one, tli@nnhwas left alone. The play episodes



were informative of infant’s level of exploratioand the reunions were informative of
the infant’s proximity seeking, avoidant, and resi$ behaviors. Ainsworth noticed that
infants’ behaviors were grouped into three maitguas of attachment that were
consistently correlated with similar patterns afige base behaviors at home, and with
specific patterns of maternal car8ecurely attached infantgere characterized by
effective use of mother as a secure base at hodheaarfidence in her availability should
they encounter any difficulties. They tended tprapch mother when the attachment
system was activated, to openly communicate dsttesbe comforted by mother’s
presence, and to be able to resume exploration@fteaact, thus maintaining a balance
between attachment and exploration. During themgi situation procedure, securely
attached infants openly showed their distress tiagurom separation and actively
sought comfort, they were easily comforted by moshgroximity during reunion, and
they were able to resume play and explorationeécstime complexity level as before.
This pattern of infant attachment was linked withistory of sensitive care that created
the expectation of mother’s availability.

Insecurely attached children manifested two distratters of dealing with
mother’s unavailability or lack of consistencivoidant attachmenwas characterized by
what appeared to be exploration at the expenstamtenent, andesistant attachment
by an exacerbation of attachment behaviors atxperese of exploration. Avoidant
children did not show their distress to their motlaad they either ignored her when she
returned after a separation, or they mixed proyiséeking signals with avoidance
(Ainsworth, 1979a). Anxious-ambivalent or resisteimildren, on the other hand, showed
exaggerated distress upon separation, and, althbeglsought mother’s proximity when
she returned, they were not easily comforted, heg seemed to resist contact as well
(Ainsworth, 1979a). Insecurely attached infanensed either unaware of mother’s
absence, and did not approach her upon returndant)i or they seemed to actively
resist mother’s efforts to console them (resistaA Ainsworth showed in her studies
linking maternal behavior with infant attachmer@{®2b), both of these insecure
attachment styles can be conceptualized as steatéygi coping with different types of
insensitive care: avoidant attachment as an adaptiat mother’s rejection of the



expression of negative emotions, and resistantratiant as an adaptation to a history of
inconsistent maternal response.

The Move to Representatiods mentioned before, Bowlby proposed that
attachment-related expectations become organizgdnaralized expectations about
attachment which he calledternal working models Internal working models serve to
predict and understand attachment-related behawaadsare responsible for how people
behave in relationships. Although Bowlby’'s theoosfulated that maternal working
models should be transmitted to their children,dtiugly of this relationship was not
possible before the development of the Adult Attaeht Interview (AAl), the first
method to investigate adult attachment represemsti

In 1985, Mary Main and her collaborators publislezeminal article that marked
“the move to representation” in attachment thedhe article defined working models as
“a set of conscious and/or unconscious rules ferttganization of information relevant
to attachment and for obtaining or limiting acctsthat information” (Main, Kaplan, &
Cassidy, 1985, pp 66-67), and went on to introdbeeAdult Attachment Interview
(AAI) - a semi-structured interview that accesdssl drganization of attachment-relevant
information into an adult’s mind by asking the widuals a series of questions about
their relationship with their parents. The AAlsispposed to tap into a generalized
representation of attachment that stems from pusviateractions with one’s parents, and
is expressed through the ability to tell a coheesmtt believable narrative about
relationships.

Within a theoretical framework that emphasizeddtite as well as content,

Mary Main argued that different patterns of infattachment behaviors that had been
observed before in naturalistic settings and duttregStrange Situation Procedure stem
from “individual differences in the mental repretsgion of the self in relation to
attachment” (1985, p 67), and exert their influeanéboth nonverbal behavior and on
“patterns of language and structures of mind” (p 6lhis new framework was
consistent with Bowlby’s idea that attachment idealong phenomenon, and opened the
possibility for the investigation of attachment bagt infancy. Mary Main believed that
the three types of infant attachment described ingworth (secure, avoidant, and
resistant) corresponded to three types of “viewg'epresentations of relationships that



organize and are expressed through attachmenéeddb@haviors, cognitions, memories
and emotions, including the behaviors observabtrange situation procedure, but also
behaviors or discourse produced years after thialiassessment of attachment.

Interestingly, the patterns of infant attachmerstcdibed above were paralleled by
similar patterns of parental discourse. The parefithildren who were securely
attached as infants tended to value attachmentoatidcuss attachment-related
experiences openly, and without idealization. Ehesrents were classified secure
with respect to attachment. Parents of childressified as avoidant in infancy
manifested a tendency to dismiss, devalue, andraistthemselves emotionally from
attachment-related situations, and were therefassified aglismissing Parents of
infants who had been classified as resistant anicy tended to be overly involved or
preoccupied with dependency on their own paremnig were therefore classified as
preoccupied.

Mary Main hypothesized that attachment securitypfancy would be correlated
with a series of measures administered five yedes,lincluding parents’ representations
of attachment assessed with the AAl. The coraatatbetween attachment
classifications in strange situation procedure$ wibther at age one and mother’s
representation of attachment five years later vggkly significant. Another set of
interesting correlations were established betweenrsy in infancy and a series of
measures of attachment at age six: fluency of diseobetween child and parent, child’s
emotional openness while discussing separatioid’shikelihood of suggesting
constructive solutions to hypothetical separatamg child’s reaction to a family
photography. These measures seem to be relatedavite of the proposed mechanisms
of transmission of attachment beyond infancy — eigflg with the concept of “openness
of communication” that will be discussed later innendetail. These findings suggest
that, on the one hand, therestability of attachmerftom age one to age six (there is a
link between attachment behaviors for each agealsota link between attachment
behaviors in infancy and representations of att&etirat age six), and therecioss-
generational transmission of attachmeintlicated by the correlation between maternal
representation and children’s representationstatament at age six.



One of the advantages of AAIl and of similar semirxdured interviews is the
richness of clinically-relevant information theynceollect, but this comes at the expense
of several disadvantages. First of all, the adstiation and coding of these interviews
are extremely elaborate and time consuming, regusignificant commitment on the
part of the researchers. Second, the coding iegodo many dimensions that it is
difficult to discern the underlying architecturetbé mental representations of
attachment. It is difficult to specify which ofdbe dimensions are the most relevant,
how they are organized, and what role they plaggulating attachment behavior or in
the transmission of attachment. H.S. Waters ant¥d&ers remarked that “AAl works
far better than we can currently explain” (2008)new narrative method developed by
Harriet Waters and her collaborators (Waters & Rpols, 2001) overcomes these
disadvantages, being not only easy to administeéreasy to score, but also able to reveal
important aspects of the cognitive structure adatment representations.

Secure Base Scripts and the Narrative Script Assemst. As noted by Mary
Main, during the strange situation procedure irddrghaves ifthey know what a
sequence of interactions with their caregiver lolikes(Main et al., 1985). They seem to
have some expectations from their caregivers, aathgo know what follows in a
sequence of exploratory and attachment interactiaressimilar way that one knows
what to expect in the series of interactions timateulie, for example, the “going to the
restaurant” script. Inge Bretherton (1987, 1998% whe first to realize that internal
working models of attachment could be describe@rims of cognitive schemas,
generalized event representations, and scripts iddéa was further articulated by
Harriet Waters and her collaborators, in a study #malyzed children’s responses to a
series of attachment-related story-stems by comgdhem to a prototypical secure base
script (H. Waters, Rodrigues, & Ridgeway, 1998hheBtories were previously collected
by Bretherton, Ridgeway, and Cassidy (1990), ard tiiven global ratings of
attachment security, using a combination of ciater\ number of 24 children were
interviewed twice (at 37 and at 54 months) and édskeell and enact what would
happen next in a series of attachment-relevaniestsuch as “Monster in the bedroom”,
or “Hurt knee”. Similar to AAI ratings, the globedtings of security included so many
categories that it was difficult to discern whiahes were truly important, and what



contribution each story made to the final scoréesk limitations led Harriet Waters and
her collaborators (H. Waters, Rodrigues, & Ridgewl®88) to examine the stories in a
new light, with an emphasis on scriptedness, oilaiity to a prototypical secure base
script. The definition of a secure base script dasved from Bowlby’s and Ainsworth
theory, from previous measures of attachment (g&aituation procedure), and from the
typical children’s responses to the stories.

A secure base scrips a series of temporally and causally relatechiesyehat
unfold in the same succession. The key comporwite secure base script are the
following: (1) the child explores away from the egiver, (2) the child maintains contact
or returns if necessary, (3) some difficulty oreidir arises, (4) the caregiver approaches or
the child seeks proximity, (5) the difficulty isalewith, and (6) the caregiver (or contact
with the caregiver) enables the child to returexploration (H. Waters et al., 1998).
One of the most important features of these scigpise child’s ability to get back on
track and resume initial exploration. The secwagebscripts became thus relevant in
explaining not only situations of impending dangecrisis, but also ordinary situations
with which mothers and children are confronted gy.

The study showed that scriptedness at both agean@54 months) was
significantly correlated with previous measuresidchment security, and, interestingly,
unlike Bretherton’s original coding, was not coatedd with measures of mental
development or vocabulary. So, scriptedness prowvée an effective and easy to
implement measure of security, while, at the same,tnot being linked with general
intelligence or language development. Interesyingjis study was the first to illustrate
the stability of attachment representations inyeehildhood, despite children’s
tremendous cognitive advances between the agesarid®54 months. The stability
could be evidenced by coding the stories for sedpéss, but could not be captured with
Bretherton’s initial scoring.

If this initial study proved that children’s attanbnt was organized in the form of
secure base scripts, the next logical step wouleé baen to see whether scripts had any
relevance for attachment in adulthood. Subsequdnérriet Waters and her
collaborators developed the narrative-based Attachr8cript Assessment, in which
individuals were asked to produce stories aboutarethild interactions and about

10



adult-adult relationships starting from a seriesvofd prompts meant to evoke secure
base scripts (Waters & Rodrigues, 2001). Theesasiere transcribed and coded
depending on their scriptedness, that is, how nbaemmarrative was organized around a
secure base script. The measure was validatedsaghe AAI on a sample of adult
women, showing high correlations with AAI coheresceres (.58p < .01, Waters &
Rodrigues, 2001) AAI coherence is the scale mostiptive of adult attachment
security, and it refers to the participants’ apit tell an organized and believable story
about their early experiences.

In subsequent studies, the Attachment Script Assesswas found to be stable
over a one year period (Vaughn et al., 2006), watated with maternal sensitivity
(Coppola et al., 2006), with children’s strangeaiton classification (Tini, Corcoran,
Rodrigues-Doolabh, & Waters, 2003), and with clatds attachment behavior in
naturalistic settings, as measured with the Attaaitn@-Sort (Bost et al., 2006;
Verissimo & Salvaterra, 2006). The predictive eabf the Attachment Script
Assessment is comparable to that of the AAI (76%oeating to Tini et al., 2003), and the
relationship is preserved in both biological (Besal., 2006) and adoptive families
(Verissimo & Salvaterra, 2006). These studies sti@v“mothers with well-scripted
secure base knowledge have children who treat #seansecure base for exploration at
home” (Vaughn et al., 2006). The relevance of tloeseelations will be reviewed in later
sections about the intergenerational transmissi@ttachment and attachment stability.
Intergenerational Transmission of Attachment

Significant correlations between measures of matettachment representations
and children’s attachment status (secure vs. imsgtias provided empirical support for
the intergenerational transmission of attachmelme. dorrelation between mothers’
attachment representations and infants’ attachtvemviors was initially documented
by Main et al. in 1985 and was consistently repédaby later studies. The degree of
correspondence between mother’s patterns of AAdaeses and children’s patterns of
attachment behaviors during Strange Situation Riureeranges between 66%-82% (75%
for the secure-insecure split according to a matdyais conducted by Marinus van
IJzendoorn in 1995¢.49, Sensitivity.82, Specificity.66, Positive Predictive
Power.75,Negative Predictive Power75; 70% for the three way cross-tabulation,
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k=.46), and it was documented in concurrent, praspgeand retrospective correlations
(Benoit and Parker, 1994). Main’s first study doeunted this retrospective relationship,
correlating mother’s representations when childsege was six to children’s
classification of attachment at age one. The firespective study, linking mothers’
representation of attachment measysezhatallywith infants’ classification of
attachment a year later was published by Fonag@glé&and Steele in 1991. Mothers’
secure representations of attachment were ableethcp infants’ security in 75 % of the
dyads, suggesting that mothers attachment repeggaTd were probably stable in time
(from one year to the next), and they were traablatinto infants’ attachment behaviors.

Marinus van 1Jzendoorn (1995) conducted a metlssisahat examined the
correlations between parents’ AAl and infants’ éttaent security. After analyzing 18
available samples, he concluded that AAl had axgtpredictive power in determining
overall infant security or insecurity (very largéeet of 1.06). Additionally, Van
IJzendoorn examined the predictive power of difietgpes of insecurity (dismissive,
preoccupied, and unresolved), concluding that fipe®Al classifications could predict
infants’ attachment classifications even when tlmeur categories were used.
Although the link between maternal preoccupiedchtt@ent and infants’ resistant
attachment showed weaker correlations, all therqihies (secure-secure, dismissing-
avoidant, and unresolved-disorganized) were rgliabhcordant (van IJzendoorn, 1995),
suggesting that distinctions among different typeimsecurity are transmissible from
one generation to the next.

New methods of assessing parental representati@itachment or of infants’
security contributed to the accumulating evidemselie intergenerational transmission
of attachment. For example, the Working Modelhaf Child Interview (WMCI),
developed by Charles H. Zeanah and his collabar4i®94), showed similar
correlations with infants’ attachment classificagaas the AAI. This interview is similar
in structure and scoring with the AAI, but, insteddcainswering questions about their
relationships with their parents, respondents fasuthe relationship with their child.
Consistence, believability, coherence, and avditglaif specific memories are important
indicators of whether the parent hasadancedor a secure representation of her child.

The two broad categories of insecure attachmeméseptations disengage@nd
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distorted— parallel the avoidant and resistant attachmeatessin childhood, and the
dismissing and preoccupied categories of AAl. Warking Model of the Child
Interview proved to have predictive power of condgant or subsequent infant
attachment classification (Zeanah, 1993; 1994)n evteen administered to mothers
prenatally (Benoit and Parker, 1997).

Other studies looked at the relationship betweeth @&l children’s attachment
behavior as captured by the Attachment Q-sortaaktd the Strange Situation
Procedure, and confirmed consistently that pareafsesentations of attachment were
related to children’s attachment security (Posédaers, Crowell, & Lay, 1995).

Studies that compared parental attachment repeggerg and children’s representations
of attachment, as reflected in their ability to @dete attachment-related stories enacted
with dolls and props, found that mothers’ AAI coplcedict children’s Attachment Story
Completion Task (ASCT) classification at age thifddjkovitch, Pierrehumbert, &
Bretherton, 2004). Fathers’ AAl, however, seentetdd unrelated to children’s ASCT.

Finally, the recently developed Attachment Scrigs@ssment showed similar
correlations between mothers’ knowledge of secasescripts and infants’ ability to use
them as a secure base. The correlations remaihstisitial regardless of the measure of
infant security (Strange Situation Procedure oad¢lttnent Q-Sort), and were replicated
in both biological and adoptive families (Tini et 2003; Bost et al., 2006; Verissimo &
Salvaterra, 2006). These correlations indicatertimhers with a better knowledge of
secure base scripts have children who are more ateping them as secure base at
home or in an unfamiliar setting.

Stability of Attachment — Stability in Child, or iParent?

The move to representations allowed for the exatoinaf another interesting
guestion: how stable is attachment over time? §loegitudinal studies compared
infants’ attachment classification at age one Wit same participants’ representations of
attachment in adulthood (E. Waters, Hamilton, & k¥leid, 2000). Overall, the
participants tended to maintain their secure verssecure classification from infancy to
adulthood (72 % in the study by E. Waters et &0®, and whenever changes in
security occurred, they could be traced back tarenmental changes that acted as
barriers or facilitators for parents’ responsiv@d@or. The reasons for this stability are
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not yet clear. The puzzling aspect is that attasttimehaviorsin infancy are related to
attachmentepresentationsn adulthood. It is difficult to decide whethéig consistency
is due to the stability of internal working modeighe child’s mind or to the stability of
the parents’ behavior. The first of these explamatassumes that infants have already
constructed secure base scripts that tend to stamisto change, thus underlying
attachment representations over time, even in laolodt. Secure attachment in infancy
thus “immunizes” them against future factors thaghhthreaten security. The second
explanation assumes that mothers tend to behasathe way, and one reason for the
stability could be the stability of their securesbacripts. None of these hypotheses has
been confirmed, but the converging evidence paginstability of secure base scripts in
early childhood (H. Waters et al., 1998) and inldehod (Vaughn et al., 2006) suggests
that both might be plausible.

Stability of attachment representations seemeta prerequisite, a necessary, but
not sufficient condition, for the transmission &é place. For example, the previously
mentioned study by Benoit and Parker (1994) shoveecklations between maternal
grandmothers’, mothers’, and infants’ attachmeaotisgy. If mothers’ representations of
attachment parallel the grandmothers’, they ne¢alé@dve been stable over time.
Contrariwise, if attachment representations chamgéoe absence of major life events
from one year to the next, there would be no ctesipatterns that could be transmitted
from one generation to the next.

To sum up, there is converging evidence pointinip bo the stability and the
intergenerational transmission of attachment, hacetare reasons to believe that secure
base scripts are responsible for both of theseghena. Secure base scripts are
probably involved in the stability of attachmentaase they might underlie both stability
in parental behavior and children’s attachmentikttyab Additionally, secure base scripts
are probably involved in the transmission of attaeht because they can explain why
someone effective at using someone else as a deasedn childhood can later become a
secure base for someone else. It is likely thatiggecure base users become good secure
base providers because they know the secure bages sor “the rules of the game” and,
as partners or parents, they work towards the digoal of helping their spouses or
children to live a bigger, more meaningful life.
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Mechanisms of Transmission

Until now, multiple studies established an assammbetween parents’
attachment representations as measured with AAchiddren’s attachment security.
Moreover, mothers’ knowledge of and access to arsdaase script showed similar
predictive power as mothers’ AAl for children’sathment assessed in the lab (Tini et
al., 2001) or in naturalistic settings (Bost et28l06; Verissimo & Salvaterra, 2006).
Despite all the evidence for the intergeneratidraadsmission of attachment, the
mechanisms that make the transmission possibleinethanclear; several explanations
have been proposed, but none of them has gainedtsefsupport. The following
sections will analyze these mechanisms, the enapiemidence supporting their role in
the transmission of attachment, and the way in kvthe hypothesized mechanisms
might form a coherent theoretical picture. The pisgzl mechanisms can be grouped in
three categories: maternal behavior, mother’stgtiti reflect coherently on attachment-
related events, and mother-child dialogue. Matdvahavior seems to be especially
important in the first year of life, because it miginderlie the development of
experientially-based internal working models iraimfs’ minds, but as children become
increasingly verbal, it is probable that qualittésnother-child dialogue play an
additional and increasingly significant role in thevelopment of children’s secure base
scripts. From a secure base script perspectigegins plausible to assume that mothers’
secure base scripts influence their sensitivitgttitdren’s signals, and that maternal
sensitivity, in its turn, contributes to childremsveloping their own secure base scripts.
It is also conceivable that mothers’ knowledgeraf access to secure base scripts are
guiding the way they talk to their children, and thiay they discuss emotional-relevant
situations. The following sections will examinesle different mechanisms, the
empirical evidence supporting their role in thengmission of attachment and how they
might operate within the mother-child dyad.

Maternal Sensitivity. As mentioned before, Mary Ainsworth’s observasibn
studies were crucial for understanding attachmehaior in infancy and the parental
antecedents of attachment security. Her studieiroeed Bowlby’'s hypothesis that
maternal care and responsiveness is one of thargogs of infant attachment (Bowlby,
1969). Ainsworth and her collaborators observadresively 26 mother-child pairs from
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the Baltimore area during children’s first yeadits, recording multiple aspects of their
interactions (Ainsworth, Waters, Blehar, & Wall,78). These observations were then
compared with infants’ attachment behaviors inl#ite as measured with the Strange
Situation Procedure. The correlations between maksensitivity and subsequent infant
attachment were highly significant, indicating tregtleast in the first year of life,
mother’s behavior has a strong impact on childrattachment. The dimensions of
maternal behavior that had the strongest relatomsfants’ security wersensitivity
defined as mother’s ability to read and interpnéamt’s signals accuratelgicceptance
versus rejection of infants’ neeasoperationversus interference with ongoing behavior,
and physical and psychologicatlailability (Ainsworth, Waters, Blehar, & Wall, 1978).

Since then, numerous studies attempted to replibateorrelation between
maternal sensitivity and infant attachment, bu¢ottheir results were not as compelling
as the initial ones. Some of the variability corfiesn the use of different definitions of
maternal sensitivity, as well as from using differenethods; the sample interactions
observed ranged from several minutes to severatsvePe Wolff and van IJzendoorn
(1997) performed a meta-analysis on the studiadittk@d maternal behaviors with
infant attachment security, with the purpose of m@up with a coherent picture of their
results. They concluded that there was at leasb@erate correlation between maternal
sensitivity and children’s attachment security, #mt maternal sensitivity is an
important but not exclusive prerequisite of chitdsesecurity.

In his 1995 meta-analysis, van IJzendoorn examinedorrelations between
parental attachment representations and infariegtanent security, as well as the role of
parental sensitivity as a potential mediator betwasrental representations and infants’
behaviors. It seemed plausible that parental sgptations informed parental sensitive
and responsive behaviors, and that these behaveresin turn responsible for fostering
infants’ secure attachment. Thus, parental seigiseemed a plausible candidate
mechanism of inter-generational transmission @cdiment. The meta-analysis found
significant support for the link betweematernal sensitivityand children’sattachment
security(large effect size of .72 in the expected diregtioHowever, although both
parental security and parental sensitivity hadnapartant independent contribution to
children’s security of attachment, parental seguitplained only 12 % of the variance in
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parental sensitivity (1995, p398), and parentasgmity accounted for only 23 % of the
variance in the relation between parental and trdaourity, leaving the door open to
alternative interpretations. Although secure per@rere more likely to read their
children’s signals accurately and respond to themnprompt and appropriate manner, it
seems that this is not the only mechanism resplenfibthe transmission of attachment.
The meta-analysis suggested that most of the mfli@f parental security on children’s
attachment takes place through mechanisms otherAimsworth’s sensitivity (van
IJzendoorn, 1995). To conclude, the mechanisnisan$mission of attachment remained
unclear, prompting van IJzendoorn to refer to themon, still unexplained variance of
maternal representations and infants’ attachmetitea&ransmission gap”.

Other studies that examined the role of maternadigeity in the
intergenerational transmission of attachment (PeaerGleason and Moran, 1998) found
only moderate support for the mediational hypothesn the study by Pederson and
collaborators, maternal sensitivity could accowmtdnly 17 % of the relationship
between mothers’ AAl and children’s attachment sifasation with the strange situation.
To sum up, it seems that, especially after infantgternal sensitivity is either
manifested in a way that is different from Ainswuostinitial conceptualization, or is not
the only mechanism involved in the transmissioattdchment. A series of later studies
that attempt to address the “transmission gap”rbp@sing different mechanisms will be
discussed in a later section. It is worth notiegetithough that most of them involve
aspects related to open communication in mothdd-clielogue.

Maternal Ability to Reflect Coherently on AttachmeéiRRelated Situations.In
order to elucidate the relations between mateitatiament representations and
children’s attachment classifications, a differseties of concepts were proposed. What
these concepts have in common is that they refeonte prerequisites of effective
mother-child communication in the form of materahility to reflect upon attachment-
related experiences in a coherent manner. Madstese conceptsinsightfulnesgKoren
Karie, Oppenheim, Dolev, Sher, and Etzion-Cara28602),mind-mindednes@Vieins,
1997), andeflective functionindFonagy et al., 1991) - draw onto Mary Ainsworth’s
sensitivity scales and revolve around the idea atermal emotional availability,
understood as warmth, acceptance, and a child+eshépproach.
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Oppenheim and Koren-Karie (2002) proposed itgightfulness- mother’s
capacity to see things from the child's point @wior to reflect on the child’s attachment
experiences — accounts for differences in caregibehaviors that lead to differences in
children’s attachment security. Their hypothesibased on Ainsworth’s suggestion that
the ability to empathize with the child, or to skimgs from child’s point of view, is one
of the prerequisites of maternal sensitivity (Airesth, 1969). The insightfulness scales
measure such qualities as the ability to understiaaahild’s thoughts, feelings, and
motives, perceiving the child as a separate peesmhpeing able to convey a rich,
coherent and balanced image of the child when dgieg a previous interaction.

Empirical studies confirmed the proposed relatignbletween attachment and
insightfulness: mothers who showed more insighdsénwere also more likely to have
securely attached children, and specific pattefitasol of insightfulness were correlated
with specific types of children’s insecurity (Kor&arie et al., 2002; Oppenheim et al.,
2001). Similarly, Oppenheim and collaborators @0thowed that mothers of securely
attached children were characterized by more engatiderstanding, and fewer
misperceptions of their children’s behaviors.

Additionally, Koren-Karie and collaborators (20G8und evidence for the
association between maternal insightfulness, makeemsitivity, and infants’
attachment. Insightfulness was positively coreglawith both maternal sensitivity and
infant attachment. The proposed explanation waisrttaternal insightfulness underlies
maternal sensitivity, and that maternal sensitifatsters infant secure attachment
(Koren-Karie et al., 2002, p. 540). However, ifgfglness had an independent
contribution in explaining the variance in infanéétachment, above and beyond maternal
sensitivity, suggesting that insightfulness mighntcibute to infants’ attachment through
ways different from maternal sensitivity. Korenti€aet al. proposed that insightfulness
might inform, for example, mother’s attempts tofsen limits when children want to
explore dangerous objects or when they are unabilegulate their negative emotions
during temper tantrums. Even though these behsvai@ not experienced by children as
sensitive, they might contribute to children’s sen$§security, because they convey the
idea that an adult is in charge and can deal vatiative emotions constructively (p.
540).
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Elizabeth Meins (1997) definedind-mindednesas the mother’s ability to see
the child as an individual with an autonomous miifea This quality is evidenced in
mother’s tendency to use mental states when dasgitier child’s behaviors and it is
thought to underlie maternal sensitivity, espegiafter infancy, when attachment takes
the form of a goal-corrected partnership, and caiidbecome better able to articulate and
express their goals. Meins et al. (1998) noteelaionship between attachment and
mind-mindedness, showing that mothers who had eBcattached infants at 12 months
were more likely to use mental characteristicsascdbe the behaviors of the same
children two years later. However, mind-mindedrigsso guarantee that the parent has
the correct view of that representation or offepoasibility to change incorrect working
models” (Zimmermann, 1999). Zimmermann continusdéview of Meins’ book about
mind-mindedness by pointing out that the abilitppenly discuss and correct flawed
working models is as central to attachment as Seihgi

Because of its conceptual affinity with maternaisevity, mind-mindedness was
nevertheless examined as a possible mechanisiegontergenerational transmission of
attachment. In an attempt to reduce the “transarisgap” between parental and infant
attachment, Bernier and Dozier (2003) examineddlaionships between maternal
attachment representations, infants’ strange siniafassifications, and a measure of
mind-mindedness derived from a semi-structuredvigw in a sample of foster mothers
and their children, aged from 6 to 30 months. fbiséer mothers were asked to describe
the children, and any descriptions they used im$esf emotions, desires, intellect, will,
etc. were scored as evidence of mind-mindednegsrekstingly, the measure of mind-
mindedness was found to explain the relationshipvéen mother’s AAI coherence and
infant’s attachment classification almost entirddyt it wasnegativelycorrelated with
both. The authors suggest that an exaggerated fatmental states in the description of
a child before the child is able to express theeatal states symbolically and verbally
(at around age three) might actually interfere wlita development of secure
attachments, and propose that age-appropriateipscs are a key feature of mind-
mindedness.

Meins et al. (2001) also examined the role of nmatlesensitivity and mind-
mindedness in predicting infant attachment classtions. The study measured both
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sensitivity and mind-mindedness in a play situatigien infants were six months old,
and attachment with the strange situation proceduteelve months. Mind-mindedness,
understood as appropriate mind-related commentissamsitivity had an independent
contribution to infants’ attachment security, sugfgey that they might account for
different aspects involved in the intergeneratidrasmission of attachment.

Finally, reflective functionings defined as the overt manifestation, in naregtof
an individual's mentalizing capacity (Fonagy, Stedlloran, Steele, & Higgit, 1991;
Fonagy et al., 1995), whilmentalizingis the ability to understand behaviors in terms of
underlying states and intentions (Slade, 2005)aBse mentalizing is inaccessible for
direct measure, researchers measure reflectivéidnny instead, as a quality of
attachment-related speech. With respect to atteanhmeflective functioning
encompasses mother’s ability to reflect upon amepicthe inner life of her child, and
can be measured as a quality of the AAI discoufsadgy et al, 1998).

Empirical studies that examined reflective funcimgnas coded from the AAI
(Fonagy, Steele, Moran, Steele, & Higgit, 1991)from the Parent Development
Interview (Slade et al., 2005), an interview whieas constructed with the parent-child
relationship in mind (Aber et al., 1985), foundttparents with higher reflective
functioning scores were more likely to have highl&Aherence scores, and more likely
to have securely attached children. The studydnagy et al. (1991) showed that, if
reflective functioning is taken into account, inaxplain entirely the correlation between
AAI security and infant attachment. These veryelations, however, make it difficult
to conceptualize reflective functioning as diffaréom a mere indicator of attachment
security. In the study by Slade and her collalmrsatSlade et al., 2005) the correlations
between maternal AAI and children’s attachmentsifecsitions were quite modest, but
when a mediational analysis with reflective funotig as a mediator was introduced,
reflective functioning largely accounted for théat®nship between mothers’ and
children’s attachment security. The correlatiotwaen reflective functioning and infant
security was of .41, and the correlation betwedectve functioning and AAI was of
.51, suggesting that mediational analyses thatdeleflective functioning as a possible
mechanism of transmission of attachment are a giogapproach.
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One of the limitations of reflective functioninggwever, is that, as a quality of
discourse, it cannot elucidate what takes placeahtime, mother-child interactions. A
similar criticism can be leveled against the ott@nstructs and measures of parental
ability to reflect upon attachment-related situasioeven though some of the mind-
mindedness studies (e.g., Arnott & Meins, 2007)attémpt to overcome these
limitations, by measuring parents’ ability to delsertheir children’s mental states
appropriately during ongoing interactions. Nong&tbg, studies of reflective functioning,
insightfulness, and mind-mindedness suggest th#ters abilities to attribute
intentionality, interpret correctly, and empathizieh their children are indissolubly
linked with both their own, and with their childrattachment security.

Furthermore, if we examine these concepts closledy, seem to capture qualities
of mother-child interaction or dialogue that amitr to mothers’ co-construction
abilities, which will be discussed in the followisgction. For example, when Slade
describes mother’s ability “to link this awarene$$er child’s or her own internal state
to behavior or to other internal states” as “thénhark of true reflective functioning”
(Slade, 2005, p. 278), she seems to be referringptber’s ability to use causal links and
employ an explanatory framework for her own andhier child’s behaviors. Thus, it
appears that maternal qualities captured by réfledinctioning or insightfulness may to
be the prerequisites of co-construction, but itag® unclear how these aspects of
internal functioning are translated into actiond dralogue.

Open Lines of CommunicationBowlby had already proposed that, behind
attachment behavior and its stability, the cogn#iabout attachment must be organized
into what he called “working models” of relationggi(1969; 1980). Through interactions
with one’s attachment figure, one develops workmagels of self, of others, and of the
world. These models serve to organize, filter,udate, predict and make sense of
attachment-related situations.

In infancy, these models are procedural, sensodnadistractions based on
experience with the caregiver. As children becomoee verbal, they are able to discuss
attachment-related experiences with their paremd,new, verbally-based, declarative
models of relationships are formed (Grossmann, 19%8ese models are rooted in both
experience and dialogue, and they are indissoloded on the cognitive and linguistic
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advances of preschool years. Indeed, as Thompsabie, and Ontai (2003) pointed out,
the internal representations of attachment devel@p time in close conjunction with
cognitive development, and critical periods of dtige restructuring involve qualitative
changes in attachment representations as wefrelschool years, advances in cognition
and communication allow for the exploration of Hzeial and emotional world, in
addition to the physical world. Children becomédreable to understand others’
emotion, better able to remember past events,vatiuthe help of their parents, they
start to integrate these recollections in a coliararrative about the self. In this context,
parent-child communication becomes increasinglyartant for the creation and
consolidation of the verbally-based models of reteghips.

Bowlby had hypothesized that, beyond infancy, theedom of communication”
between parent and child plays a significant mléhe consolidation of these models
(Bowlby, 1988). Bowlby suggested that, as childobenome more verbal, dialogue starts
to play a more important role in the goal-correqgtadnership between mothers and
children, and that communication replaces proxiragyhe goal of attachment behaviors
beyond infancy (Bowlby, 1969; 1988). The abilitytalk freely about emotions builds
on the previous attachment experiences and coteslia the construction of secure
representations about relationships. Of particufgnortance is mothers’ ability to
discuss attachment-related situations with thelddm in the absence of defensive
exclusion and other processes that introduce tishsrin later representations of
relationships (Bowlby, 1988). In this sense, moitiald dialogue becomes the new
arena for intergenerational transmission of attaaftiand it is crucial for studies that
examine the mechanisms of transmission of attachingmeschool years and beyond to
take into account both open lines of communicasind experience.

Examining the literature on narrative processesatatthment representations,
Oppenheim and Waters (1995) articulated the cotoact®n hypothesis, which suggests
that secure mothers are better at supporting thddren build and revise attachment
scripts, fill in the details, and connect eventthimia coherent, explanatory framework.
Co-construction was defined in a later paper asynehronous back and forth between
people, in which the contribution of each particips equally valued. In comparison
with scaffolding, in which one of the participahkizgows the “right answer”, co-
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construction is a more open process, in which o#ilcire allowed to figure out the right
answer, with support from the parents, but on tbein (Waters, Cunliffe & Guttmann-
Steinmetz, 2001).

Conversations about past or hypothetical events antemotional connotation in
particular can provide mothers with the opportubityliscuss, compare and alter their
children’s representations. Some mothers migltdieer than others at supporting open
mother-child dialogue and helping their childreqaice secure base scripts. In support
of this hypothesis, a series of studies linked ¢flaant and coherent communication
about emotional situations and past events to r@nld attachment security (Main,
Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985; Bretherton, Fritz, Zahnxlég & Ridgeway, 1986;
Oppenheim, Nir, Warren, & Emde, 1997). For examagementioned before, Main et al.
(1985) showed a correlation between a behaviorakme of attachment and several
measures of open communication at age six: fluefdyscourse between child and
parent, child’s emotional openness while discussgjaration, and child’s likelihood of
suggesting constructive solutions to hypothetieglesation. In addition, Oppenheim et
al. (1997) showed that children’s emotional coheeeaind mothers’ facilitation during a
co-construction task in which mother and child (4g® enacted a separation/reunion
with dolls was linked with children’s independettaahment narratives and their
emotion and behavioral regulation skills at agésafd 5.5. High emotional coherence
was measured by aspects such as child’s willingteedscuss the separation and to
enact a warm reunion. Mother’s facilitation wasasw@ed by aspects such as helping the
child figure out what to do during separation, adpthe child find an alternative
caregiver or activity, and initiating an affecti@aeunion.

Additional support for the link between mother’syaounicative style and
children’s attachment comes from research aboutanedevelopment. Fivush and her
collaborators noticed that mothers have differemhimunication styles with their
children, and that these styles influence how nekeliren remember and communicate
about their memories (e.g., Reese, Haden, & Fivi883). For example, mothers with a
more elaborative narrative style (i.e., richly dgstve and evaluative, providing
background and contextual information and elicitimgrmation from the child) have
children who are later found to engage in moreildetaricher reminiscing and provide
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more extensive autobiographical accounts comparéaktoffspring of mothers with a
less elaborative narrative style (Haden, Haine \Mu$h, 1997; Harley & Reese, 1999;
Farrant & Reese, 2000; Reese, Haden, & Fivush,)1998erestingly, in addition to
these correlates, elaborative mothers tend to tialgren who are more securely
attached (Fivush & Vasudeva, 2002). Children abetative mothers also tended to
remember more and provide newer information whé&ed$o reminisce about different
events independently (McCabe & Peterson, 1991sSkleush, & Peterson, 2003),
suggesting that elaboration encourages childreonstruct more detailed
representations of events, and, ultimately, moreptex and adaptable interpersonal
scripts. The correlations between reminiscingeséyld security suggest that how
mothers talk to their children about attachmergvaht situations might play a role in
how children encode, represent and organize attactirelevant information.

In some recent studies, new co-construction tagke weveloped to provide more
detailed information about mother-child dialogueatattachment-related situations.
Waters, Steiner, Guttmann-Steinmetz, Roberts, &atafin preparation) examined the
communicative styles of mothers and their preschgel children during a narrative co-
construction task. The mother-child dyads werdeahto tell stories starting from two
series of picture prompts that described two attesti-relevant situations — a positive,
and a negative one (for example, “Mother comes lfrack the city” versus “Child
cannot sit on mommy’s lap”). There were consistiffiérences in mothers’ co-
construction skills, and these skills were siguifitty correlated with both mothers’ AAI
coherence scores, and with their attachment sasggssment. Secure mothers were
more attentive to the children, better at timingitlitomments appropriately, and better at
helping their children fill in the details. Intestengly, these correlations were stronger for
negative than for positive story lines. The stadgfirmed that secure mothers have
better co-construction skills, and articulated qbalities of effective mother-child
communication (creating a co-construction atmosphemcouraging content elaboration,
and supporting an explanatory framework).

Apetroaia, Gomes, and Waters (2007, in preparatitsn) examined the
relationship between maternal knowledge of andssctie secure base scripts and
maternal ability to help children make sense of wonal experiences in the context of
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mother-child dialogue. In this study, mothers ahddren were asked to discuss how the
child would feel in several hypothetical situatiomisich could elicit negative or positive
emotions. The study confirmed that secure motlverse more elaborative, more open,
and more supportive of their children’s exploratafrdifferent emotions, as well as
better at providing closure and helping them resthre& initial activities (getting them
back on track). Mothers with better knowledgeeaxfise base scripts had a better
understanding of the co-construction partnershipb@bly because secure base scripts
guided their interactions. Secure mothers wereesraffective in supporting their

children make sense of a wide range of emotionsrabdilding an explanatory
framework for both negative and positive contex@ansistent with previous findings

that link security with the ability to discuss n&ga emotions (Sales, Fivush, & Peterson,
2003; Laible & Thompson, 1998; 2000), secure mathesre particularly effective in
situations with a negative emotional content, loutadly effective in discussing mother

involved situations and mother non-involved sitoas.

A Study of Attachment Scripts, Co-construction, aimtergenerational
Transmission of Attachment

Previous studies have shown ample evidence ogeterational transmission of
attachment, but most of these studies addressduhkhgetween mothers’ attachment
representatiorand children’®ehavior The new narrative methodologies for studying
attachment representations in children (8:ge Story Stem Completion TaBketherton,
Ridgeway, & Cassidy, 1990) as well as in adultsi(Ms al., 1985; Waters & Rodrigues,
2001) offer an opportunity to re-examine the ineergrational transmission of attachment
by establishing a link between both mothers’ antticdn’s attachmentepresentations
Bretherton et al. (1990) developed a measure Hs#saed the attachment representations
of three-year old children, by asking them to caetgph series of story lines enacted with
dolls and props. The stories involved everydayasitus with the potential of activating
attachment behaviors, likepilled Juice, Rock Climbingr Monster in the BedroonThe
stories were coded for security based on a congdéerf criteria that included parents’
acknowledging and dealing constructively with tiheljlem and comforting the child.

Avoidant answers (“I don’'t know”), as well as bimiand violent developments were
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considered markers of insecurity. Bretherton & atudy (1990) found significant
correlations between security of children’s attaehtimepresentations measured with the
Story Stem Completion Task, attachment behaviossomed with a concurrent
separation-reunion procedure, the Attachment Q-&orpleted by the mother when
children were 25 months old, and the Strange Satmd@rocedure at 18 months. These
findings indicate that children’s attachment bebawviare strongly linked with attachment
representations.

Waters et al. (1998) examined the stories prodbgdtie children in Bretherton
et al.’s study from the perspective of secure Isaspts. Twenty nine of the original
thirty six participants in Bretherton’s study hddoabeen interviewed at 54 months
(Bretherton, Prentiss, & Ridgeway, 1990), and,a@ltfh the original coding system could
not capture the stability of attachment represeniatirom 37 to 54 months, the new
coding system based on secure base scripts shagveficant correlations not only
between scriptedness at both ages and attachnmemitgat 25 months, but also between
the scriptedness scores for 37 and 54 momths49,p < .01, Waters & al., 1990, p 226).
At the same time, the new coding system showednelations with measures of
vocabulary or of mental development for either @yaters et al., 1998). Moreover,
Posada and collaborators have recently refineddhpt scoring to enable a more
efficient scoring of children’s stories, reportisignificant correlationsr(= .40,p <.01)
between scriptedness of stories produced with they Stem Completion Task and
concurrent Attachment Q-Sort (Posada, KalousiaBarrig, 2007).

As noted earlier in this paper, comparable methmgles and scoring systems at
different ages (in this case, at the preschooll lend adults) should enable us to link
mother and child attachment representations dyredthus, the first goal of the current
study was to examine whether there was a link betweothers’ and preschool
children’s knowledge of and access to secure baggs The Story Stem Completion
Task was used with preschool children and the Attemnt Script Assessment was used
with their mothers.

The Attachment Script Assessment was chosen ogehAh for a number of
reasons. The AAI addresses the adult’'s perceixpdreence as a secure base user in
childhood, but not as a secure base, thus makengdtrelations between parental AAI
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and children’s security somewhat difficult to imgegt. Conversely, the concept of secure
base scripts seems to capture the most importpatsthat might make transmission
possible, and also to explain the transition fretationship-specific to generalized, and
again, from generalized to relationship-specificdeis in later years.

In addition, secure base scripts contain a reapiaeation of how an effective
secure base user becomes an effective secure toasdep later on. Mothers with better
knowledge of and access to secure base use aee $ettire base providers because they
have access to a representation of what the sbagsesequence of interactions entails.
These mothers are also able to share the sameioogwith their children, and to work
together with their children in supporting theicieasing exploration and autonomy,
using actions or dialogues that are appropriatath age. As indicated by the studies of
co-construction, mothers with better knowledgeenise base scripts are also better at
discussing past, present, or hypothetical emotisiations with their children.

Through their co-construction skills, these motlaesprobably helping their children
create secure base scripts that are richer, méadede and more adaptable. Richer
scripts are an advantage because they are linkbdwaire retrieval cues and thus have
an increased accessibility in situations that regemotional regulation in the absence of
an attachment figure. Thus, the second goal oftineent study is to examine the role of
co-construction as a mediator between mothers'children’s attachment script
representations.

With respect to selecting a co-construction meathatetaps into mother-child
co-construction processes, the present study dbasge the vignette discussion task
from Apetroaia et al (in preparation) due to d@sus on emotion laden materials. Inge
Bretherton (1990, 1991) first noted that mothepEmcommunication style is related to
how readily children share and learn to interpspiegiallynegativeemotions. In
agreement with her prediction, several studies mated that the relationship between
attachment security and conversational style enggr for situations that involve the
discussion of negative emotions (Sales, Fivushe&Ron, 2003; Laible & Thompson,
1998; 2000). Consistent with previous studies,tAy@ea et al. have also reported that
the pattern of correlations between mothers’ sedpéss, AAl coherence, and co-
construction skills was stronger for mother-childlague around situations eliciting
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anger, fear or sadness.

The fact that this relationship is stronger forategely affect-laden situation or
story lines suggests that the negative content pi®more engagement from secure
mothers. Mothers who have a better knowledgessfcarre base script may be providing
an atmosphere of acceptance in which childrendesifortable exploring negative
emotions and trying to figure out ways of dealinghwhem. Instead of dismissing
negative emotions, these mothers seize the opptyrtorenhance their children’s
representations through dialogue. These resudtsarsistent with the Thompson,
Laible, and Ontai's (2003) findings that securddrien are particularly good at
understanding negative emotions and also with Laggaand Wellman’s (2002) finding
that, when talking about negative emotions, parantschildren tend to use more
advanced cognitive strategies. Thus, the third gbthe current study is to compare
mothers’ co-construction skills with negative eroatladen vignettes versus positive
vignettes (happy scenarios). Both types are iraud the vignette discussion task,
although more of the vignettes are negative scend4i versus 2).

In sum, this investigation anticipated that, agrotive and linguistic advances
turn children into more active participantdie goal-directed partnership, mother-child
dialogue becomes as important for the developmieieocscript-based “working models”
of attachment as mother sensitivity has been sny. In this developmental context,
the qualities of mother-child dialogue become iasregly important for the transmission
of secure base scripts. Mother’s ability to supploe exploration of meaning and
emotions in a non-intrusive manner becomes the hkesy contributor to the
transmission of attachment beyond infancy. TheAtedge and accessibility of secure
base scripts should guide mothers’ understandirigeofo-construction partnership and
contribute to the formation and revision of sedosee scripts in children. Although
studies have already examined the correlation lestwieaternal scriptedness and
maternal co-construction skills, there is no sttidht compares these two variables with
children’s knowledge of secure base scripts. Sustudy is necessary if we are to
examine the role of co-construction processesarirttergenerational transmission of
attachment and test the mediational hypothesiscthv@bnstruction accounts for most of
the relationship between maternal and children’psknowledge.
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Study Hypotheses

The current study aimed to investigate the follaydnypotheses:

Hypothesis 1Mothers with better knowledge of and access toirgebase scripts
are more likely to have children with better knodge of and access to secure
base scripts.

Hypothesis 2As shown previously, mothers with higher scriptesis scores

(with better knowledge and access to secure baggsidave better co-
construction skills (they are better at discus&ngtional-relevant situations with
their children).

Hypothesis 3In addition, mothers with better co-constructghills are more
likely to have children with higher scriptedneserss, showing a better
understanding of secure base scripts.

Hypothesis 4Co-construction skills mediate the relationsbgween mother’s
and children’s scriptedness.

In addition, we examined whether mothers’ or cletds verbal intelligence had a
significant impact on children’s scriptedness ottmeos’ co-construction skills. We also
investigated whether relationships between co-coasbn and scriptedness are stronger
for negative rather than positive vignettes.
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IIl. METHODS

Participants

The participants in the study were 59 mother-ctiyeds recruited from public
preschools in Bucharest, Romania. Because Bucharesty diverse, and public
education is considered more than adequate foroffefhmilies, there were no concerns
regarding the socio-economic representativeneseeafample frame. Flyers were
distributed to parents during teacher-parent cenfegs, and interested mothers set up
meetings with the experimenter, who explained tiogept in more detail. Participants
were reimbursed for participation in the study.|l@en's ages were between 4 years 1
month to 4 years 11 months of age. All particigditied out a demographic form in
order to obtain the following information: datelofth, ethnic background, marital status,
number of children, occupation and education (ofigpant and her spouse).

We chose to examine the relationships betweenhatt@ct representations and
co-construction processes in a sample of presciged children and their mothers for
several reasons linked to the general social agditee advances characteristic of this
age. First of all, verbal and cognitive advancé&snathildren to convey their
representations of relationships in a narrativenfaand second, preschool years are an
important time of restructuring attachment repréest@ns, under the influence of
mother-child dialogue (Thompson, 2006). During sldazonversations, children have the
opportunity to compare their attachment represemstwith those of their parents, to
refine and revise them, and children become madreegparticipants in these

conversations due to their better understandinglodr's minds.

Design and Procedures

The procedure for this study had three partsysiooduction by the mother,
independent story telling by the child and a jomtther-child discussion task. Initially,
the experimenter met with the mother, to explaeghoject in more detail, to obtain the
consent for participation in the study, and todilit the demographic form. This
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introduction was followed by th&ttachment Script Assessmenmhich took 20-30
minutes to complete, and by a quick assessmenbtifars’ verbal skills (20 minutes).
TheAttachment Script Assessmeras audio-taped. The second session, lastingofmuta
30 minutes, brought the mother and child togetbetHe discussion of a series of
emotional-relevant vignettes and was videotaped.thind session took place
independently with the child, in a playroom equigppéth a video-camera at children’s
preschool. This final session consisted of a gagsessment of children’s vocabulary
(10-20 minutes) and of the acti&tbry-Stem Completion Taskhich took about 20 - 30
minutes. TheStory-Stem Completion Taglas videotaped. For mothers’ convenience,
the first and second sessions took place immegliafedr school, when they usually
picked up their children.

Attachment Script Assessmenn order to assess mothers’ knowledge of and

access to secure base script, each mother was tasgeatuce six stories from sets of
word-prompt outlinesleveloped by H. Waters and Rodrigues (2001), eanhisting of

12 words that frame an implied story linEhree types of stories were used: stories with
attachment-related content that emphasize mothigriakeractions The Doctor's Office
andBaby's Morning, stories that emphasize adult-adult interact{@ie Accidenand
Jane & Bob's Camping Trpand stories without attachment contéim to Parkand

An Afternoon Shopping For the purposes of this study, the overaflatment script
scores (all four attachment narratives) were usetd data analyses. Neutral stories
serve the goal of introducing some variability &ee&ping participants from developing a
particular mind-setEach outline consists of twelve words that suggedory line and
enough content to result in a story of approxinyadele-half to a full page length when
written. Table 1 presents the four attachment ptemword outlines.

The stories were produced orally and audio-recordi&gth story took less than
three minutes to produce. The mothers were askadd the columns of words to frame
a story, going from left to right. The experimantalicated that the prompt words were
only a guide and that elaborations were welcomtterAeviewing each outline, the
participant indicated when they were ready. Theigaal audio recorder was turned on
and the generated passage recorded. Individusibsseganged from 20-30 minutes.
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Story Stem Completion TasKkn order to assess children's attachment

representations, children were asked to complege thttachment-relevant story-lines
enacted with dolls and props in a three-dimensidisglay. All three story stems
involved a Mom, Dad, older brother or sister, andnger brother or sister doll figures.
The “child” in the enactment is always the youndelt figure. Each child completing

the story stems was videotaped, and the transmnipti the tapes included both children’s
verbalizations and behavioral movements relatetdctory action.

The sessions took place in a playroom equipped avitileo camera at children’s
preschool, and began with a warm-up story abourttladay party. This warm-up story
was completed by the child and the experimentesttay, to ensure that the child
understood the procedure. The attachment-relevanés were introduced one by one in
a standard manne$pilled Juice, Rock ClimbingndMonster in the Bedroonit the
end of each story stem, the child was asked towishe” (using the dolls) and “tell me
what happens next.” In addition to the requeshtiovshat happens next, the experimenter
used three different types of prompts. The first éocused on the story issue and was
used only if the child failed to produce a respafesg., “what did they do about the hurt
knee?”). The second was a clarification promptwad used when the child talked about
unspecified agents (e.g., “who put on the band=am?moved the figures without
describing their action (“what is she doing?”). &lly, the last type was used to elicit
more elaboration (“anything else?”), unless thédcimdicated by speech or action that
the story was finished. All prompts were wordedasaot to suggest specific responses
to the child.

The story stems for the three story completiongaesented in Table 3.

Vignette Discussion Co-Construction Taskhe mother-child pairs were asked to

participate in a vignette discussion task, invalvirappy and sad everyday scenarios.
Mother-child pairs received one of two sets of memphettes (Set AMommy comes
home from NYCYou are not allowed to share food, Mommy won’y&at sit on her lap,
Mommy left you alone in the house, You win iceraratia store, Your paint is too dry to
paint a picture;Set B:Mommy won’t help when your finger gets stuck, dfop your ice
cream, Mommy watches you at the beach, You getiigeat your birthday party,
Mommy won't let you sleep in the bed with her, Riates won’t share tQy Each set has
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three mother-child attachment related situatiortstaree non-attachment related
situations. Within each type, one situation ineshpositive emotion and two involve
negative emotion. Each set of materials was ugadlly often. The twelve vignette
story lines selected for this study are presemielhble 5. All were selected from a
larger set of vignettes used in Lay, Waters, Posauth Ridgeway, 1995.

To ensure their standardization, the vignettesgmtasions were filmed, and each
of the vignettes was read by one of two femaleeastrs who began by saying: “I'm
going to tell you about something. Maybe it did@ally happen to you. But | want you
to think about it and tell me how you would feethfs really happened to you”. The
camera framed the head and shoulders of the aspesging in a clear, pleasant voice
and adding appropriate emphasis but allowing neitbeal tone nor facial expression to
suggest hedonic tone to the event. To avoid prowiparticular affective response, the
texts of the vignettes have been freed of moodrgese terms. The order of positive
versus negative, mother-involved and non-mothemetiges was counterbalanced, with
different actresses presenting adjacent vigndtiegder to minimize carry-over across
vignettes and maintain children’s interest.

After each presentation, the mother and child vested to discuss the vignette,
focusing on how the child himself/herself would éaesponded. The mother was
encouraged to seek clarification and explanatiothefchild’s reaction, thereby
promoting further discussion. When the mothertfedty have discussed the situation
enough and the child didn’t have anything elsedi, gahe moved on to the next vignette.
The discussion sessions were videotaped.
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. MEASURES

Assessment of Mother’s Secure Base Script

The audio-recorded narratives were transcribedslaged into English, grouped
by story topic, and scored by two independent cobind to the other stories produced
by the specific participant. For the attachmetdtesl topics, the coders used the
scriptedness measure described below. The n@atsahge topics are included in the
battery to provide some variety in story topic, and unrelated to the secure base script
measure (Waters & Rodrigues, 2001). Consequemtlywere not scored.

Scriptedness.The measure of scriptedness is based on a d&fiwf what can be
viewed as a ‘secure’ script in each of the fouactment scenarios. Based on Bowlby’s
and Ainsworth’s definition of what a ‘secure basg’this secure script describes a
sequence of events in which the caregiver (1) sapploe child’s exploration, (2)
remains available and responsive and serves aoarce as necessary, (3) the child
encounters an obstacle or threat and becomessdistle(4) either the child retreats to the
caregiver or the caregiver goes to the child, [i)difficulty is resolved or removed, (6)
proximity and/or contact with the caregiver effgety comforts the child, (7) the child
(possibly with the caregiver’s assistance) rettonsonstructive play (or ends play
comfortably and makes a transition to another agjiv

For each attachment-related scenario, codersresemqted with a description of
how the secure base script is instantiated fordtmay line. Narratives are scored ona 7
to 1 scriptedness scale, ranging from stories mathsecure base content and elaboration
to moderate secure base content to event-focusadssto stories with atypical (non-
secure base) content. Table 2 presents briefiddsos of each scale point.
Assessment of Child’s Secure Base Script

The stories produced by children during 8tery Completion Taskere
transcribed including both children’s verbalizasaand movements relevant to the story
line. The three storiespilled Juice, Rock ClimbingndMonster in the Bedroopwere
translated into English and coded for scriptedibgssvo independent scorers,ona4to 1
scriptedness scale (3 to 4 representing the bast@r of a well-articulated secure base
script, 2 a less coherent script, and 1 no evideheesecure base script). The coding
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system is based on similarity to a prototypicalsedase script and was developed by H.
Waters et al. (1998). It was later adapted by Posad collaborators (2007) fora 3to 1
scriptedness scale. The scores from the three eltfestories were averaged into a Child
Scriptedness score. Sample stories produced higipartts are presented in Table 4.

Scoring of theSpilled Juicestory needs to take into account whether the child
considers spilling the juice an accident or a ga@ssion. A maximum score of
scriptedness is assigned to stories in which tice j8 cleaned up and the child gets more
juice; comments about not spilling the juice agai@ optional. An alternative scenario
that usually receives a score of 3 involves thé&ddieing punished, but also being
explained what she did wrong and the purpose gbtimshment (for example, in one
story, the child explained how the punished chilll lve good” when he came out of his
room). A score of 2 involves cleaning up or beingiphed (getting spanked or sent to
the room) without the rich explanatory frameworbnr before. A score of 1 indicates
that the problem is not dealt with or the story Aadd ending.

For theRock Climbingstory, answers that receive the maximum score of
scriptedness involve the children being able totsaesomeone else (mommy, daddy, or
older sibling) is able to climb up the rock and get hurt. Provision of a band-aid is
optional. If the child is shown that the older siglcan climb the rock because he or she
is bigger, but the younger child should not, tkalso considered a good ending. The
emphasis is on providing an explanation. A scorg of 4 involves fixing the knee by
using a band-aid, taking the child to the hospdalputting the child’'s leg in a cast, plus
an optional kiss or hug from the parents vieweteging to get things back on track. A
score of 2 involves either taking the child to tleetor or the provision of a band-aid, but
without elaborations or explanations. A score ofdicates that the problem is not dealt
with or that the story has an odd ending.

For theMonster in the Bedroorstory, a score of 3 or 4 involves the child being
explained that there is no monster, and, additipnkisses, smiles, songs or good-night
stories that indicate that everything is fine amel ¢hild follows his or her going to sleep
routine. A score of 2 is assigned to stories inclta parent gets the monster out or Kills
the monster, but without an explanation or therétfo get things back on track. A score
of 1 is assigned to stories that avoid dealing Withproblem or that have an odd ending.
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Assessment of Mother’'s Co-Construction Skills

Mother’s co-construction skills were scored by gdinree seven-point scales that
tap into different dimensions of co-constructio8upporting the recognition of affective
response”, “Encouraging elaboration of an affectgept”, and “Supporting an
explanatory framework”.

1. Supporting recognition of affective respanséother focuses on the affective

content and guides the discussion toward the chi&lings and affective response. She
responds with queries about how the child wouldl fe¢her than what they’ll do. In
particular, mothers on the high end keep the facuaffect, on how the child feels
throughout the discussion. Although all the vigeetiscussions start with a “how would
you feel”, mothers on high end of the scale keelireeting the discussion back to affect,
e.g., “If you do that, how would you feel?” On tloever end, mothers focus on the
events of the story and on actions/ behavior. ey the discussion to drift away
from “how would you feel?” Mothers with the lowestores also ignore/disregard the
child’s affective comments. Either they are manteriested in obtaining the “right”
answer, or even override the child’s affective cese.

2. Encouraging elaboration of affective scripother prompts continued

discussion by further inquiry into the child’'s affere response (e.g., child says he’s
happy, mom responds why? Is it because mommyie ®her by introducing additional
event-related information (e.g., “what if they sait] “what if mom said ...”, “but what if
you had the cone”, ). Mothers on the low end arisive, introducing their
interpretations over that of the child, often leeyvthem to just say “yes” or “no.”

3. Supports explanatory frameworklother either provides an explanation that
diffuses the negative affect and/or clarifies thatext in which the child would feel
happy/sad/afraid (e.qg., “if the teacher says nat'sflgood because you’ll get your own
snack”). Mother can go further by suggesting a wayhich the child can manage the
affect. Her comments may also relate the storytbnie child’s own experiences,
broadening the explanatory framework. Mothershenlow end not only fail to provide
these types of explanations/clarifications, butetghild’s version of the scenario,
precluding a meaningful representation. Table Bgmes examples of high scoring and
low scoring vignettes for all the three scales.
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Assessment of Mothers’ and Children’s Verbal SkiBlscause both th&ttachment

Script Assessmeand theVignette Discussion Taskly on maternal discourse, we
included a measure of verbal skills, to make soagé differences between mothers in
terms of scriptedness and co-construction skilleewet due to differences in verbal
intelligence. The study usdde Mill Hill Vocabulary ScaldMHVS), which measures
the reproductive aspects of intelligence and thénprocess of being normed in
Romania.The Mill Hill Vocabulary ScaléMHVS) is based on two parallel lists of words
(set A and set B). For this study, we used tha&da All Multiple Choice form of the
test. The test requires the selection of a synofngm a group of six, for each word in
the set. No fixed time is set for completion of test. Raw scores were used in the
statistical analyses. We included this measub®afih previous studies have not found
any relation between mothers’ scriptedness andavé@b(H. Waters & Rodrigues,
2001), or between mothers’ co-construction skitld gerbal IQ (Apetroaia et al., in
preparation).

At the same time, because children’s answers t&tibwy-Stem Completion Task
are verbally based, we measured children’s vocapuldah theCrichton Vocabulary
Scale which is similar toThe Mill Hill Vocabulary Scalebut it includes words
appropriate for a younger age group. This scaddsis in the process of being normed in
Romania. Raw scores were used in the statistiedyses. Methods of scoring children’s
stories that do not rely on scriptedness do shawd@est correlation with verbal skills
(Bretherton et al., 1990), but such correlationsewet anticipated in our study. In
support of our prediction, previous scriptednesses of stories produced with tBéory-
Stem Completion Taskere not correlated with measures of childrertsliigence or
vocabulary (H. Waters et al., 1998)

Both these scales are designed to measure wlaitried reproductive ability - that
is, being able to master, recall and reproduceslgingerbal information. These scales,
collectively known as thRaven Vocabulary Scalesere destined to complement the
Raven Progressive Matrices. Although Baven Vocabulary Scalesrrelate .90 with
other full intelligence tests, they correlate o9 with the Progressive Matrices,
suggesting that, indeed, they measure differenstcocts of intelligence (Raven, 1989).
The Mill Hill Vocabulary Scalevas initially standardized in England between 1848
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1944, restandardized in 1979 (Raven, 1989), andewased periodically. The scale was
successfully translated in French with relativedwfchanges, yielding similar norms to
the British population (Deltour, 1984). These fimgs suggest that the scale is robust and,
probably, easily transferable to new population®Rbmania, Anca Dobrean is involved

in standardizing he Raven Vocabulary Scalggrsonal communication). The reason we
chose these scales is their imminent standardiz&tioRomanian population, allowing

for comparisons with other Romanian participants.
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IV. RESULTS

Sample Characteristics

Sixty one mother-child dyads were recruited fromrfpreschools in Bucharest,
Romania. Two of the 61 dyads dropped out of thdysadter the initial assessment of
mothers’ scriptedness and verbal IQ. The finalgarnmcluded 59 children: 32 boys and
27 girls, ranging from 4.1 to 4.9 years of alye=4.5,SD=.22). These children’s mothers
were between 22.6 and 40.7 years of &e32.5,SD=4.23), and had between 7 and 18
years of formal schooling=13.25,SD=2.69). All the participants’ reported ethnicity
was Romanian. Thirty one of the children in the glennad no siblings, twenty five of
them had one sibling, and three of them had twoare siblings. Fifty of the mothers
were married at the time of the assessment, five wedomestic partnerships, one was
divorced, two separated, and one was single. Fiteducation ranged from 6 to 19
years M=12.97,SD=2.90), and monthly family income varied from 50010500 RON.
However, the family reporting the maximum value \@asoutlier; when we eliminated
this value from the analysis, the maximum valueabee 6000 RON per month,
(M=2428.95SD=1259.92). Sixteen of the mothers were not workihthe time of the
assessment, the others were working between 232hdurs per week=32.5,

SD=21). Data screening did not reveal any missinges&br violations of the assumption
of normality, with the exception of the income adnle. Children’s verbal intelligence
scores ranged from 0 to 1®€5.58,SD=2.76), and mothers’ verbal intelligence scores
ranged from O to 29M=16.97,SD=7.24).

Relationships between Mother and Child Script Regmtations

Mothers’ narratives were scored on a 7 to 1 satipgss scale by two independent
scorers and averaged across the four storiesgeneral measure of Mothers’
Scriptedness. As a rule, disagreements highertttapoints on the seven point
scriptedness scale between the two scorers waskredswith discussion. This was the
case for only one out of the 236 stories. As a on@asf inter-rater agreement between
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the two scorers, we calculated the Intra-Class&lations using a two-way mixed model
and absolute agreement. TIRC (3,1) single measure correlation was .58; theamyeer
measure was .74=236,p<.001. Additionally, because ICC sometimes undenages
inter-rater agreement, we calculated Fimm’Binn’sr was excellent, at .99. Correlations
among the averaged scriptedness scores of thetimoshment narratives produced by
mothers ranged between .42 and .57, and wergyalfisant at p<.01. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the Mothers’ Scriptedness measuas v80.

Children’s narratives were scored by two independearers blind to the other
measures and averaged across the three storegémeral measure of Children’s
Scriptedness. Disagreements greater than one goitie four point scriptedness scale
were resolved with discussion. Inter-rater agregmathin one point before discussion
was high, at 98%. ThE&C (3,1) single measure correlation was .78; the geera
measure was .8M=177,p<.001. Finn’sr was good at .87. Correlations among the three
children’s narratives ranged between .29 and A@ weere significant gi<.05.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the Children’siftgdness measure was .63.

To test whether mothers with higher scriptednesses had children with higher
scriptedness scores, we computed the Pearson’sl&an Coefficient for the
association between Mothers’ and Children’s Scdpéss. Table 8 displays the bivariate
correlations, along with means and standard dewiatior the variables of interest and
controls: Mothers’ Scriptedness (continuous vagallto 7 scale scores), Children’s
Scriptedness (continuous variable, 1 to 4 scaleesgoCo-Construction, Children’s 1Q,
and Mothers’ 1Q.

The correlation between Mothers’ Scriptedness@mittiren’s Scriptedness
(Continuous) was significant<.26,p<.05), thus confirming the first of our hypotheses:
mothers with high scriptedness scores are mory ltkehave children with high
scriptedness scores. There were also significangéletions between the verbal
intelligence measures and the attachment scripsumes. For example, Mothers’ 1Q
correlated significantly with Mothers’ Scriptedngss.39,p<.01). The correlation
between Children’s IQ and Children’s Scriptedné&3sntinuous) was significant as well
(r=.32,p<.05).

40



To take a closer look at what combination of Malea best predicts Children’s
Scriptedness, we conducted a hierarchical regmessialysis, with Children’s 1Q and
Mothers’ 1Q entered as predictor variables at 3teldothers’ Scriptedness entered as a
predictor variable at Step 2, and Children’s Sedpiess (Continuous) as the criterion
variable. For Step 1 of the regression, taking attcount the 1Q variables, tRé was
.20,F(1, 57)=7.09p<.01. The IQ variables accounted for 22% of thearase in
Children’s Scriptedness. Adding Mothers’ Scriptesinas a predictor did not produce a
statistically significan®® change, accounting for only 1.8% percent mordefariance
in Children’s Scriptedness (Continuous). The rasolithis analysis are summarized in
Table 9.

However, taking into account the age of the pguaicts and the fact that they are
just beginning to formulate relationship scriptsdh on their experiences, it is possible
that verbal skills influence the expression ofitlseicure base scripts. Thus, the difference
between a 2 and a 3/4 scriptedness score on QfiddBeriptedness scale might not
reflect an actual difference in script knowledget & difference in the development of
verbal skills. To address this concern, we creatbthary variable called Children’s
Scriptedness (Dichotomous) to replace ChildrentgpS&mdness (Continuous). In order to
be classified as having a secure base script,rehildad to produce responses with clear
evidence of secure base scripts on at least twitedhree story stems, thus bringing their
average closer to 2, the minimum score indicatimegdonsistent presence of secure base
scripts in children’s narratives. Consequentlyresdigher than 1.90 were considered
secure, scores lower or equal to 1.90 were coreidesecure. Although the correlation
between Children’s Scriptedness (Continuous) antti@n’s IQ had been significant
(r=.32, p<.01), a t-test revealed no difference betw&hildren with and without a secure
base script on Children’s Scriptedness (Dichotomouterms of their IQ. The mean IQ
score for children with secure base script knowdedgs 6.00; the mean 1Q score for
children with no script knowledge was 5.04. If I@n indeed a factor implicated in
script knowledge, then it would correlate with thehotomous variable as well. This
change in significance suggests that the variab@ddren’s Scriptedness
(Dichotomous) might be a more appropriate meastatt@chment representations at this
age.
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We ran a second hierarchical regression analydils,@hildren’s 1Q and
Mothers’ 1Q entered as predictor variables at 3teldothers’ Scriptedness entered as a
predictor variable at Step 2, and Children’s Sedpiess (Dichotomous) as the criterion
variable. We chose to use linear regression rakiaer logistic regression, because the
dichotomous variable had an approximately even bptiveen the two categories. In this
analysis, the only significant predictor of Childi® Scriptedness (Dichotomous) was
Mothers’ Scriptedness. The over&fl of the model was .1%(1, 57)=4.38,p< .01
Mothers’ Scriptedness accounted for 10% of theavee in Children’s Scriptedness
(Dichotomous) and produced a signific&itchange. The results of this analysis are
summarized in Table 10.

Studies that examine the intergenerational trarsamnsof attachment often report
the predictive power of parents’ attachment segwnit children’s security. We examined
this relationship as well, taking into account nayth and children’s script
representations. A binary variable of Mothers’ S@dness (Dichotomous) was created
as well. This variable identified an overall scrgbre greater than 3.5 as evidence of a
secure base script (being closer to a 4, the geea to stories with some, but minimal,
secure base content), and considered scores lovegual to 3.5 as evidence of no secure
base script knowledge. Figure 1 presents a twotalalg summarizing the relationship
between mothers’ and children’s script knowleddechi square analysis was conducted,
to find out whether mothers’ script knowledge pogelil children’s script knowledge. As
expected from the theory, children of mothers siture base scripts were significantly
more likely to have secure base scripts thems¢j/d¥ ates-corrected) = 8.28,< .01).
Twenty one of the mothers with secure base sdngdischildren with secure base scripts
themselves, compared to only six who had childréhout secure base script
knowledge. Twenty mothers with no secure base tsknipwledge had children with no
secure base script knowledge themselves, compaui@alyt twelve who had children
with secure base script knowledge, resulting ioerall hit rate of 69%. The hit rate
was significantly above chance, Cohen’s Kappa=p38@)1, Sensitivity= .78,Specificity
= .59, Positive Predictive Powet .62, and\egative Predictive Power .76. The

predictive rate of secure base script knowledgecgagparable with the one usually
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reported for the relationship between mothers sigoestimated with AAl and children’s
security measured with the Strange Situation Prnaee(l’5%, van 1Jzendoorn, 1995).

The Role of Co-Construction Processes

Half of the mother-child conversations were scdredwo independent scorers;
the other half, by one of the first two scorerspw¥as blind to whether agreement was
going to be checked. For those conversations sdoréao scorers, disagreements higher
than two points on any of the scales were resoigddiscussion. Th&CC (3,1) single
measure correlations for the 50% of conversatsmosed by two scorers ranged from .77
for Scale 1, to .82 for Scale 3, and the averagesare correlations ranged from .87 for
Scale 1 to .90 for Scale R=180,p<.001. Finn'sr s were good or excellent, ranging
from .88 for Scale 2 to .99 for Scale 1. Correlasi@among the three co-construction
scales ranged from .58 to .68, and were signifieapi.01. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
for the Co-Construction measure was .83.

To examine whether mothers with higher scriptedsesses were more likely to
have better co-construction skills, we calculatezlRPearson’s Correlation Coefficient for
the relation between Mothers’ Scriptedness scaesréged across the four attachment
narratives) and Co-Construction scores (averagexsathe three co-construction scales).
This correlation was significant at .367.024 (one-tailed). Table 11 presents the
bivariate correlations among all three co-constoucscales, Children’s Scriptedness
(Continuous), and Mothers’ Scriptedness (Continlilotise three co-construction scales
were significantly correlated among each otherhwdmewhat smaller but significant
correlations between Scale 1 and the other twdb8 andr=.59 respectivelyp<.01),
and a higher correlation between Scales 2 amd 58, p<.01). This might be due to the
fact that Scales 2 and 3 are more “cognitive”, eldtale 1 refers to a more general and
emotional quality of mother-child interaction. Celations between the aggregated
negative vignettes and the measures of scriptedhes®t differ from the correlations
between all six vignettes and the scriptedness umessnd are therefore not reported in
Table 11.
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To test whether mothers with better co-construcskitis were more likely to
have children with better knowledge of secure Iszsipts, we first calculated the
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient for the relatimetween Mothers’ Co-Construction
(averaged across the three scales) and Childrenijst&lness (Continuous) (averaged
across the three different stories on the 4 toale¥c There was a significant correlation
between these two variables,ref53 (<.01). The correlation between Co-Construction
and Children’s Scriptedness (the dichotomous via)jakas also significant,= .45,
p<.001. In sum, Mothers’ Co-Construction skills eveorrelated with both Mothers’
Scriptedness and with Children’s Scriptednessyiofjesupport for Hypotheses 2 and 3.

To clarify the role of Co-Construction in predigihildren’s Scriptedness, we
entered it as a predictor variable as Step 3 imigerchical regression presented in
Table 10, alongside Mothers’ IQ and Children’s B2gp 1) and Mothers’ Scriptedness
(Step 2). We chose to use the bivariate measuthildfen’s scriptiedness as our
dependent variable because of its independendaildfen’s Q. Co-Construction
increased the overd# from .19 to .31F(3,55)=5.95p<.001, thus accounting for 11%
of the variance in Children’s Scriptedness (dichaias), over and above Mothers’
Scriptedness and Mothers’ and Children’s 1Q.

Mediation Analysis

Before we examined whether Co-Construction meslidte relationship between
Mothers’ Scriptedness and Children’s ScriptednBsshptomous), we set to clarify
whether Co-Construction moderates the effects ahkls’ Scriptedness. To explore
whether there was an interaction between Mothamsp&dness and Co-Construction in
explaining Children’s Scriptedness (Dichotomouisg, two predictor variables were
centered, and an interaction variable was credtn the centered variables and the
interaction variable were entered in a stepwiseessgon analysis as predictor variables,
with Children’s Scriptedness (Dichotomous) as tedan variable, the only significant
predictor was the centered Co-Construction variabheis, there was no evidence for
interaction between Mothers’ Scriptedness and Cos@action.
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In order to test whether Mothers’ Co-Constructikiis mediated the relationship
between Mothers’ Scriptedness and Children’s Sedip¢ss (Dichotomous), we first
conducted the series of three regression analysgested by Baron and Kenny (1986).
As described below, the results of these analysge wonsistent with our hypothesis. In
the first regression analysis, the hypothesizededlothers’ Scriptedness) was the
predictor, and the hypothesized effect (ChildreStsiptedness (Dichotomous)) was the
criterion variable. Children’s 1Q was entered agaziant. The beta (standardized
regression coefficient) for the hypothesized cauae .391(56)=3.22,p<.01. This is
consistent with the hypothesis that mothers’ knolgéof secure base scripts determines
children’s scriptedness. In the second regressialysis, the hypothesized cause
(Mothers’ Scriptedness) was the predictor variadhel the hypothesized mediator
(Mothers’ Co-Construction) was the criterion vatgChildren’s 1Q was entered as
covariant. The beta for Mothers’ Co-Constructiorsw4,t(55)=1.94,p<.06. This is
consistent with the hypothesis that Mothers’ Sedpess is one of the causes of
Mothers’ Co-Construction. In the third regressioalgsis, both the hypothesized
mediator (Mothers’ Co-Construction) and the hypeihed cause (Mothers’
Scriptedness) were simultaneous predictors; thethgsized effect (Children’s
Scriptedness (Dichotomous)) was the criterion deigand Children’s 1Q was entered as
covariant. The beta for the hypothesized mediats \88 and was significant,
t(54)=3.10,p<.01. This is consistent with the hypothesis thatC@nstruction is a cause
of Children’s Scriptedness (Dichotomous) over apolva any direct causal influence of
Mothers’ Scriptedness on Children’s Scriptednessi{@omous). Finally, and most
importantly, the beta for Mothers’ Scriptednesshiis regression was reduced to .30,
although it was still significant(55)=2.60,p<.05. This is a significant reduction
compared to its beta of .39 in the unmediated émuat his reduction is consistent with
the hypothesis that Mothers’ Co-Construction péytimediates the effect of Mothers’
Scriptedness on Children’s Scriptedness (Dichot@ndturther, this reduction was
significant; Sobel Tesf=1.64,p=05. The mediation model is summarized in Figure 2

However, the Baron and Kenny approach has bedoize for low power, Type
| error, and not addressing the central questiomlredther the indirect effect is
significantly different from zero and in the expattidirection (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).
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In order to overcome these limitations, Preachéta§es (2008) recommend conducting
bootstrapping analyses. There are two main advastagusing this statistical method: it
does not rely on the assumption of a normal samlistribution, and the number of
inferential tests is minimized, thus reducing tikellhood of Type | error.

To determine whether Co-Construction mediatesdlsionship between
Mothers’ and Children’s Scriptedness, bootstrapginglyses were conducted using
methods described by Preacher and Hayes (2008sfmnating direct and indirect
effects. We used a macro created by Preacher ayesHar conducting bootstrap
analyses in SPSS. This macro uses logistical reigresfor analyses involving a
dichotomous dependent variable. Children’s Scripged (Dichotomous) was entered as
the dependent variable, Mothers’ Scriptedness wissed as the predictor variable,
Mothers’ and Children’s IQ were entered as covasiaand Mothers’ Co-Construction
was entered as a proposed mediator. The bootgsajis indicated that the total effect of
Mothers’ Scriptedness on Children’s Scriptednestaleffect=.96.p<.05) became non-
significant when Co-Construction was included asealiator in the model (direct effect=
.82,p>.05). Furthermore, the analysis revealed, with @®¥fidence, that the total
indirect effect of Mothers’ Scriptedness on ChildseScriptedness (Dichotomous)
through Co-Construction was significant, with armastimate of .28<.07, and a BCa
(Bias Corrected and Accelerated) bootstrap confidenterval of -.0118 to .6455. Thus,
Co-Construction partially mediated the associabietween Mothers’ and Children’s

Scriptedness.
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V. DISCUSSION
Summary of Key Findings

The present study had two main goals: to find chetws the element that is
transmitted in the intergenerational transmissibattachment and to find out how this
transmission occurs. We proposed that secure baptssare an important element in the
intergenerational transmission of attachment aatlttiese secure base scripts are
transmitted from mothers to children through costarction during mother-child
dialogue.

Previous research has documented the associativedre mothers’ attachment
representationsind children’s attachmebthaviors but there were no studies linking
mothers’ and preschool aged children’s attachmgmiessentations directly. These studies
also gave little explanations as to why this asg@mn might exist. However, as Bowlby
(1969) and Main et al. suggested (1985), childrelmavein attachment situations the
way they do because they have an organized sepet&ations about the availability and
responsiveness of their parents. As suggested éyp&ton (1990, 1991) and
demonstrated by Waters et al. (1998), children velkacurely because their
expectations are organized around secure basésscmpming back to the idea of
intergenerational transmission of attachment, Hypsis 1 of this study predicted an
association between mothers’ and children’s selsase scripts, indicating that secure
base scripts are a key element that gets transhfiitien parents to children. The current
results support this hypothesis.

With respect to the means of transmission, prevgiudies examined the
contribution of different possible mechanisms, wagyfrom maternal sensitivity, to
mothers’ ability to reflect coherently upon childie experiences, mothers’ elaboration
and openness of communication. The present stupoged that mothers’ co-
construction skills are actively involved in tharismission of secure base scripts. In
agreement with a previous study that linked motrsagptedness and co-construction
skills (Apetroaia et al., in preparation) HypotlseBipredicted an association between
mothers’ co-construction skills and mothers’ s@gtess. Our model proposed that
mothers’ secure base scripts guide the conversatwih their children and make them
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seize the opportunity to expand on children’s d&tt@ent representations in an accepting,
synchronous, and non-intrusive manner. The reawt€onsistent with this hypothesis,
showing a significant association between moth&sptedness and mothers’ co-
construction.

As a result of these conversations, it is likelgttbhildren become more confident
in their representations, constructing more complex articulate secure base scripts that
allow them to deal with a variety of situationsyggthesis 3 predicted an association
between mothers’ co-construction skills and childsescriptedness. The results showed a
strong correlation between these variables, andated in a series of regression
analyses that co-construction was the most impppadictor of children’s scriptedness.
Hypothesis 5 predicted that mothers’ co-construcskills might be one of the
mechanisms involved in the transmission of secase Iscripts and would thus mediate
the relationship between mothers’ and childrentgpsedness. The findings showed that
co-construction explained a substantial proportibthe effect of mothers’ scriptedness
on children’s scriptedness, consistent with theiateh hypothesis. This is particularly
important for both theoretical and practical reasdeascribed below.

With respect to the relationship between IQ angs=iness, we discovered that
verbal skills seem associated with the abilitytacalate secure base scripts in preschool
aged children, but are probably not implicatedtiachment security. The relationship
between 1Q and scriptedness disappears when atdimbas variable for children’s
security is used.

Theoretical Implications

The present study established for the first tingderect connection between
mothers’ and children’s script-like representatiohselationships, answering the
guestion ofwhatis transmitted in the intergenerational transroissif attachment.

Secure base scripts are an important element ¢tatignsmitted, probably the missing
link in the well documented relationship betweertimos’ attachment representations
and children’s behaviors. These findings complentemtassociation between preschool
aged children’s secure base scripts and their ieisaneported by Posada et al. (2007). It
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is likely that mothers’ representations influenbédren’s representations of attachment,
which then inform children’s behaviors.

Additionally, the study found support for the hypesis that mothers’ co-
construction skills, as manifested during parernidatalogue about emotions, are a
plausible mechanism involved in this transmissidiese findings are particularly
important because they supplement our understamdingw internal working models
are transmitted from parents to children. If inlgahildhood, maternal sensitivity,
physical availability, and behavioral responsivena® especially relevant for promoting
secure attachments, open communication become=asingly important for verbal
children who become aware of other people’s miasversations between parents and
children serve to reinforce or revise experientidbhsed internal working models and
become a new arena for manifesting parental seingiti

If we compare co-construction skills with the atheoposed mechanisms of
transmission of attachment, it is possible thaep&r who show the greatest behavioral
responsiveness and sensitivity to young childrsigisals are the same parents who show
better co-construction skills when children reaotsphool age. It is also worth noting
that behavioral support does not disappear in poedg/ears, but is complemented by
co-construction skills. Although co-constructiorp&ins a substantial proportion of the
effect of mothers’ scriptedness on children’s siguit is very likely that behavioral
responsiveness continues to be involved in theioekhip between mothers’ and
children’s attachment. Because both co-construcimhsensitivity are related to
mothers’ scriptedness, it is theoretically plawsiifiiat secure base scripts inform parental
responsiveness in both behavior and dialogue. W#pect to the general mechanisms
that fall under the category of parental abilityéflect coherently upon children’s
emotional experience, these might be the preragsisif co-construction. Two important
gualities shared by these mechanisms are parectsynition and acceptance of
children’s own minds, experiences, and emotionshdVt these two qualities, co-
construction cannot take place. And, finally, witlspect to the relationship between co-
construction and other proposed measures of opamaaication between parents and
children (for example, maternal elaboration), costouction is a narrower concept, more

closely related to attachment as an in vivo exarmap&ecure base support in the
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exploration of challenges and emotions. Co-constmas also related to the concept of
“secure exploration”, based on cooperation, supampropriate scaffolding, and gentle
challenges (Grossmann, 1999). However, co-congirui specific to dialogue and
tailored towards encouraging children to build aené and comprehensive models of

reality.

Measurement Implications

Along with the study by Posada et al. (2007),dresent study established the
concurrent validity of the secure base script assest for preschool-aged children.
Compared to the traditional Bretherton et al. sgpof children’s narrative productions
(Bretherton et al., 1990), the secure base sa@irg) has the advantage of simplicity
and high reliability. Additionally, because a stegness score measures the same quality
of attachment representations regardless of paatits’ age, it is particularly well suited
for the examination of attachment stability andititergenerational transmission of
attachment.

The vignette discussion task used for the evalnatfanothers’ co-construction
skills has several advantages compared to simiasores of parent-child conversations.
First of all, it is focused on emotions rather tig@meral storytelling. According to
Bolwby (1969/1980), open communication about enm&is crucial in the consolidation
or revision of internal working models. Secondnitolves the discussion of negative
emotions, which, as mentioned before, might be riked/ to activate attachment
representations compared to positive emotionsdJ the discussion of hypothetical
rather than remembered situations allows for mtaedardized productions that can be
more easily compared with those of other partidipafind fourth, the co-construction
scales cover several complementary aspects oftpelnéd interaction. The first one,
“Supporting Recognition of Affective Response”, taps emotional availability,
acceptance, and willingness to discuss openly adimotions. The second one,
“Supporting Elaboration of An Affective Script” cawes mothers’ willingness to
continue discussion together with their childreheThird scale, “Supporting an
Explanatory Framework”, captures mothers’ likelidadf engaging in explanations and
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drawing connections between the situations discliasd real occurrences from
children’s lives.

All of these dimensions of co-construction coulddo¢entially extrapolated and
measured for different types of expert-novice iatéions and for different ages.
Observations and interviews with parents and chrdreed to inform the vignette
discussion tasks developed for different contexidifterent ages. Caution should also be
exercised when the vignettes are used in new esitwhich might have different

emotional or conflict resolution scripts than tipital Western society.

Future Research Directions

1. Attachment and Emotion Regulation

The co-construction scale that had the highesetmns with both children’s
and mother’s scriptedness was Scale 3, “Suppoatingxplanatory Framework”,
suggesting that there might be something aboutrstateding causal connections that is
essential to forming secure base scripts. This mmakase when we think about the
definition of scripts as series of temporally andigally related sequences of interactions.
A key element of this scale was providing childvath an alternative explanation or
strategy for dealing with conflict or negative emos — for example, when the child is
upset because she dropped her ice cream on thedynmother can point out that the
child can still eat the cone. Mothers who use shigtegy are actively teaching their
childrenreappraisalas an emotion regulation strategy. When they eappraisal, these
mothers manage to redirect the interaction towaxrgdoration and “get things back on
track”, consistent with the final element of theww® base script. The links between co-
construction and reappraisal are interesting be;according to numerous studies (for
example, Gross & John, 2008¢appraisalresults in more positive emotions, less
negative emotions, and better interpersonal funstgpcompared with other emotion
regulation strategies, likeuppressionFuture studies could address how different
attachment styles are linked with different emagiostrategies. Attachment theory

predicts that secure mothers will encourage reaggdravhile insecure mothers will be
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more prone to rumination or suppression. If suddtienships are proven to exist, they
can inform interventions tailored to address défd@rattachment and emotional styles.

2. The Role of Fathers’ Sensitivity and Co-ConstrutiBkills

The present study measured children’s scriptednglsa story stem completion task
that involved father along with mother doll figuyes it presumably measures children’s
secure base scripts with respect to both paremtisisgprobably influenced by both
maternal and paternal co-construction processass, Tature studies that employ a
similar measure of children’s attachment represems should explore the contribution
of both mothers’ and fathers’ sensitivity, dialogaad interaction to the development of
children’s representation of the world and themsglv

In a longitudinal study about attachment behaviémd representations,
Grossmann and Grossmann (2002) found a uniqueiassadetween the qualities of
father-child play at the age of two and childresttachment representations at the ages of
ten and sixteen. They proposed that father-chileractions, especially in families were
gender roles are more prominently defined, migay jal specific role in developing
children’s attachment representations, perhapsusedathers are more prone to
exploration, explanation, and “showing children warld”, while mothers are more
likely to act as a safe haven. Even if such rokcHity exists, it could not be
understood without examining the qualities of pai@nld dialogue and interaction. A
comprehensive study would include both mothers’ fatigers’ scriptedness, as well as
measures of co-construction with both parents. Besastereotypically, fathers’ co-
construction skills might not be particularly stgoiwhen discussing about emotions,
perhaps new co-construction tasks focused on nyassewnell as emotional responses can
be designed. Without understanding fathers’ coutiam, we can never have a full
picture of children’s emotional development. In &éidd to fathers’ assessment, future
studies could address parents’ relationship satisfaand the more general family
context that has likely influences on communicaaod attachment.
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3. Longitudinal Perspectives

The present study contributes to our understandinige development of
attachment behaviors and representations beyoadadwnf There is a wealth of studies
about representations of attachment in adolesegwtadults. However, there is still an
understudied area of attachment representatiomsddle childhood. There are some
promising narrative assessments for school-agddrehi(for example, Granot &
Mayseles, 2001), but no script-based measuresriptesdness measure would be
especially relevant because it would encourage aoisyns with measures of
scriptedness in preschool and early adolescerlowjiad) for an investigation of the
continuity of attachment representations througtebitihood. In order to have a
comprehensive picture of the intergenerationalsmassion of attachment, longitudinal
studies are necessary. These studies could folipelasely the evolution of secure base
scripts in conjunction with different life eventss well as the formation of the first
significant relationships outside the family. Ahet interesting question that can be
addressed by a longitudinal design is the followinbat is the shape that co-construction
skills take beyond early childhood? Or, in otherd® do parents who communicate well
with their school-aged children or adolescentstheesame co-construction skills as
parents who communicate well with their preschaiekttachment theory would predict
commonalities between these sets of skills, butréustudies are needed to confirm these
hypotheses. Other interesting questions that caddeessed by longitudinal studies
concern the links between attachment, communicasiot emotional regulation. As
mentioned before, parents use dialogue about ensoéie an arena for modeling emotion
regulation strategies. It would be interesting Ibgserve how these strategies evolve, in
conjunction with children’s social and cognitivevéd®opment.

Clinical Implications

Attachment security can serve as a buffer agamsows risk factors, like
poverty, mothers’ illness, or unsafe neighborho@#snah et al., 1993). The present
study has shown a strong relationship between nm&tbe-construction skills and
children’s secure base scripts. Consequently wioikh to investigate whether we can
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improve children’s security and mental health oates by improving their mothers’ co-
construction skills.

As noted by Bowlby (1988), insecure mothers areenti@ely to ignore or distort
the perception of their children’s emotions dughactivation of their defense
mechanisms. In our sample, there were roughly tty@es of mothers: those who were
willing to discuss emotions openly and in a nomuisive manner, allowing their children
to figure out what they really feel and only intemng when necessary; those who were
uncomfortable talking about emotions and rediretheddiscussion toward actions and
events; and those who were willing to talk aboubeoms, but distorted their children’s
reports and imposed their own interpretations. Ex¥amof each type of interaction could
be found in Table 7.

All of these types have different strengths andkmesses. These differences in
co-construction skills are particularly informatifeve want to design interventions that
will improve children’s health and security by ingpmg mother-child communication.
Although the first category is likely to producethest outcomes, these mothers could be
encouraged to use advanced co-construction skifisaously and consistently. Mothers
from the second category could perhaps be tramdéabel, accept, and openly discuss
children’s emotions, and mothers from the third ooeld be taught how to listen to their
children rather than impose their own worldvieW¥ith respect to possible
interventions, the findings of the present studyg®st that, in order to improve
children’s security, confidence, mastery, we caprowe mothers’ conversational
strategies. This is particularly interesting footveasons: improving mothers’ co-
construction skills might be an easier task thaprowing mothers’ overall security,
which is what previous findings about attachmentiddave suggested. And second,
because the co-construction scales are well opesdized, they are easily translatable in
objectives for interventions, perhaps using the @hodithe “Circle of Security” (Marvin
et al., 2002.

An intriguing question suggested by our study lietker children can learn to
articulate better scripts only under the guidancdeir parents, or also under the
guidance of other adults (Amy Slep, personal comoation). If the strong relationship
between co-construction with a caring adult anddcéin’s ability to articulate and
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expand their secure base scripts is not limitggatrent-child interactions, perhaps co-
construction should be defined as an explicit gd&hild therapy. It is likely that

effective therapists are already using co-constrnakills, but they would also benefit
from using and improving these skills mindfully.rther studies and evidence-based

interventions should explore these implications.

Conclusion

The present study investigated the link betweerherst and preschool aged
children’s representations of relationships, ad a®the role of mother-child dialogue in
the intergenerational transmission of these reptatens. There are two main
conclusions that can be drawn from the study;, firgit an important element that gets
transmitted from mothers to children are secure lsaspts; and second, that mother’s
co-construction is one of the mechanism involvethis transmission. Conversations
about negative emotions and those rich in causied land explanations are particularly
relevant in the transmission of these scripts.

These findings shed some light on the debate d@heutature of the mechanisms
involved in the intergenerational transmissionttéehment and will hopefully inform
future studies and evidence-based intervention®hon co-construction skills,

attachment, and emotions.
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Appendices
Table 1 Narrative Prompt Word Outlines

A. Baby’s Morning

mother hug teddy bear
baby smile lost

play story found
blanket pretend nap

B. The Doctor’s Office

Tommy hurry mother
bike doctor toy
hurt cry stop
mother shot hold

C. Jane and Bob’s Camping Trip

Jane tent campfire
Bob wind shadow
bags collapse sounds
hurry upset hug

D. The Accident

Sue wait home
road Mike dinner
accident tears bed
hospital doctor hug
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Table 2: Scriptedness Scoring System

Score

7

Description

These are the very best examples of secure basent in the narrative.
There is a rich interplay between the two princighlaracters. There is a
great deal of attention to the psychological stdtidne other, and the
“secure base” is very responsive to that psycholdgitate. Important to
the secure base script is the resolution of thelpra/distress with a return
to normalcy.

These narratives fall short of the richness ofis= base content that is
evidenced in stories ranked “7”. Nonetheless,dlstaries to contain a
reasonable amount of secure base content.

These narratives have a medium amount of sease dontent, but not as
much elaboration as those that are ranked “7” tr “6

These narratives have some secure base conténptbvery much. Thus,
they are weak on secure base content, but theceasld content
contained in the story either.

These narratives seem mostly event-related stanievhich what is
happening is presented, with very little commentaryhe give and take
between with the characters, or on the psycholbgaatent of the story.

These are event-related as well, but so briéd @sem disjointed. Also
included in this category are narratives that dordgame unusual or
atypical content that is inconsistent with a setase script. The intrusion
of this content however is not as consistent ovgmyve as the narratives
that are scored “1.”

These narratives are theme-based variationgdinag across as quite
peculiar interpretations of the implied story linot only is the secure
base script not recognized, but a quite differenpsis in its place. The
narratives can be quite detailed, with content gerd consistent with the
odd interpretation of the story line. These arethat common.
Narratives that have significant unusual or atylpecantent, but fall short
of a complete theme-based variation also recefie’a
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Table 3:Story Stem Completion Task — Story Stems

Spilled Juice Story

E: Can you help me set the table for dinn&®/¢ child box with silverware and
let them set the table.

E: Now put the family around the dinner table so theyeady to eat. Here is our
family eating dinner and Bob (Jane) gets up andnemover and spills his juice.
(Make doll knock cup off toy tabje.

Mother: Oh Bob (Jane), you spilled your juicd&déproachful tone of voice, but
don’t overdo; turn mom toward child and move heramal down while she’s
talking.)

E: Show me and tell me what happens now.

Rock Climbing/Hurt Knee Story

E: O.K., Look what I've got. $et out piece of green felt and sponge nothis is
the park. Here is our family and they’re walkinglie park, and at this park there
is this high, high rock.

Child: Look mommy and daddy. Watch me climb this highhhigck. (Make

child climb rock, then fall off.Boo-hoo, I've hurt my kneecfying voice.

E: Show me and tell me what happens now.

Monster in the Bedroom Story

(Place a toy bed on one side of the tgble.

E: Look what happens now, listen carefully.

Mother: (Face mother toward child doll and move her sliglattyshe speakdt’s
bedtime.

Go up to your room and go to bed.

Father: Go up to bed nowSame action as mother, deep vaice.

Child: O.K. mommy and daddy, I'm goingMvigke child walk to bejl.

E: Bobby (Jane) goes upstairs to his room, and he goes

Child: Mommy! Daddy! There’s a monster in my room! Thera'monster in my
room (Alarmed tone of voicg.

E: Show me and tell me what happens now.
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Table 4: Story Completion Task Sample Stories

SPILLED JUICE

A particularly good story, in which mother’s chaiecmakes sure to get things back on
track.

33 Spilled Juice

She wipes out the stains of juice, she puts the cbpack on the table, she puts
more juice in the cup, and, when she takes the cuphe says: “Be more
careful!”

Who pours more juice and says that?

Mother.

To whom does she say this?

To Sue.

And then?

Then she eats everything on her plate, she goessteep, and when they wake
up, they go out to the park.

An example of a low-scoring story with marked breaglements:

44 Spilled Juice

She spanks him.
Who does that?
(Points at Mother.)
And then?

He’s being punished.

And then?
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She hits his head.

And then?

She hits his eyes.

And then?

She hits his belly.

And then?

She hits his legs.

And then?

She hits his bottom.

Is there anything they do about the spilled juice?
What do they do? They make something to eat.
Is there anything they do after he spills the j@ice
She spanks him.

[.]

Mother called the police. And then they took him away and beat him. They
took him to jail. They shot him and he died.

And then?

They locked the jail. And he stayed there.
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ROCK CLIMBING

A high scoring story. Note mothers’ continuous supand good resolution.

61 Rock Climbing

Next, it happens that...
What happens?

The girl fell down. She hurt her knee and blood wasunning. And mother

was going to her to lift her off the ground...

(Makes Mother go to Suahd then she took hel(tries to make Mother pick up
Sue)and then she picked her up and they went to the plitogether and she
held her hand so she doesn’t fall off the rockmakes Mother and Sue climb up
the rock together while holding hands)d then they climbed down the rock
and they left the park and she didn't fall. And shetaught the younger sister.
Mother held her hand. She went with the sister andaid “hurray!” to both

girls, because they both managed to climb up the c&. (Makes both sisters
climb up the rock.And then they went home.

Another example of a high scoring story, in whibh thild relates his own experiences
with the ones in the story.

42 Rock Climbing

He fell off.
And then?

He hurt his leg. | hurt myself here(Points at elbowand blood came out. And
it hurt.

What else happened about Bob?

He got hurt.

And then?

(Makes Father come oveimhen father came and picked him up and looked at

him. (Father and Bob walk togethe®dnd they go here. And he lies down, to
see what's wrong with his leg. And then he does thé~ather rubs Bob’s leg)
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just like daddy does. Then he climbs up, because kdeesn't fall. (Makes
Father climb up the rockhle didn’t fall. (Puts Father back.And he went back
home.

(Picks up Bob and makes him climb up the rodlke. climbs up again.(Bob falls
down again.)

What happened there?

He hurt his head. And Father comes over agair{(Makes Father come over
again and pick up Bob. Father touches Bob’s hedH ks feet.)

What does father do there?

Father gave him a massage, like my daddy does.

An example of a low-scoring story with bizarre edmts. Note father’s fear and the odd
ending.

24 Rock Climbing

She climbed on this rock and she pulled it down.

(Pulls down the rock.)

Who pulled it down?

Jane.

And then?

(Makes Jane climb up the rock and f#lhd then Jane went like this and she
fell. Where did she go now? And then the child werthere. (Picks up Child
and makes it climb up the rock and jump doRRop! She didn’t even hurt
herself! And father, let's see(Picks up Father.Jather is afraid. (Makes
Father climb up the rock then falHg also fell down(Puts Father back and picks
up Mother.Mother. (Makes Mother climb up the rock then fatop! She also
fell down. What shall we do now?

Is there anything they do about the hurt knee?

He took the clock and smashed it.

Who did?

Father.
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Another example of a low-scoring story, in whick tthild cannot rely on parents’
figures for support. The child in the story givhe impression that he’s alone in the
world.

40 Rock Climbing

(Brings Father over, makes him climb up and fa&bther was hurt too. He
hurt his hand.

(Makes Mother climb up.)

What happened here?

She fell on her feet.

What happened after he hurt his knee?
He’s hurt.

What did they do about Bob’s hurt knee?

He cried.

MONSTER IN THE BEDROOM

An example of a high scoring story. Although briefias all the elements of the secure
base script, including the resolution and the exgtian.

33 Monster in the Bedroom

Mother and father come to Sue’s room and tell herhtere is no monster, it's
just the blanket which covers her and keeps her wan.

And?

And Sue goes back to sleep and when it's morning,ather prepares lunch
and calls Sue to the table.
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Another example of a high scoring story. Note feathsupport, child being thankful, and
the good night story as an indication that thingskack to normal.

52 Monster in the Bedroom

Mother and Father came over and saw there was a meter. And Father will
beat him up.

And then he wetted the monster and then it melted.

Will you show me?

They sprayed it with a hose, with a water hose.

And then?

And then she hugged her Daddy because he saved hg!
And then?

And then she went to sleep(Puts Child to bed.)

Did anything else happen?

Yes. She too went to sleep.

(Mother to Sister):Jane, go to sleep! It's getting late!”

Did anything else happen?

Yes. She had a nightmare. And she called Mommy aridaddy.

And then?

And then Daddy held her in his arms so that she dse’'t have any more bad
dreams.

Anything else?

Sister went to see what's happening to Sue. And theshe went to sleep. They
even told her a story.

Who told her a story?

Mommy and Daddy.
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A low-scoring story with a marked absence of a eebase script.

59 Monster in the Bedroom

She spanks her.

Who does?

Mother spanks Sue because she didn’t go to sleepdashe tells lies.
Anything else?

Father tells her: “Go to sleep!” And she goes buthe doesn't sleep.
And?

And mother says she’s grounded.

And then?

She punishes her.
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Table 5:Complete List of Vignettes Used in the VignetteBision Co-Construction
Task

Positive Secure Base Vignettes

1. Mommy comes home from New York City
“One day Mommy had to go to New York City to do sowork. And she was gone all
day and you were starting to miss her. And therchedrove up and you heard her say
“I'm back! I'm back!”. And then she walked right the door. How would that make
you feel?”

2. Mommy watches you at the beach
“One day you and Mommy went to the beach. Andpoua blanket down on the
ground to sit on. After a while you wanted to gak@& a sand castle in the wet sand. And
Mommy said “It's OK. I'll stay right here and wditgou. And if you want me I'll be
right here. So you went down and played in thelsand every now and then you
looked up and Mommy was always watching you. Amelwould smile and wave.”
How would that make you feel?

Negative Secure Base Vignettes

1. Mommy won't let you sit on her lap
"One day, you were at home playing, and after demdu went into the kitchen to find
your Mommy. And you walked over to sit on her laggdoug her. And she said, 'Don't
bother me right now. Go play.' How would that mgke feel?"

2. Mommy left you alone in the house
"One day, your Mommy was working in the kitchend gou were playing in your room
with your toys. And you didn't hear her, but shd tago out of the house. And she
didn’t even tell you that she was going. And then went into the living room to find
her, and she wasn't there. And you looked all atdba house, and she wasn't anywhere.
And you didn't know where she was. You were alhaldHow would that make you
feel?"

3. Mommy won'’t help when your finger gets stuck
“One day you were playing outside and you got yiowger stuck in one of your toys.
And you couldn’t get it out. You called her to aeimelp you but she said “Not now, |
am too busy cooking.” And you said “Mommy, | cagét my finger out.” But she just
said, “I'm too busy. You have to do it yourseltiow would that make you feel?”

4. Mommy won't let you sleep in the bed with her.
“One night you went to sleep and then you woke Apd you went into your Mommy'’s
room and you wanted to get in her bed. But she“®éod You have to sleep in your own
bed. And she wouldn't let you get in her bed.” wiwould that make you feel?”
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Non-Mother Positive Vignettes

1. You win some ice cream at a store
"One day, you were in a grocery store, and a ladity ® you that you were the winner of
a great big bowl of ice cream. You could chooseryaworite flavor, and you got to have
as much as you wanted. And she brought up a hugkviath all kinds of little sprinkles,
syrup, and everything you wanted. And she gaveaygreat big spoon, and you got to
eat the whole thing up. How would that make you?Xee

2. You get presents at your birthday party
"One day, after you waited a long time, it was ybuthday. And everybody called you
the birthday child. And you had a big party, aridyaur friends came. And they played
games and ate birthday cakes, and you got pregerdsyou opened them, and they were
great. How would that make you feel?"

Non-Mother Negative Vignettes

1. Playmates won't share toy
"One day, some children came to your house to, @st they played with your most
favorite toy. And they liked it so much they wouldet you play with it when it was
your turn. And they wouldn't let you play with ttal. They just kept it for themselves
and played with it. And you didn't get to use ibwdwould that make you feel?"

2. Your paint is too dry to paint a picture
"One day you were at home and you had a paintlandta big piece of paper and a little
cup of paint. And you wanted to paint a picture it paint was too dry. So you couldn’t
make a picture. How would that make you feel?"

3. You are not allowed to share food at school pic
"One day, you and your class from school went togredn a picnic. And everybody
brought a snack. And when it was lunch time, ongoair friends had something that
looked really good to eat. And you wanted to tryribu friend said it was OK. But the
teacher said, 'No, you may not share food withother children. You must eat your own
food. And do not taste the food from another chidd children you must not give food
even to your friends." How would that make you el

4. You drop your ice cream
"One day, you were in the park. And you just bougbig ice cream cone. And you
wanted to walk over to a bench and sit down ang/@at ice cream. But on the way the
ice cream fell right off the cone and landed onghmund. And it was all dirty. And you
could not eat it because it was dirty and meltargd you didn't have any money to buy
any more. So you got no ice cream at all. And yeally wanted it. How would that make
you feel?"
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Table 6:Co-Construction Scales Scoring System

1. Supporting recognition of affective responddother focuses on the affective
content and guides the discussion toward the chi&lings and affective response. She
responds with queries about how the child would feg¢her than what they’ll do. In
particular, mothers on the high end keep the facuaffect, on how the child feels
throughout the discussion. Although all the vigeetiscussions start with a “how would
you feel,” mothers on high end of the scale keelreeting the discussion back to affect,
e.g., “If you do that, how would you feel?”

On the lower end, mothers focus on the eventseo$tory and on actions/
behavior. They allow the discussion to drift avitayn “how would you feel?” Mothers
with the lowest scores also ignore/disregard thiel'shaffective comments. Either they
are more interested in obtaining the “right” ansvegreven override the child’s affective

response.

7 6 5 4 3 2 1
very good good some neutral more focus clearly focuses
ignores/disregards (cursory) on events on events

child’s emotion comments

2.Encouraging elaboration of affective scripiother prompts continued
discussion by further inquiry into the child’'s affere response (e.g., child says he’s
happy, mom responds why? Is it because mommyie ®her by introducing additional
event-related information (e.g., what if they saidwhat if mom said ..... , but what if
you had the cone, ). Mothers on the low end aresive, introducing their
interpretations over that of the child.

7 6 5 4 3 2 1

very good good some little no follow-up somewhat very intrusive
(“um-hm™) intrusive imposen

interpretation

3. Supports explanatory frameworiother either provides an explanation that
diffuses the negative affect and/or clarifies thatext in which “you” (the child) would
feel happy/sad/afraid (e.g., if the teacher says timt’'s good because you'll get your
own snack). Mother can go further by suggestimgag in which the child can manage
the affect (e.g., maybe you could ask mom to watehof your shows also — since mom
won't let you watch with her). Her comments masoalelate the story line to the child’s
own experiences broadening the explanatory framewiliothers on the low end not
only fail to provide these types of explanatiorafifications, but reject child’s version of
the scenario, precluding a meaningful represematio

7 6 5 4 3 2 1
very good good some little fails to seize  somewhat actively rejects
apfunity rejecting child’s coramts
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Table 7:Sample Exchanges for the Three Co-ConstructioneScal

SCALE 1: SUPPORTING RECOGNITION OF AN AFFECTIVE RESGNSE

High end: Mother helps child stay focused on afifectontent

01 Mother left you alone in the house

M: Did you understand what was happening? So you we playing in your room
with some toys. And | was in the kitchen.

2 Yes.

- And | went out.

- Yes.

: And | didn’t tell you.

- Yes.

: And you looked for me and you couldn’t find me.

: What do you mean, | couldn’t find you?

. If  went shopping, if | went to the store, andl didn't tell you, how would you

el?

: Terrible!

: Terrible, right?
Yes.

: You can't stand it, right?
Right.

: When | don't tell you.
Right.

: You don't like to be alone.
| don't.

: You like to be with me?
Yes.

SO0OZ0Z20Z2Z0Z20Z2Z020202020

: And even if | leave you alone, | should tell yowhere I'm going, right? Then
you can stay home by yourself while I'm going to té store to buy some bread?
C: No.

M: Why not?

C: Therefore!

M: You want to come with me?

C: Yes.

M: And how do you feel if | leave one day and leavgou by yourself in the
house? Without telling you | went out to buy bread?
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C: Terrible!
M: Terrible.

16 You win some ice cream

M: What if a lady came and told you: “Look, here isa big bowl of ice cream!
You can eat as much as you like!”, what would youathen? How would you
feel?

: Would you be happy?
- Yes.
: And what would you do?

: You'd take a spoon and...?

: | would take more than one.

: You'd take more than one spoon and you would eatith all of them at the

same time?

C: Yes.

M: Why?

C: Because | like it.

M: You like it, and, would you be happy about it, @ you'd just say to yourself,

“I have to eat all this ice cream”... How would you l@?

C: Happy.

M: Happy, right? Unlike when you have to eat steak.

. (disgusted faceBleah.

: And how much would you eat?

. All of it.

: What if it were a really big ice cream(gestures)...

. All of it.

. All of it? And you would look like a happy cat?
Yes.

: But, listen, would you give us some too?

: (shrugs)

: Or would you like to keep it all for yourself?

. If you wanted some, I'd give it to you.

: You'd give some to us too, because it's not nide eat by yourself, right?
Yes.

: What if you felt that your tummy were full, woul d you keep eating?
Yes.

: Yes? And how would you feel inside? What does dhly tell you? Ha —
Happy.

: Happy. What kind of ice cream would you like itto be?

: With everything.

: With fruit and cocoa and everything?

- Yes.

Z0ZINZIN0Z0

OZEO0OZTO0ZO0ZTOZTOZTOZOZOZOZ0D
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Low end: Mother is focused on actions/events rditen emotions or mother
ignores/disregards child’s comments

07 Playmates won't share toys

M: You're supposed to answer this question. If somehildren came over and
they played with your toys and you couldn’t play wih them anymore, how
would you react? What would you do? Would you be uget with them? Would
you let them play?

C: 1 would let them.

M: You would let them? Are you sure?

C: [xxx] the car.

M: The way | know you, you would hide the toys, sthey won’t play with them
anymore.

C: Why, because they break them?

M: No, but that's what you do, usually. Even whentis not your turn anymore,
you’re not very willing to give away your toys. Ony when dad or | step in and
tell you: “[Child’s name], give him the toy to play, because he’ll give it back to
you!” Isn’t this what usually happens?

C: No. | say if | let him play.

M: Yes, but you don’t really want to give it away wilingly, you see? Are you
sure that you would let the other kids play with tre toy? Without asking them to
give it back to you?

C: Who?

M: Let’s say that Eddy comes over, right? And he @ys with your stirring
wheel. And you would like to play with the stirring wheel too, but he doesn’t
want to give it back to you. Would you let him play

C: (shakes head)

M: No? Would you take it away?

C. ..
M: Would you take the toy away?

C: (nods)

M: Yes? And you would play with it by yourself? Youwouldn't give it back to
him anymore?

C: What, is it his toy?

M: No, it’s yours, but if someone comes over, yothsuld be polite and let him
play with your toys too. That would be the nice thmg to do. So, you wouldn’t
give it back to him. That's how he usually reactsHe’s possessive.
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SCALE 2: ENCOURAGING ELABORATION OF AN AFFECTIVE SRIPT

High End: Mother prompts continued discussionuoytfer inquiry into the child’'s
affective response or by introducing additionalrévelated information

01 You're not allowed to share food

M: W hat are you saying?

C: (shrugs)

M: Imagine you were having a picnic.

C: (shakes head)

M: Imagine, if the teacher says you're not allowedo eat and your friend’s snack
seems so...

C: But that’s not my classroom, that’s not my tesathclassroom.

M: You think that, you think that his snack is so nuch better than yours, you
want to taste it, and the teacher says: “No, [child nhame], you're not allowed to
taste it!”

C: But | didn't even taste it! | don't taste itdbn't taste it!

M: You don't taste it, but... but how do you feel? Are you thinking about your
friend’s snack?

C: (nods)

M: Will you come home to mommy and tell her: “Mommy, what a good snack he
had”, maybe you want me to buy you or make you theame snack? What are
you saying?

- Yes.

: What are you saying?

Yes.

: You're coming home and saying...?

: “Mommy, will you make me one?”

: “Mommy, will you make me a sandwich?”

: “A sandwich?”

: “Like my friend’'s?”

. “My friend’s”.

: “At the picnic.”

: “At the picnic.”

1 Yes?

Yes.

. (pauses for two seconddjhy do you want me to make you that sandwich?
(waits for a few second¥yhat did your friend’s sandwich have?

C: Salami!

M: Salami? And, was it good?

C: Yes!

ZTOZTOZOZTO0OZO0OZ0OZO0
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M: Did it smell good?

C: Yes!

M: So you'd like us to buy some salami?
C: (nods)

M: To make a sandwich?

M: And then you'll be happy?

M: And content?
C: Yes.

39 Mother left you alone in the house

C: Bad.

M: But why? Why would you feel bad if mommy steppecdut to buy something
and you left alone in the house? It's true that inever happened, but why would
you feel bad?

C: If something like that happened to me...

M: Yes?

C: 1 ... would give somebody a call...

M: Yes?

C: And | would say: “Where is mommy?”

M: But why? Would you feel unsafe? Because you knothat mommy comes
back. She just stepped outside to buy something fmothe corner shop and then
she comes back. Would you be afraid?

C: Yes.

M: During that brief period of time when mommy’s gone?

C: Yes.

M: Why? What could have happened?

C: I don’t know.

M: But if you're afraid, this means you have someting in your mind. Can you
be afraid without knowing of what you're afraid?

C: I don't want to tell you.

M: Please, honey, tell me.

C: It's my secret!

M: Ok, honey. | will actually try this because I've never left you alone in the
house. Would you give someone a call? Whom wouldwyaall?

C: 1 would look for your phone, turn it on, andy fexample, do you know whom I'd
call? Daddy!

M: And what would you tell daddy?

C: “Daddy! | don’'t know where my mom is!”

M: “She left me alone! She abandoned me!” Is this hat you’'d tell him?

C: Yes.

M: What do you think daddy would tell you? What coud he do? Or what do you
think he would do?
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C: And he would say what you just said — that monjusy stepped outside and went
to the street corner, that | got scared, blah blah, blah blah blah.

M: But why did you get scared? Do you think there’sanything that could scare
you in the house?

C: (sighs)Yes. The boogieman.

M: But didn’t we talk about it and | told you I've never seen a boogieman in my
life?

C: I did!

M: You saw one?

C: Yes. In cartoons.

M: You can see a lot of things in cartoons, but ldll you there is no such thing.
I've never seen a boogieman, ever.

C: (laughing)! tricked youl! I tricked you!

M: And, apart from the boogieman, is there anythingelse you're afraid of in the
house? Any monster?

C: No.

M: Mmm?

C: The cartoons on “Minimax”.

M: So, to conclude, nothing bad can happen. Even ifleave you alone in the
house for five minutes, nothing bad can happen — lgss you provoke something
— you play with the power sockets, the stove, or yaopen the door. Apart from
that, if you're a good girl for those five minutes,nothing bad happens. Ok?

C: Yes.

Low end: Mothers who are intrusive, introducingitiovn interpretations over that of
the child.

28 You drop your ice cream

M: Mmm? [How would you feel] if you lost the ice ceam that you really
wanted?

C: I don’t know.

M: Please, [Child’s name], don’t be bad.

C: I don’t know.

M: (pleading)l can’t believe you don’t know anything. Let’s imagne that the
two of us are in the park now. Please look at meoSwe’re in the park. | buy you
an ice cream, because you asked for it and you réalvanted it, and the ice
cream falls off, because you're running to the bert and you don’t make it there
with your ice cream, you drop it off. Down on the gbbles, and you can'’t pick it
up anymore. What would you do then, tell me?

C: 1 would cry over it.

M: You would cry over it, but it's still melting do wn there on the sand. What
would you do?

C: Then... | buy.
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M: You don’t have money and | don’t have money to by you a new one.

C: (nods)

M: What would you do?

C: Yes.

M: What do you mean, yes?

C: I don’t know.

M: (pleading)Eh, you don’t know! Please, don’t do that.

C: 1 don’t know. | don’'t know.

M: How would you feel when you dropped off your icecream? Would you be
happy?

C: Yes.

M: (with disbelief)Would you be happy that you lost it?

C: Yes.

M: Why are you saying that? Because you want to ups me? Is this why you
always contradict me? Why?

C: No.

M: No what?

C: I don’t know.

M: Why are you being bad? Would you pay more atteribn in the future so you
don’t drop it off anymore?

C: (nods)

M: Yes?

C: (nods)

M: You don’t have anything else to say? Except thagou’ll pay more attention?
C. ..

M: But what if it happens again?

C: (shrugs, smilesl) don’'t know.
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SCALE 3: SUPPORTING AN EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK

High End: Mom helps build a causal framework

52 Mommy won't let you sleep in her bed

M: You sleep now in my bed.

C: Yes.

M: But what if you go to sleep in your room, | go o sleep in my room, and you
have a bad dream and you come to my room at night.

C: Yes.

M: And | tell you that | don’t want you to sleep with me because you’re moving
a lot, you're kicking me with your legs, and you hae to go to your room. What
would you do then?

C: 1 go to the room and | sleep by myséffbuting)

M: You sleep by yourself?

C: (pouting) Yes.

M: You go to sleep quietly? And nothing happens —gu don't cry, you're not
afraid of the bad dream, you go sleep by yourself.

C: Once | slept by myself.

M: | know, you slept by yourself once. Just once. & children are supposed to
sleep by themselves and parents by themselves. Trak, how... you go to your
room and sleep by yourself?

C: Yes.

M: Good. Maybe we should try this tonight.

C: OK.

M: You go to sleep in your room and | go to sleepyomyself in that big bed...
and you won’t come to me if you have a bad dream.

C: Yes.

M: You come and tell me, | caress you until the badream goes away and then
you go sleep by yourself.

C: Yes.

M: Because you're brave.

33 Mother left you alone in the house

C: 1 would feel that | am alone and | would cry aese | am alone.

M: Why would you cry? What would you believe, beingalone?

C: I would believe that you're lost and that | abnit find you anymore.

M: In the house.

C: In the house.

M: But when you realize I'm not in the house anymoe, wouldn’t you think that
maybe | went out for a little while and | would corre back to you?

C: Yes, | would.

M: But then, why would you cry?
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C: Because I'm thinking you will get lost.

M: Mommy is big and she can’t get lost as easily aschild, but you should stay
quietly, continue to play, and mommy will certainlycome back... if | ever forget
to tell you [that I'm going out]. You should neverbe scared or cry, you should
stay quietly, continue to play, and | will certainly come back to you. OK?

C: Yes.

Low end: Mother not only fails to provide thesedgmf explanations/clarifications, but
rejects child’s version of the scenario, precludmngeaningful representation

28 You get presents at your birthday party

M: Tell me, how do you feel when it’s your birthday when you receive lots of
presents from your friends and you open them?

C. ..

M: How was it on Christmas day, on your birthday?

C: I don’t know. | don’t know... | feel good.

M: “I don’t know” and “I feel good”! Can you say an ything else?

C: No.

M: Tell me. Explain, what was it like, both on Christmas and on your birthday?
C: | was joyful.

M: And tell me, how else were you? Impatient?

C: (smiling) Relaxed.

M: Relaxed. Good.

C: And impatient.

M: And how do you open your presents?

C: | take off the bow and | open them!

M: And are you trying to not tear away the packagepr are you tearing
everything apart, the boxes, everything, to reachagur presents...

C: (frowning)

M: What do you do?

C. ..
M: Are you tearing apart the boxes or you're openig them nicely?

C: Yes, | tear it apart.

M: You’re tearing it apart, it doesn’t matter anymore, to reach your presents
faster, right? You're impatient, right?

C: (nods)

M: And you’re happy because you received a lot oblys?

C: (nods)

M: And you thank them?

C: (nods)

M: You thank them. And afterwards, do you ever thirk about whether you
deserved so many toys or not?

C: (nods)
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M: Do you ever think about that? That maybe you didh't deserve them, but the
children brought them because they love you? You'raot thinking about that.
C: Yes | do.
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Table 8

Correlations among Main Study Variables.

Variable Mom Scripts Child Scripts  Co-Constr. Mom 1Q Child 1Q
(Continuous) (Continuous)

Mom Scripts (Cont.) .26* .26* 39** .06

Child Scripts (Cont.) H53** .38** 32*

Co-Construction .32* .33*

Mom 1Q .26*

Child I1Q

M 3.44 1.99 3.80 16.97 5.58

SD .79 .58 .85 7.24 2.76

*p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)
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Table 9

Predicting Children’s Scriptedness (ContinuoushirMothers’ Scriptedness, Controlling for Childreaisd Mothers’ 1Q.

Predictors B sP AR Total R?
Step 1
Children’s IQ 23* .03
Mothers’ 1Q .35** .01
22%* 22
Step 2
Mothers’ Scriptedness 15 .10
.02 24

Note: N=59, *p=.05, **p<.01
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Table 10

Predicting Children’s Scriptedness (DichotomoushirMothers’ Scriptedness, Controlling for Childre@nd Mothers’ Q.

Predictors S SP AR TotalR?
Step 1
Children’s IQ A1 .02
Mothers’ 1Q .26 .01
.09 .09
Step 2
Mothers’ Scriptedness .35* .08
10* 19
Step 3

Mothers’ Co-Construction
37 .08
A1x* 31

Note: N=59, *p<05, **p<.01
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Table 11

Correlations among the Three Mothers’ Co-Construttscales, Mothers’ Scriptedness, and Childrentgp&cdness(Continuous)

Variable Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 3 Mothers Children’s
Scripts(Cont.)  Scripts (Cont.)

Scale 1 - .58** 59** 23* A2**
Scale 2 - .68** .19 A2**
Scale 3 - .26 52**
Mothers’ Scripts (Cont.) .26*

Children’s Scripts (Cont.)

M 4.06 3.70 3.64 3.44 1.99

SD .94 1.07 94 .79 .58

*p<.05, **p<.01 (one-tailed)
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Figure 1

Two-Way Table Summarizing the Relationship betwéathers’ and Children’s Script Knowledge

MOTHERS

SECURE BASE SCRIPT NO SECURE BASE SCRIPT

SECURE BASE SCRIPT 21 12

CHILDREN

NO SECURE BASE SCRIPT 6 20
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Figure 2

Mothers’ Co-Construction Skills Partially Mediatieet Relation between Mothers’ Scriptedness (Contisuand Children’s
Scriptedness (Dichotomous) (controlling for Mothensd Children’s 1Q).

39**

Mothers'’ R Children’s
Scriptedness (Cont}) Scriptedness (Dich))
Mothers’

Co-Construction
24 38%
Mothers'’ 30* Children’s
Scriptedness (Contp » Scriptedness (Dich))

!

Sobel tesZ=1.64,p=.05 (on«tailed 95



