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Abstract

This study investigated the development of attachment relationships in 38 foster infant—caregiver dyads over the
first 2 months of placement. We used the Parent Attachment Diary to measure foster infants’ daily attachment
behaviors, the Adult Attachment Interview to examine foster parents’ attachment states of mind, and Ainsworth’s
Strange Situation to capture attachment classifications. We examined differences in diarysemales, avoidant,
resistant, and coherencas they related to age at placement and foster parent attachment, using hierarchical linear
modeling and analyses of variance. The results indicated infants with autonomous foster parents and infants placed
at younger ages showed higher early and overall levels of secure behavior, less avoidant behavior, and more
coherent attachment strategies compared to infants placed with nonautonomous foster parents. Changes in
attachment behaviors over time were not predicted by the models; however, there was a significant decrease in the
daily coherence of attachment behaviors associated with Strange Situation disorganization. Finally, we found
significant concordance between the diary and Strange Situation scales for secure and avoidant behaviors.

Over a half-million children are placed in fos-abuse perpetratg@r tolerated by parents or
ter care each year. The reasons for placemeother trusted caregivers. Rates of behavior
most often include severe neglect, physicglroblems, mood disorders, and personality dis-
maltreatment, abandonment, aiond sexual orders in the foster care population are partic-
ularly high compared to children of similar
socioeconomic statu@ilowsky, 1993. It is
This research is part of an ongoing study of infants idifficult to dismiss the role of parental mal-
foster care conducted at the University of Delaware "lreatment and caregiving disruptions in these

collaboration with the Baltimore City Department of Social hildren’s later hiatric difficulti In con
Services and Delaware Department of Family Service& ens later psychiatric cutties. Inco

This study was supported by a grant from the Nationdif@st, the quality of the relationship estab-
Institute of Mental HealtfiR0152135%to the second author. lished with surrogate caregivers is likely to be

We acknowledge the help of Kathleen Albus and Bradygn important factor affecting the child’s devel-
Bates with this project. Thanks are also due to Doris '-Ofbpmental trajectory.

tin, Beverly Williams, and Gerri Robinson of the Balti- Early attach t h. which
more City Department of Social Services, as well as John arly attachment research, which was car-

Bates, Darlene Lantz, and Kathy Way of the Delawardi€d out by Bowlby and other researchers in
Division of Children, Youth, and Their Families. Our deep-the 1940s and 1950s, attended closely to the
est gratitude is expressed to the caseworkers, foster fa@daptation of children to severe caretaking con-
IlleiggriggIEj;frg:;obnoézni%egﬂgsr'eprint requests to: ditions (Bowlby, 1973; Burlingham & Freud,
Chase Stovall-McClough, PhD, NYU Child Study Cenﬁ942' 1944; Robertson, 1953, 1958; Robert-
ter, Institute for Trauma and Stress, 215 Lexington AveSON & qulby, 1952; SChaffer, 1958; Spitz,
nue, 16th Floor, New York, NY 10016. 1946; Spitz & Wolf, 1946. This early research
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primarily consisted of observational studies ofo maximize the infant’'s experience of secu-
children housed in hospitals, institutions, ority and minimize anxiety in the context of an
nurseries during World War 1l. Bowlby and unavailable or rejecting caregiver. Disorgani-
others’ detailed case studies provided some ahtion represents a breakdown in goal directed
the first descriptions of the effects of parentabehavior, often involving dissociative or freez-
loss and caregiving deprivation on the formaing responses to overwhelming or frightening
tion of new attachment relationships, childcaregiver behaviors. These behaviors and strat-
hood development, and later psychopathologggies, if carried over into new relationships,
Despite Bowlby's original focus, only recentlycan prove quite problematic and alienating
have researchers begun to return their attefSroufe, 1988
tion to attachment issues in institutionalized In addition to possible maltreatment and a
and fostered children as a way to understanustory of insecure attachment, infants placed
their risk for later psychopathologie.g., into foster care suffer one or more major dis-
Chisholm & Ames, 1995; Chisholm, Carter,ruptions in their primary attachment relation-
Ames, & Morison, 1995; Gunnar, Schuderships. Although most babies undergo everyday
Morison, Ames, & Fisher, 1999; O’Conner,separations from their caretakgisg., visits
Marvin, Rutter, Olrick, & Britner, 2008 This to day care, babysitters, relatives, gteheir
study is reminiscent of the early observationability to cope with separations declines as the
work by Bowlby and others as it examines theseparations exceed their capacity to hope for
process of forming new attachment relationthe caregivers’ returtBowlby, 1973; Burling-
ships following maltreatment and parental segham & Freud, 1942, 1944; Robertson, 1953,
aration. Specifically, this study attempts tdl958; Robertson & Bowlby, 1952; Schaffer,
quantify the process of attachment formatiod958; Spitz, 1946; Spitz & Wolf, 1946 For
in infants placed into foster care. most children placed in foster care, the sepa-
ration from a caretaker is often sudden and
can last for weeks, months, or years. Human
The Challenge of Foster Care and many nonhuman primate infants show seri-
ous short- and long-term reactions to the
Placement into foster care is intended to proexperience of losing a primary caregiver, par-
tect vulnerable children from further harm andticularly if they are not provided with an ade-
ideally, to provide them with a stable and safguate substitute caregivéBowlby, 1969
home. Unfortunately, infants placed into fos-1982, 1973, 1980; Chisholm et al., 1995;
ter care have suffered a number of “caretakingleinicke, 1956; Hinde & Davies, 1972; Hinde
casualties{Sameroff, 1975bbefore they enter & Spencer—-Booth, 1971; Levine, Coe, Smo-
care. For instance, these infants have often beérterman, & Kaplan, 1978; Levine, Wiener, &
exposed to harsh caretaking environmentSoe, 1993; Mendoza, Smotherman, Miner,
including abuse. On the basis of what is knowKaplan, & Levine, 1978; Robertson & Bowlby,
about neglected and abused children’s attachi952; Robertson & Robertson, 1971; Seay,
ments to their caregivers, we expect that foddansen, & Harlow, 1962; Singh, 1975;
ter children most likely had insecure andSpencer—-Booth & Hinde, 1971; Suomi, Col-
especially disorganized attachments to thelins, & Harlow, 1976; Yarrow & Goodwin,
biological caregiversCrittenden, 1985; Ege- 1973.
land & Sroufe, 1981; Radke—Yarrow, Cum-
mings, Kuczynski, & Chapman, 1985; SF)'e'ferThe Role of Foster Parent Attachment
& Booth, 1988. Infants who have experi- .
States of Mind
enced severe neglect afat abuse from
caregivers show moderat€rittenden, 1985; In addition to the foster child’s own attach-
Lyons—Ruth, Connell, Zoll, & Stahl, 19870 ment history, the foster parent’s state of mind
very high rategCarlson, Cicchetti, Barnett, & regarding attachment has been found to be
Braunwald, 198Pof disorganizeddisoriented related to a foster child’s tendency to seek out
attachment. Insecure strategies are developacdhew caregiver when in distred3ozier, Stov-
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all, Albus, & Bates, 200)L According to attach- new attachment relationships with foster par-
ment theory, a parent’s state of mind in regarénts. For this study, we used a diary method-
to attachment influences how he or she wilblogy to follow foster parents and infants
anticipate, interpret, and respond to attachduring the first 2 months of placement. We
ment related events, including a child’s atwere specifically interested in factors impor-
tachment signals and needs. Parents can taat to infants’ abilities to seek care from fos-
classified as having autonomous, dismissinger parents when distressed, both early in
preoccupied, or unresolved states of mindlacement and over the course of the first few
Those parents who are classified as autonoonths of placement. We also investigated fac-
mous with regard to attachment tend to béors important to the stabilization of secure,
available and responsive to their own infantsesistant, and avoidant attachment behaviors.
(Main & Goldwyn, 1988. In turn, their chil- In particular, we examined the differences in
dren tend to go to them with the expectatiomow quickly children’s attachment behaviors
of available and responsive care. By contrasstabilized by looking at changes in the daily
parents who are classified as nonautonomousherence of attachment behaviors over time.
with regard to attachmeritlismissing or pre- Finally, we examined the relationship between
occupied tend to be rejecting or inconsis-the Parent Attachment Diary and Strange Sit-
tently responsive to their children’s needinessation data on a subsgt = 20) of foster chil-
(Main & Goldwyn, 1988. Autonomous, dis- dren. This investigation extends the work of a
missing, preoccupied, and unresolved parengsevious case study of 10 foster infants in
tend to form secure, avoidant, resistant, anghich we examined the development of new
disorganized relationships, respectively, witlattachments using the Parent Attachment Diary
their children. (Dozier & Stovall, 1997; Stovall & Dozier,
Correspondence between parent and infa@000.
attachment organization is quite high, ranging
from .75 to .85 among both middle and lower
class dyadqAinsworth & Eichberg, 1991; Parent Attachment Diary
Carlson et al., 1989; Levine, Tuber, Slade, &
Ward, 1991; Main & Goldwyn, 1988Cross- To examine a developing attachment relation-
cultural studies show similarly high correla-ship, multiple observations of infants’ attach-
tions of .77 to .85(Grossmann, Fremmer—ment behaviors need to be made over time.
Bombik, Rudolph, & Grossman, 1988; vanAlthough infant attachments are usually
IJzendoorn, Kranenburg, Zwart-Woudstra, Vaassessed with the well-validated Strange Situ-
Busschbach, & Lambermon, 1991A simi- ation (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall,
larly high rate of correspondend@2%) be- 1978, this measure can only be administered
tween foster infant and foster parent attachmeetery several months because children may
has been foun@Dozier et al., 200}, suggest- become sensitized to the procedure. Another
ing that the foster parents’ states of mind playnstrument that is often used to assess the qual-
an important role in the formation of theseity of attachment is the Attachment Q-sort
new attachments. It is important to note thatWaters & Deane, 1985which uses parents
the correspondence generally tends to be stroor other observers to describe children’s behav-
gest when considering the adult autonomousrs. This instrument is also inappropriate for
and infant secure classifications and becomésoking at a developing attachment for two
weaker when insecure and unresolyéid- reasons. First, although allowing for multiple
organized classifications are examined sepabservations, initial data collection indicated
rately (van IJzendoorn, 1995 it was too difficult and time consuming for
our foster parent sample. Second, observa-
tions of children’s behavior with new caregiv-
ers(Heinicke, 1956; Robertson & Robertson,
This study attempts to quantify the early pro1971) suggest that important changes in
cess that foster infants undergo as they forrchildren’s attachment behavior may occur daily.

The Present Study
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Neither the Q-sort nor the Strange SituatiofAinsworth et al., 1978 Failure to obtain
allows for collection of daily data. Therefore,Strange Situation data on 18 of the subjects
a new methodology for assessing infant attachwvas due to a variety of factors but primarily to
ment was needed. We developed the Paresither an inability to locate biological parents
Attachment Diary to capture the daily attacher the sudden removal of children from the
ment behaviors of children during times of relevant foster home.
distresgDozier & Stovall, 1997. We capitalized on the longitudinal and
In a preliminary study, children’s attach-multilevel nature of diary data to examine dif-
ment behaviors during times of distress weréerences in developing attachments between
reported daily by foster parents from as closéoster infants. At the first level, the diary pro-
to the first day of placement as possible. Hawided multiple assessments of attachment
ing multiple consecutive data points on eacbehaviors “nested” within each infant. At the
child allowed us to examine the developingecond level, infants varied on several di-
attachment relationships and permitted analynensions(e.g., age, history, foster parent
ses at the single subject level. The analysegtachment We used multilevel regressions,
revealed that, after some initial variability, pre-specifically Bryk and Raudenbu$h992 hier-
dominant patterns of attachment behavioarchical linear modelingHLM ), to examine
emerged and stabilized within 2 months ofhese data. First, we examined differences
placement for most children. Of the 10 dyad®etween infants with regard to the quality of
studied, only those children placed in carattachment behaviorésecure, resistant, and
before 12 months of age with foster parentavoidanj shown early in placement. HLM
having autonomous working models of attachallowed us to examine the effects of age at
ment(n = 4) were reported to show consistenplacement and foster parent attachment on the
patterns of secure attachment behavior. All fivéevels of secure, avoidant, or resistant behav-
children placed after 12 months of age showeidrs that were shown very soon after entering
patterns of insecure attachment behavior, evéhe home(initial or “early” statug and the
when placed with foster parents with autonoimpact of these variables on thehangein
mous working models. attachment behaviors over timee., within
The present investigation extends these insubject slopes of Behaviot Time).
tial findings with an examination of develop- We were also interested in the develop-
ing attachment relationships among a total ahent of disorganized attachments in this at-risk
38 foster infants and their foster mothers. Isample. In addition to Strange Situation data,
this larger sample, which includes the originalve examined the potential association between
10 cases, we tested our preliminary findingsdisorganized attachment classifications in the
regarding timing of placement and foster parStrange Situation and behaviors reported in
ent attachment state of mind. For each dyadhe diary. Foster parents were not asked to
we collected approximately 60 days of dailyreport directly on disorganized behaviors in
data on the developing attachment during théne diary, primarily because of the observa-
first 2 months of placement. In addition, datdional skills and training required to detect these
were collected on foster parents’ attachmertften subtle and fleeting behaviors. Instead,
classifications using the Adult Attachmentfor this study we explored the association
Interview(AAl ) and, in a subset of dyads = between the variability of the daily dairy behav-
20), we examined the quality of foster infantiors (described beloyand disorganization in
attachment strategies between 3 and 4 montttee Strange Situation.
after placement using the Strange Situation Finally, this study explores the association
between Strange Situation scores and diary
scores on a subset of the sample. These data
1. The b_ehaviors captur_ed in the diar_y are “organized’he|p to provide further validation of the diary
behaviorgsecure, avoidant, and resistarithe Parent ..
Attachment Diary was not designed to capture disor[ne_asure py exam'”'”g how well foster parent
ganized attachment behaviors, although this is cuf@tings of infant behaviors correspond to those
rently being attempted. of independent observers.
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Stabilization of coherent attachment 60 daily coherence ratings for each child, we
strategies used longitudinal growth modeling to examine
individual differences in the rate at which chil-
The diary data produced daily rates of securelren became more or less coherent over time
avoidant, and resistantbehaviors and these dailiye., showed more or less daily variability
rates varied from day to day for each child. In On a scale of 1-9, each child was assigned
our preliminary study, clear “patterns” of attach-a daily coherence rating based on the relative
ment behaviors emerged fairly quickly aftedevels of secure, avoidant, and resistant behav-
placement for most children, but not for all. Aiors shown that day. Low coherence scdies,
stable pattern of attachment behavior was detdrigh variability) reflected the use of several
mined by the presence of one type of attachdifferent attachment strategies across the day.
ment behavior and the relative absence of oth&or example, a child who displayed avoidant
types of attachment behaviors across severiaéhaviors in reaction to one distressing inci-
days and weeks. For example, a child might digdent but secure and resistant behaviors in reac-
play a mixture of secure, avoidant, and resigion to other distressing incidents on the same
tantbehaviorinresponse to the caregiver duringay would score low on this scale for that day.
the first week of placement. During the seconéiigh scores on this scale reflected the use of
week, however, secure and resistant behavione type of attachment behavior across differ-
could drop to very low levels while avoidantent distressing events. For example, a child
behaviors remained high. Assuming this patshowing only avoidant behavior across the
tern continued, this child could be described ahree situations would be considered to show
showing the emergence of an avoidant behagtrong coherence for a particular day, having
ior pattern by the second week of placement. Ireacted to several distressing situations with
another example, a child might display high levene attachment strategy. It is important to note
els of avoidant, resistant, and secure behavitinat this measure simply reflected the variabil-
throughout data collection, suggesting naty of behaviors each day but did not index
stable, coherent attachment pattern. Finallyyhat the substande.g., secure, avoidant, resis-
another child might show secure behavior anthnt of the variance was. In addition, “coher-
very little resistant or avoidant behaviorimme-ence” of diary behaviors is not meant to be a
diately upon placement and throughout theubstitute measure of attachment disorganiza-
60 days of data collection. Although there wergion. Attachment disorganization represents
notable differences in how quickly infantsmicromoments of disorganizatigdisorienta-
appeared to show stable and coherent pattertien during an otherwise organized behavioral
of behavior in our preliminary sample, givenstrategy in response to the Strange Situation.
the limited sample size, the daily variability wasConversely, coherence reflects the mixing of
not systematically quantified and could not bdéehavioral strategies over the course of a day.
meaningfully linked to higher order variablesWhether such coherence in infant behaviors
(timing of placement, etg. may be linked to later attachment disorgani-
To explore the meaning of the variabilityzation is the question this study attempts to
in daily attachment behaviors over the firseddress. Daily coherence was scored accord-
2 months of placementin this larger sample, wing to a computer program developed by the
created a scaled score that measured the dafigst author.
“coherence,” or variability, of attachment strat-
egies. The daily coherence rating reflected th
consistencyf a child’s attachment behaviors
each day across the three distressing situatiopgrent Attachment Diary and Strange
in the diary. Put another way, each coherencgituation classifications
score reflected the extent to which one partic-
ular attachment behavior was used by a chil/e expected to find a significant association
when he or she was hurt, scared, or separatbdtween the behaviors reported by foster par-
from the parent that day. With approximatelyents in the Parent Attachment Diary and the

ﬁypotheses
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Strange Situation derived scores on securéons for foster parents, but none of the par-
avoidant, and resistant behavior. ticipants had yet received intervention ser-
vices(Dozier et al., 2001 In cooperation with
local child protective agencies, notification of
an infant’s placement into a foster home was
obtained the day of placement; following ver-
After controlling for cumulative risk, we bal consent from the foster parent, a home visit

expected infants placed at younger ages to def@s conducted within the first week of place-
onstrate higher early levels of secure behavigReNt: During this initial visit, written consent

and lower early levels of avoidant and resis?aS obtained from each foster parent to col-

tant behavior compared to infants placed latel€Ct the AAl and Parent Attachment Diary mea-
Similarly, we expected infants placed withSUres. Foster parents were instructed on how

autonomous foster parents to show higher earl§) cOmPplete the Parent Attachment Diary;
levels of secure behavior and lower early lev&fter successiully completing several practice
els of avoidant and resistant behavior corrNtres, they were asked to fill out the diary
pared to infants placed with nonautonomou§ach day for the next 60 days. Research assis-
foster parents. With regard to the changes ifants called the foster parents weekly to ensure
behavior over time, we expected younge?ompllance and_d|scuss any problems with fill-
infants and infants placed with autonomoudd out the diaries. The AAI was conducted
foster parents to show more positive slopes iWith fos'ter parents within thg first month after
secure behavior over time compared to infanfd NeW infant was placed in the home. The

placed later, indicating growth in secure behay>trange Situation procedure was conducted
iors over time. between 3 and 4 months after placement and

required the permission from both the foster
and biological parents. Foster parents were paid
Stabilization of attachment strategies for their participation.

Differences in attachment behavior
over time

Exploratory analyses were conducted to exam-
ine the association between early levels qiﬁ’articipants
coherence and age at placement, foster parent

attachment, and cumulative risk status. In addirpe participants were the first 38 pairs of fos-
tion, we examined changes in coherence OVeL infants and foster mothers enrolled in the
time as associated with these same varlabl1'e.c§rger study from one of two Children’s Pro-
to test our hypothesis that infants placed eaga (e Service Agencies in the mid-Atlantic
lier would display coherent strategies more, .o, Most of the children were from an urban
quickly than infants placed later. We were alsyironment. The infants included in this study
interested in the association between the COher%inged in age from 5 months to 28 months at
ence of daily attachment behaviors and Strangfe time of placemer(M = 12.75,SD= 5.04)

Situation scale scores rated on a suliset 54 5094 were male. The majority of the infants
20) of foster infants. We were particularly inter-\y are from minority racialethnic backgrounds:

ested in the association between the cohefgoy \were African American and 5% were His-
ence of behavior in the diary and disorganizedyanic or Asian American. The remaining 19%
disoriented scores in the Strange Situation. \;are European American. Children were ex-
cluded from participation if they suffered from
Methods any serious medical or neurological impair-
ment that had been diagnosed by a physician
or documented by the caseworker. The 20 chil-
dren that participated in the Strange Situation
Thirty-eight foster infant—-mother dyads pardid not differ significantly on any demo-
ticipated in this study. All were part of a largergraphic variable from the larger sample. The
longitudinal study of the effects of interven-first day of data collection ranged from day 2

Overview
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to day 15 after placement in the hortd = the hour-long interview, subjects are asked to
5.8 days, mediar 6 days. reflect upon their childhood experiences with
Most of the participating foster parents werecaregivers. For instance, they are asked to
African American(63%), the remaining 34% describe the nature of the relationships with
were European American, and all but one werparents and to provide adjectives and support-
female. All participating foster parents wereing memories, and they are challenged to coher-
the primary caregivers of the infants undeently integrate these experiences with the
study and none were biologically related. Theffects on their current personality and parent-
foster parents’ ages ranged from 29 to 79 yeaisg. The interviews were transcribed and coded
(M = 50.55,SD = 11.3). Most infant— according to Main and Goldwyn'$1984—
caregiver dyads were matched in ethnicity 998 classification system. Foster parents’
(73.799. The foster parents in this sample ha@ttachment states of mind were rated as auton-
spent a mean of 7.6 years as a foster paremnous or free to evaluate attachméRj and
(SD=7.69, ranging from a few months to 38 dismissing D), preoccupiedE), or unresolved
years. The mean level of education was 1RU) behavior regarding trauma or loss. Foster
years of schoolingSD = 2.1 years, range= parents who received the U classification also
7-17 years Slightly more than half of the received a secondary F, D, or E classification.
foster parents were married or had a live-in Four coders, including the two authors, par-
partner(n = 22, 57.9%; the remainder were ticipated in the coding of the transcribed inter-
single, divorced, or widoweth =16, 42.1%. views. Coders were kept blind to all other data.
None of the foster parents had more than on&ll had been trained to code the AAl by Mary
foster child participating in the study and fos-Main and Erik Hesse and had met reliability
ter parents who took part in the Strange Situeriterion of at least 85% agreement with Main
ation did not differ demographically from thoseand Hesse. Ten of the 38 transcrig6%)
that did not. were double coded. Interrater agreement was
80% for F, D, E, and U classifications. Dis-
agreements about classifications were resolved
through conference and by bringing in an inde-
Cumulative risk scoreWe assessed the prespendent third rater to reach consensus, when
ence of physical abuse, number of disruptionsecessary.
in care, and drug exposure for each child. All
of the infants had experienced neglect, anBarent Attachment DiaryThis measure allows
some infantgn = 12, 31.6% had also expe- for daily recording of infants’ behaviors when
rienced physical abuse. Fourte€36.8% of they are distressege@.g., hurt, scared, and sep-
the infants had documentation of prenatal drugrated and in the presence of their primary
exposure. About half of the infan{® = 17, caregiver. For this reason we describe the
44.7% were in their first foster care place-behaviors indicated in the diary as “attach-
ment and 2155.3% of the infants were in at ment” behaviors. For each incident, foster par-
least their second foster honfeange= 2-5 ents used a checklist to record infants’ initial
previous placemenitsA cumulative risk score help-seeking behavidor lack thereoj, their
was created for each child by summing thewn behavioral responses, and infants’ behav-
number of risk factors that were preséné., ioral responses to the foster parents. Foster
physical abuse, more than one foster care plagegarents were also asked to provide a brief nar-
ment, prenatal drug exposureThe cumula- rative describing the incident. They were asked
tive risk score was used as a covariate in ea¢h complete the diary for the first 60 days that
of the analyses. a child was in the home. Coders assessed
whether each child behavior involved proxim-
Foster parent state of mind regarding at-ity seeking/contact maintenance, successful
tachment.The foster parents’ states of mindcalming by the parent, avoidance, or resis-
regarding attachment were assessed using ttamce. Behaviors considered proximity seek-
AAI (George, Kaplan, & Main, 1996During ing included moving toward the parent,

Measures
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signaling for the parent, and wanting to beSituation with their infants. Infants classified
held by the parent. Successful calming waas secure in the Strange Situation obtained sig-
indicated by quickly being soothed by the parnificantly higher secure behavior scores on the
ent without the display of angry or ambivalendiaries than avoidant babies; babies classified
behavior. For all analyses, proximity seeking as avoidant in the Strange Situation had higher
contact maintenance and successful calmirayoidance scores in the diary than secure and
scores were summed to yield one score faesistant babies; and babies classified as resis-
secure behavior. Behaviors that were coded &nt in the Strange Situation had higher resis-
avoidant included the child acting as if he otance scores in the diary than secure and
she was not hurt or scared, ignoring the paavoidant babies. In addition to the data being
ent, and moving away from the parent whempresented here, a more extensive validation
in need. The behaviors coded as resistastudy is currently underway.
included angry behaviors while in distress, like
kicking, hitting, or biting the parent, and show-Strange Situation.The Strange Situation
ing a continual fussiness or inability to be(Ainsworth et al., 1978is a standardized lab-
soothed by the parent. Each behavior indieratory procedure that incrementally chal-
cated by the mother was assigned a classificeenges an infant’s relationship with a caregiver
tion, unless it was determined that the situatiowith the introduction of a stranger and two
itself was not sufficiently distressing to be conseparations from the parent. After each brief
sidered relevant to the assessment of attackeparation, there is a 3-min reunion episode.
ment(e.g., if the parent leaves the child with aRatings of attachment quality are based pri-
familiar caregiver during a separatioihn this  marily on the infant’s ability to seek and receive
case, the data were considered to be missingpmfort from the caregiver upon reunion and
Two raters who had been trained in the codreturn to play.
ing of secure, avoidant, and resistant attach- Strange Situation data were obtained on 20
ment classifications in the Strange Situatiol(52.6%) of the 38 dyads in this study between
performed the scoring of the diaries. Inter3 and 4 months after placement. Failure to
rater reliability on a subsd26%) of subjects collect Strange Situation data resulted when
was 0.88 for coding secure behaviors, 1.00 fdirth parents could not be reached for permis-
avoidant behaviors, and 0.86 for resistargion or when the infant was moved from a
behaviors. For a more comprehensive discu$sster home. Videotapes of each Strange Situ-
sion of the use and scoring of the Parent Attactation were carefully reviewed and scored
ment Diary, see Stovall and Dozi€2000. according to Ainsworth et al.'61978 scoring
system. Infants received scores on four 9-point
Preliminary validation of Parent Attachmentscales including proximity seeking, contact
Diary. The behaviors in the diary were codednaintenance, avoidance, and resistance. Dis-
in a way that was theoretically and methoderganizeddisoriented behaviors were also
ologically consistent with attachment theoryrated on a 9-point scale according to Main and
and the scoring of individual differences inSolomon’s(1990 criteria. Trained and reli-
the Strange Situation. Although we use thable raters, who were kept blind to all other
terms secure, avoidant, and resistant to subata, classified infants into one of four catego-
divide the types of behaviors recorded in theies based on the above scores: avoidant
diary, these terms are considered descriptivaecurg B), resistan{C), or disorganizeddis-
in nature until their predictive utility and mean-oriented(D). All babies given a disorganiz¢d
ing is validated against existing measures. Adisoriented classification also received a
reported earlie(Stovall & Dozier, 2000, pre- secondary classification of secure, resistant,
liminary efforts have been made to validater avoidant. The interrater agreement for the
the diary against the Strange Situation with aoding of these 20 tapes was 85%. Disagree-
heterogeneous sample of 42 biological and fosnents regarding infants’ classifications were
ter parent—infant dyads. Parents supplied 7 dayssolved by conference and by bringing in an
of diary data and participated in the Strangeutside coder, when necessary.
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Results Table 1. Three- and four-way Strange
Situation classifications

Distribution of foster parent Attachment

classifications Classifications n %
Using a three-way classification system ofecure 12 60
autor?omous dism)?ssin or I’eOCC{I ied, 2o Four-way secure 1 (55
' 9 P pied, Disorganizegdsecure (1) (5)
(59.5% of the foster parents were coded agygidant 4 20
autonomous and 1840.5% were coded as Four-way avoidant (1) (5)
dismissing. The AAI data were missing for Disorganizedavoidant 3 (15
one subject. None of the interviews met th@elfézt?way esistant (2)2 (13)0
criteria fora prqucupled cIassmcatlon. Using Disorganizedresistant0) )
a four-way classification system that includegannot classify > 10
0,
unresolved, 1540.5% foster parents were Totals 20 100

coded as autonomous, 149.7%) as dismiss-
ing, and 11(29.7% as unresolved.

When examined as an independent vari-
able, the foster parents’ AAIl classifications
were dichotomized into two groups: nonautonsifiable(CC). In a four-way analysis of secure,
omous and autonomous. It is common pracvoidant, resistant, and disorganized attach-
tice for unresolved classifications to bement, 55% of the infants were classified as
considered nonautonomous; however, sonsecure.
evidence suggests differential effects of

unresolvedautonomous classifications com-
... Concordance between the Parent Attachment
pared to unresolvethonautonomous classifi-

cations when considering parental behaviolP"’:lry and the Strange Situation

(Schuengel, Bakersman-Kranenburg, & vapurther validation of the diary was examined
IJzendoorn, 1999 For this study, however, by comparing the overall means of secure,
no differences were found on any of the outayoidant, and resistant behavior as measured
come measures between the autonomous ajcthe diary with continuous Strange Situation
nonautonomous groups when the autonomowgores. Security in the diary was significantly
group included unresolved foster parents. Thugorrelated with Strange Situation proximity
for each of the analyses described below, afeeking scores; (19) = .53, p < .05, and
unresolved classifications were coded agontact maintenance scoreg19) = .46,p <
nonautonomous. .05. Security was negatively correlated with
Strange Situation avoidance scoregl19) =
—.46, p < .05. Avoidance in the diary was
negatively correlated with Strange Situation
proximity seekingy (19) = —.74,p < .001,
As seen in Table 1, a total of 60% of the fostefnd contact maintenance(19) = —.67,p <
infants were classified as secure with their fos005. Avoidance in the diary correlated at .58
ter parent in a three-wagsecure, avoidant, With avoidance in the Strange Situatiop <
resistantanalysis. For two of the foster infants,-01). The correlation between resistance in the
the Strange Situation behaviors did not medtiary and resistant Strange Situation scores was
the criteria for avoidant, resistant, or secur80t significant. See Table 2 for the full table
behaviors and also did not meet Main an@f correlations.

Solomon’s(1990 criteria for coding of dis-

organi;eddisoriented behavior. With the heIpHLM procedure

of outside consultants who had extensive expe-

rience with atypical populations, the coder®©verview of analytic strategyrhe HLM pro-
concluded that these two children were unclagedure(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992vas used

Distribution of foster infant Strange
Situation classifications
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Table 2. Correlations between Parent Attachment Diary and
Strange Situation scales

Pearson Correlation Coefficienthl = 20)

Strange Situation Scales

PS CM AV RES
Diary security .590** 377 —.410* -.139
Diary avoidance —.691** —.604** .509* —-.018
Diary resistance 32 302 —.270 173

Note: PS, proximity seeking; CM, contact maintenance; AV, avoidance; RES,
resistance.

aMarginally significant afp < .10.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

to examine the longitudinal data on attach- Atthe second level of analysis in HLM, the
ment behaviors in this study. Diary data profirst level (within subject$ regression param-
duced multiple observations of attachmenéters(initial status and change over timsere
behaviors that were recorded daily by fostemodeled as a function of between-subjects vari-
parents for approximately 60 days. Thus, therables. For this study we were interested in
were 2,280 possible days of data collectiowhether children’s behaviors over time dif-
across subjects in this study. The longitudindered, depending on the age at which children
growth modeling tools available through HLMwere placed into care and the foster parents’
were used to estimate statistical models faattachment state of mind. In the second level
these data on two levels. At the first level ofof analysis there were two regression equa-
analysis were the repeated daily observation®ns generated: one to model differences
of attachment behavior§.e., the within- across subjects with regard to initial status and
subjects data on secure, avoidant, and resisne to model differences across subjects with
tant behaviors At this level, longitudinal regard to change over time. In other words,
growth modeling estimated two parameterthe first level parameter estimates generated
(i.e., a starting point or intercept and a slopéor each child(B, and B;) becameoutcome

or change over timeo model the relationship data predicted by the between-subjects vari-
of secure, avoidant, and resistant behavior ovable. For example, the second level of analy-
time for each child. An example of a first levelsis tested whether initial levels of security were
regression equation for secure behaviors is influenced by age at placemefite., do chil-
dren placed earlier show higher initial levels
of secure behaviors compared to children
placed later?. They also tested whether
changes in security over time were influenced
where Segds the secure behavior for daﬁnd by age at p|acemer‘t.e” do children p|aced
Bo is the intercept representing the “initial” earlier show more positive slopes in security
level of secure behavior. In our analyses thghan children placed later?

intercept indicates security at Day 0, which is

the first day of data collection, not the first

day of foster care placemerB; is the slope Clarification of initial status.Using HLM, the
coefficient for the time variabl@.e., the change intercept of the Level 1 analysis is defined as
in the secure score as each day goes agd the initial status. However, this term was mis-
E, is the random component of security orleading for our purposes because initial status
dayt. in the current study did not reflect behavior on
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the first day of placement. Rather, initial sta-Table 3. Multilevel regression results
tus was defined here as the first day of datfor age at placement effects on
collection, which ranged from Days 2 to 15attachment behavior

(M = 5.8 days, mediar= 6 days. For this
reason, we chose to refer to the initial status as Secure Base Avoidant

the early status. Predictor B t(35 B  t(35

HLM results Early Levels

, Intercept 1 450 22.87** .91 8.34*
Separate analytical models were run for eagRisk status 50 2.45* — 16 1.45
outcome behaviofsecure, avoidant, resis-Age at placement-.13 —3.37** .08 3.82**
tant). The outcome variables were examineP attachment 49 2.20*-.33 —-2.63*
separately to avoid problems with multicollin- Change Over Time
earity because these dependent variables Welr? - 0 s 00 ”

; — _ ntercep -. —-. . .
réeg(latlvely corrr-flateajr .76(,jp <d001). Risk status _01 —3.02% 00 44
Exp oratory analyses were con ucted to exaMyye at placement-.00 —.45 00 .60
ine the effects of the variables of secondargp attachment —.00 —1.34 .00 .40

interest including child gender, ethnic match
within the dyad, foster parent marital statusiote: 8, unstandardized regression coefficient. Intercept_
years spent as foster parents, income, and fogESz retie he average eves o e cenerdert vor
ter parent education. Using longitudinal growthge time-dependent variable relationship differs from zero.
modeling, none of these variables were fountb < .05. **p < .01.

to be predictive of diary attachment behav-

iors. Similarly, each risk variabl@rug expo-

sure, physical abuse, and number of previous

placementswas examined separately for iteearly to late placement was significant. Analy-

unique effects and found to be statistically nonS€S @S0 indicated that foster parents’ attach-

significant. As such, all such variabléwith ment state of mind predicted children’s ef"‘”y
the exception of the cumulative risk scpveere |€VEIS Of security as measured by the diary.
excluded in subsequent analyses. Variables IS effect was maintained when early status
primary interes{age at placement and fostetV@s redeflne'd as the mean of the secure behav-
parent attachment state of minalso did not ior on the f|r§t 14 days of placement and
predict early levels of resistant behavior ofPProached significandg = .08) when early

change in resistant behaviors over time. Thes#@tus was redefined as the mean of the first
variables did, however, predict secure and d2ys of placement. Children placed with par-
avoidant behaviors ents with autonomous states of mind showed

higher early levels of secure behavior than chil-
Secure behaviorFor these analyses, cumula-dren placed with parents with nonautonomous

tive risk status was entered as a covariate argAtes Of mind. The effects of the foster par-
early status was defined as the first day gghts’states of mind onthe changgm children’s
data collection(range = Days 2-15M = Ieye!; of secure behavior over time were not
5.8 days, median= 6 days. Longitudinal Significant.

growth modeling indicated that children’s early

levels of secure behavior were systematicalljwvoidant behaviorLongitudinal growth mod-
related to age at placement and foster parealing indicated that, after controlling for the
attachmentsee Table Bafter controlling for effects of cumulative risk status, children’s
risk status. Children placed at younger agesarly levels of avoidant behavigdefined as
had higher early levels of secure behavior conthe first day of data collectionvere system-
pared to children placed at later ages. Aatically related to the age of placement and
Table 3 indicates, neither the overall securityhe foster parents’ state of miridee Table B
slope nor the change in security slope fronChildren placed at younger ages had lower
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Table 4. Multilevel regression results for ginally significant(p = .07). However, when

coherence of attachment behavior age was dichotomized as before and after 12
months of age, based on previous findings
Coherence (Stovall & Dozier, 2000, we found that infants

t(32) placed before 12 months of age had higher
early levels of coherent behavior compared to
Early Levels infants placed after 12 months of age.

In the same model, children placed with

Predictor B

Intercept 1 6.68 43.64** . .
Risk status 42 2 42+« autonomous foster parents displayed higher
Age at placement —-.36 —2.36* coherence early in placement than children
Foster parent attachment .34 2.17* placed with nonautonomous foster parents. Sur-
Change Over Time prisingly, infants withhigher cumulative risk
also displayed higher coherence early in place-
Intercept 2 -0l 156 ment. However, higher cumulative risk was
Risk status —-.01 —2.75*% . . - .
Age at placement ~.00 1.16 also associated with a significant decrease in

Foster parent attachment  —.00 — 08 coherence over time. Neither age at place-
ment nor foster parent attachment predicted a
Note: 8, unstandardized regression coefficient. Intercepghange in coherence over tifip > .10). Age
1 tests whether the average levels of the dependent vayj
able differ from zero. Intercept 2 tests whether the avera'? placem'en.t f’jmd foster pgrent attachment also
age time—criterion relationship differs from zero. did not significantly predict overall average
*p < .05. **p < .01. levels of coherencép > .10).
We also explored the association between
coherence in the diary and Strange Situation
data available on a subsample = 20).
. . Longitudinal growth modeling indicated that
early levels of avoidant behavior compared to : . ;
. infants having a primary or secondary classi-
children placed at later ages. In the same mod?J

the foster parent attachment state of mind pre'—Catlon of secure in the Strange Situation dis-

dicted early levels of avoidant behavior Sucﬁ)layed.mgher levels of coherence in the diary
immediately upon placemerip < .05; see

Table 5. With regard to disorganization, early

parents were reported to show lower earIY ;
. . .levels of coherence were not related to dis-
levels of avoidant behaviors compared to chil-

. organizatiorfdisorientation score butle-
dren placed with nonautonomous foster par- . . .
. creasesn coherence over time were associated
ents. Neither age of placement nor foster paren : . S
. with disorganizeddisoriented scores. Infants
attachment was related to changes in the lev- . o o
. i . rated higher in disorganization in the Strange
els of avoidant behavior over time. o )
Situation showed a sharper decrease in coher-
ence over time in the diary compared to infants
Stabilization of coherent attachment behaviorgated lower in disorganizatiofp < .05). See
Differences in how quickly attachment behavTable 6 for the final parameter estimates.
iors stabilized into a coherent pattern were
examined by measuring changes in the daily
coherence of attachment behaviors. Dailivlean level differences
coherence of an infant’s attachment strategies
reflected the extent to which an infant dis-Data analysis using HLM suggested that pri-
played a consistent set of attachment behamary independent variables did not predict
iors(secure, avoidant, or resistairt response change over time in infants’ secure and avoid-
to daily stressors. Infants’ early levels of behavant attachment behaviors, suggesting that
ioral coherency were systematically related tthese differences may be largely attributable
age of placement and foster parent state a6 mean level differences. Consequently, we
mind (see Table % Age at placement, which reexamined our data using linear regression

was entered as a continuous variable, was maechniques.
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Table 5. Multilevel regression results for Table 6. Multilevel regression results for

secure classification and coherence continuous disorganized scores on
of attachment behavior coherence of attachment behavior
Coherence Coherence
Predictor B t(17) Predictor B t(17)
Initial Levels Initial Levels
Intercept 1 6.96 29.89** Intercept 1 6.99 25.08**
Strange Situation SS disorganized score —.02 —.244
(D/B + B vs. othey 1.12 2.39*

Change Over Time

Change Over Time

Intercept 2 —.00 —.426
Intercept 2 .00 .024 SS disorganized score —-.00 —-2.16*
Strange Situation
(D/B + B vs. othey .003 43 Note: 3, unstandardized regression coefficient. Intercept

1 tests whether the average levels of the dependent vari-
Note: 8, unstandardized regression coefficient. Intercepible differ from zero. Intercept 2 tests whether the aver-
1 tests whether the average levels of the dependent vafige time—criterion relationship differs from zero. SS,
able differ from zero. Intercept 2 tests whether the averStrange Situation.

age time—criterion relationship differs from zero/® P < .05.**p < .01.

disorganizedsecure; B, secure.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

In the first step of the model, mean levelDiscussion

of secure behavior were entered as the depen-

dent variable and age at placement, foster pdtPWIPY's opserva,ltions of the effects of sepa-
ent attachment state of mind, and their intef2tion on children’s developmentand their sub-

action were entered as the independent Vaﬁ_equent relationships were the foundation upon
ables. Cumulative risk status was used as'4hich he formulated his theory of attachment.

covariate. This model was repeated for avoioE’aSEd on h!S observations, nglby concluded
ant and resistant behaviors. Significant maif'at “experiences of separation from attach-
effects for age at placement and foster parefient figures, whether of short or long dura-

attachment state of mind emerged in the fird{On, @nd experiences of loss or of being

step of the regression equation for both avoidhreatened with separation or abandonment;
ant and secure behavior, but not resistat! aCt; We can now see, to divert development
behavior. Children placed earlier had highef®m @ pathway that is within optimum limits

mean levels of secure behavior compared & e that may lie outside themBowlby,
children placed lateft = 3.30,p < .01) and 1973, pp. 369-370 Although one of Bowl-

lower mean levels of avoidant behavigdr= by's primary concerns was the adaptation of
3.835,p < .001). In addition, children placed children to the loss of a parent, little attention

with parents with autonomous states of min§f@S been paid to this topic by attachment
were reported to show higher mean levels dfSéarchers. As part of an effort to examine
secure behavidit = 2.401,p < .05) and lower attachment issues for foster children, this study
mean levels of avoidant behavidr= —3.342, Nighlights the process of developing new

p < .005 compared to children placed with@ttéchment relationships.

nonautonomous parents. The second step of

fche regressiqn equa’Fion in each model, whic}glge and early placement behavior

included the interaction between age at place-

ment and foster parent state of mind, did ndDuring the first 2 months of placement, care-

emerge as significant. givers reported that infants placed at younger
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ages showed higher early levels of securiékely to have suffered physical abuse or to
behavior and lower early levels of avoidantave had more previous placemefts > .10).
behavior relative to infants placed at older age$n addition, each of the age at placement find-
These infants also displayed more cohereiigs was significant over and above the child’s
attachment strategies early in placement concumulativerisk status. Thus, it is possible that
pared to infants placed later. In other wordsit is the timing of the disruption itself, regard-
within the first 2 weeks of placement infantsless of previous experience, that affects in-
younger than 12 months of age were moréants’ abilities to reach out to new caregivers.
likely to display a single type of attachmentAlthough there are other possible explana-
behavior(secure, avoidant, resistannder dis- tions, Yarrow and Goodwin'¢1973 findings
tress compared to infants who were older thaon the effects of age at placement support this
12 months of age. These data are consistelmypothesis. However, gathering accurate data
with previously reported findings on a smalleron children’s abuse status is notoriously diffi-
subsampléStovall & Dozier, 2000. The find- cult (e.g., Giovannoni, 1989 It is possible
ings suggest that during the first 2 months ofhat our null findings reflect the more sys-
placement, younger infants more consistentliemic difficulty of determining foster infants’
reach out to foster parents when they are humyevious caregiving experiences.
scared, or separated from the parent and are Although age at placement predicted attach-
comforted by the foster parents’ responsespent behaviors and the rate of stabilization
compared to older infants. Older infants seerduring the first 2 months of placement, age
to be more likely to withdraw from a new care-does not seem to play an important role in the
giver when they are hurt, scared, or separatexentual quality of attachment. In a separate
and are rated as less coherent in their use lafrger study of foster infants’ “consolidated”
behavioral strategies early in placement, conattachments, we measured the quality of attach-
pared to younger infants. For these reasons,ntent using the Strange Situation several
may be easier to care for younger infants earljnmonths after placement. Contrary to our
in placement compared to older infants. hypotheses, age at placement did not predict
It is not clear if the findings result from Strange Situation classificatiofBozier et al.,
greater difficulty forming a new attachment at2001). However, quality of attachment was pre-
a later age or from the length of time spent irdicted by the foster parents’ own attachment
adverse conditions. In support of the lattestates of mind. In fact, the concordance be-
argument, it is known that exposure to maltween foster parent and infant attachment was
treatment during the first year of life is asso-consistent with concordance rates found among
ciated with the development of insecure andiologically reared infantgvan 1Jzendoorn,
disorganized attachment stratedi€sittenden, 1995. This suggests to us that, despite their
1985; Egeland & Sroufe, 1981; Radke—Yarrovless consistent and more avoidant behaviors,
etal., 1985; Spieker & Booth, 1988nd it has even older infants eventually organized their
negative consequences for subsequent relatiattachment behaviors around the quality of
ships(e.g., Dodge, Petit, & Bates, 1994; Sroufegcaregiving provided by their foster parents.
1988; Taussig & Litrownik, 1997 In addi-
tion, parental loss may be more traumatic fo
older infants than younger oné3yrrell &
Dozier, 1999; Yarrow & Goodwin, 1993 Our results suggest that infants placed with
Older infants may be more likely to haveautonomous foster parents show higher levels
moved around to different foster homes andf secure behavior and lower levels of avoid-
thus to have suffered more disruptions thaant behavior during the first week of place-
younger infants. To further explore the effectsnent. Infants with autonomous foster parents
of age at placement on attachment behaviowere also rated as displaying more coherent
we examined its association with infants’ prebehavior strategies early in placement com-
vious caretaking experiences. It was interespared to those placed with nonautonomous
ing that we found older infants weretmore foster parents. These findings are consistent with

Foster parent attachment state of mind
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work with biological dyads that suggests thaprovided. The relationship between foster
infants with autonomous parents are more likelinfants’ attachment behaviors during the first
to show secure behavior when in distress andeeks of placement and later consolidated
to be rated as secure in the Strange Situati@itachments is currently being explored.
(e.g., Ainsworth et al., 1978; Main & Gold-
‘i’xyn’ 1988; van lJzendoorn, 19}35.”]958 fm.d' foherence of diary behaviors and

gs further suggest that, even within the first Z. .

. disorganized attachment

months of placement, foster infants may be
quickly organizing their behavior around theThe Parent Attachment Diary does not mea-
availability of the new foster parent. That is,sure disorganized attachmentbehaviors directly.
infants seem to be picking up on and learnin@ur experience indicates that the monitoring of
torespond to foster parents’cues regarding thesubtle behaviors indicative of attachment dis-
responsivity within the first days and weeks obrganization requires a high level of training and
placement, with autonomous foster parentsannot be reliably reported by foster parents.
quickly engendering “secure” infant behaviorHowever, previous data on 10 subjects indi-
cated varying rates at which foster infants
showed a stable pattern of attachment behav-
ior, with some infants showing stable patterns
To our surprise, few of the variables that wemmediately and others showing no stability at
assessed were found to be associated wigl. With the larger sample available for this
changes in attachment behaviors over the firstudy, we attempted to examine these differ-
2 months of placement. Neither age at placesnces and their sequelae in a more systematic
ment nor foster parent attachment predictedray. One of our interests was whether low
change over time. By contrast, children withcoherence in the diary might tell us something
more risk factorgphysical abuse, drug expo-about later attachment disorganization.
sure, disruptions in cajdecame less coher- We found that infants who displayed a com-
ent over time compared to children with fewbination of secure, avoidant, and resistant
or no risk factors. Children with more risk behaviors early in placement were more likely
factors were also reported to show decreasirtg be classified as insecure in the Strange Sit-
levels of secure behavior over time. Takemation measured several months later, but they
together, this suggests that the history of maivere not more likely to be classified as disor-
treatment may have subtle detrimental effectganized specifically. The latter finding could
on the developing attachment. be due to the small number of disorganized

Our data suggest that the primary source onfants in the samplén = 6). It was interest-
predictability in this sample is foster infants’ing that the disorganizedisoriented scores
early and mean levels of attachment behavn the Strange Situation were associated with
iors, rather than changes in these behavioesdecrease in coherence over the first 2 months
over time. This implies that important differ- of placement. This might suggest that an early
ences lie in infants’ early adjustment to fostemdication of attachment disorganization could
care and that this early adjustment has londe the consistency with which infants rely on
term consequences for how the dyad contira particular behavior strategy when distressed.
ues to function under distress. Note that thin contrast, attachment disorganization has
bivariate correlations revealed no significanbeen linked to infant fear in the presence of
relationship between the timing of the initialcaregivers that stems from a history of fright-
data collection(days 2—-1%and the diary val- ening parental behavidiyons—Ruth, Bronf-
ues for secure, avoidant, or resistant behavianan, & Parsons, 1999; Schuengel et al., 1999;
further indicating that these early differencedrue, Pisani, & Oumar, 2001Such a link has
reflect real differences in infant behavior. Oumot been made with regard to behavioral coher-
findings highlight the need for interventionsence, making it difficult to equate one with
and provisions of support for foster parentshe other. Future work needs to examine the
much sooner after placement than is typicallynderlying mechanisms of behavioral incoher-

Change in attachment behaviors over time
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ence in the diary to draw further conclusionghild is bringing to the relationship, we
regarding its role as a risk factor for attachexplored other possible explanations. Specif-
ment disorganization. Another question to béally, we wondered if there might be some-
addressed in future work is the associatiothing about the foster parents who accept
between low coherence in the diary and thgounger infants into their home that enables
more global breakdown reflected in the canthese infants to show more trusting behaviors
not classify classification. when in need. For example, are foster parents
with younger infants more likely to be better
Age and the nature of attachment behavioreducated, have higher incomes, to have more
reported in the diaryWe interpret the effects support, or to have more experience as foster
of the age at placement as reflecting differparents? To examine the possible confound-
ences in infants’ abilities to reach out to newing effects of foster parent characteristics, sev-
caregivers. However, it is important to exploreeral post hoc analyses were conducted. These
alternative explanations for these results. F@nalyses indicated no systematic differences
instance, the attachment behaviors displayemong foster parents who took younger babies
by a 6- to 8-month-old are different from thosento their homes. Level of education, in-
displayed by a 16-month-old. Older infantscome, marital status, and number of years spent
have a different and more elaborated repeas a foster parent were not associated with
toire of behaviors from which to choose com<¢hildren’s age at placemefps > .10). These
pared to younger infants. As such, older infantparents were also not more likely to have auton-
may simply be better able to produce clearesmous states of mind compared to other par-
avoidant behaviorgvithdrawing from the par- ents (p > .10). These data fail to provide
ent when in need, turning from the parentevidence of confounding factors being respon-
walking away from the parent, eicompared sible for the age of placement effect.
to younger infants. The diary may therefore
be insensitive to detecting insecyiagoidant Foster parent attachment effects and report
behaviors in younger infants, which couldbias in the diary.One assumption of this study
account for why younger infants seem to shous that foster parents can accurately report their
higher levels of secure behavior. Post homfants’attachment behaviors. A potential threat
exploration of the diary responses, howevetp the interpretation of our results is parental
suggests otherwise. Although the nature of theeport bias angor selective placement by fos-
avoidant behaviors displayed by youngeter parent attachment. There are limited data
infants differed from that of older infants, par-addressing the accuracy of foster parents’
ents of younger infants did indeed report avoidreports of foster child behavior, although at
ant behaviors. Rather than, for examplegast one study suggests adequate agreement
walking away from a parent as in the case dfetween foster parents and teachers regarding
an older infant, younger infants tended to showisruptive child behavior(Shore, Sim, Le
a lack of distress bypotcrying and by turning Prohn, & Kelly, 2002. Nonetheless, foster par-
or looking away from the parent when dis-ents’ own attachment states of mind may have
tressed. Although these behaviors may be monefluenced their diary reports, because attach-
subtle than the avoidant behaviors displayeghent states of mind are theoretically linked to
by older infants, they were considered avoidhow a parent organizes and responds to attach-
ant in diary analyses and were thus detectethent related events, including infant signals.
Therefore, we suggest that the differenceAlthough we cannot definitively rule out this
found between younger and older infants ipossibility, the Parent Attachment Diary was
likely to reflect true differences in the levelsspecifically designed to minimize the extent
of avoidant behavior that is displayed. to which parents’ own feelings or interpreta-
tions of child behavior entered into their
Age at placement and foster parent charactereports. First, unlike commonly used parent
istics. Although we argue that the age of placereport measures, including the Child Behav-
ment effects are driven by something that ther Checklist(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983
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or even the Attachment Q-sort, parents wera history of neglect antbr abuse. Our find-
not required to summarize their impressions;gs also suggest that the older an infant is
of their children’s behavior over days or weeksplaced the more likely it is that he or she will
but instead were asked to report on specifipush the foster parent away during times of
behaviors witnessed earlier in the day. Sedistress, at least during the first 2 months of
ond, the diary items ask only about the pregslacement. Similarly, an infant placed with a
ence of behavioral indicators of attachmé@d nonautonomous foster parent is likely to show
opposed to having the parent subjectively quakvoidant behaviors during the first 2 months
ify the behavior as secure, warm, cold, gtc. of placement. Finally, the attachment strat-
Using the checklist, parents marked only speegies of younger infants and those placed with
cific behaviors they had witnesséelg., called autonomous foster parents stabilized more
my name, smiled, turned awpgnd were not quickly than older infants and those placed
asked to indicate the extent to which theyith nonautonomous foster parents.
showed the behavide.g., never, sometimes, Although these data shed light on the devel-
often) or to make judgments regarding theopment of new attachments in foster care, they
meaning or significance of these behaviors. leave many additional questions unanswered.
Perhaps the most important fact is that th&irst, itis not clear at this point if the effects of
observations of independent raters during thage at placement reflect the length of time in
Strange Situation are consistent with foster paproblematic care settings, the age at which dis-
ents’own reports of infant behavior inthe hometuption occurs, or for the age at which a new
A preliminary validation of the diary compar- attachment is formed. Further research exam-
ing diary ratings to those obtained in the Strangi@ing a larger sample of foster children could
Situation indicate significant, although mod-begin to disentangle these issues. Second, the
est, agreement between parent and obsenissue of parental report bias remains. Despite
report(Stovall & Dozier, 2000. For instance, the fact that attempts were made to minimize
foster parents’ratings of secure behavior in thkias in the diary measure itself and to gather
diary have been found to correlate positivelyndependent observational data to corroborate
with ratings of proximity seeking and contactfoster parent reports, the use of foster mothers
maintenance and correlate negatively witlas the source of information for both the foster
avoidance in the Strange Situation. children’s attachment behaviors and for their
own attachment organization remains a meth-
odological limitation of the current study. More
extensive observational data, perhaps in the
This study examined new attachment relatiorhome, are needed to more fully address this con-
ships as they unfold using a diary methodoleern. Third, several issues that can have impor-
ogy. Interestingly, infants placed early andant implications for a foster child’s ability to
infants placed with autonomous foster parentadapt to a new environment including visita-
were reported to show secure behavior almosibn with biological parents, foster parent
immediately after placement. The results areespites away from infants, and daycare,
certainly heartening, suggesting that infantalthough infrequent events during the first 2
placed early antbr with autonomous foster months of placement, were not addressed in
mothers can quickly begin to turn to their newthis current study and warrant further atten-
caregiver when hurt, scared, or separatetion. Our findings must be interpreted in the
despite suffering a major separation and oftecontext of each of these limitations.

Conclusions
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