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Chapter 2

The Concept of Coherence in Attachment Interviews:
Comparing Attachment Experts, Linguists, and Non-
Experts

Beijersbergen, M.D., Bakermans-Kranenburg, M.J., & Van lJzendoorn, M.H. (2006).
Attachment & Human Development, 8, 353-369.
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Chapter 2

Abstract

Coherence is a central construct in attachment interviews. Nevertheless, the concept
has never been the main focus of a study in the attachment field. The present study
examined whether coherence in attachment interviews is defined differently by experts
trained in attachment theory, by linguists, and by non-experts. The 72-item Coherence
Q-sort (CQS) was used to determine the profile of a prototypical coherent interview.
Results indicated that attachment experts could be reliably distinguished from the
(combined) other groups: attachment experts emphasized quality and manner more
than all other groups, linguists emphasized quantity and relevance more than
attachment experts, and higher educated non-experts valued relevance more than
attachment experts. Defining coherence in attachment interviews is thus more than
just applying Grice’s linguistic maxims; expertise in attachment theory is critical for
defining interview coherence. Consequences for the coding of the AAl by non-
attachment experts, as well as computer coding (im)possibilities are discussed.
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Coherence in Attachment Interviews

Introduction

Coherence is a central construct in attachment interviews (Main, Goldwyn, & Hesse,
2003; Waters, Treboux, Fyffe, & Crowell, 2001; Zeanah, Benoit, & Barton, 1994). An
essential feature of these interviews is that participants are asked for general
evaluations of relationships and/or events as well as actual evidence supporting these
evaluations. Examples of frequently used interviews in the field of attachment are the
Adult Attachment Interview, (AAl; George, Kaplan, & Main, 1996; Main et al., 2003),
the Current Relationship Interview (CRI; Crowell & Owens, 1996), and the Working
Model of the Child Interview (WMCI; Zeanah, et al., 1994). Participants can be
classified as having a secure or insecure attachment representation in the AAI and
CRI, and having a secure or insecure representation of their infants in the WMCI.
During these interviews participants are faced with two tasks: (1) producing and
reflecting upon memories related to attachment while simultaneously (2) maintaining
coherent discourse with the interviewer (Hesse, 1996). Adults with a secure
attachment representation are able to fluidly shift their attention between these two
tasks. Hesse (1999) suggested that this flexibility of attention may be a necessary
prerequisite to sensitive and responsive caregiving.

When can discourse be called coherent? The linguistic philosopher Grice (1975)
formulated a general principle for rational, coherent discourse, called the Cooperative
Principle: “Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which
you are engaged” (p. 47). Four maxims fall under this principle, namely:

Quality: be truthful, and have evidence for what you say
Quantity: be succinct, yet complete

Relation/Relevance:' be relevant

Manner: be clear, brief and orderly

In coherent discourse, participants adhere to these four maxims. Grice (1975)
proposed that the maxims are not arbitrary conventions, but rational principles for
cooperative exchanges. Conversational participants seem to assume that, ceteris
paribus and in the absence of indications to the contrary, the Cooperative Principle
and the maxims will be observed. However, participants may sometimes fail to fulfill a
maxim: they may quietly violate a maxim, opt out, face a clash of maxims, or flout a
maxim. Mura (1983) noted that violations of the maxims are legitimate when they are

' Grice referred to this maxim as the maxim of relation. It is however better known as the maxim of
relevance. In this paper we will therefore refer to relation as the maxim of relevance.
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licensed by directly appealing to Grice’s Cooperative Principle or by appealing to the
maxim of quality when violating one of the other three maxims. An example of
licensing a violation of the maxim of quantity is “I am sorry but | would rather not go
into that”. Of the four maxims, Grice (1975) suggested that quality might be seen as
the most important maxim. The other maxims are supposed to be applicable only on
the assumption that the maxim of quality is satisfied. Grice (1975, p. 46) also noted
that a part of the maxim of quantity, be succinct, is perhaps not necessary because it
will be covered by the maxim of relevance.

In attachment interviews, individuals are classified on the basis of the properties
of their discourse. These properties are consonant with Grice’s Cooperative Principle
and the four maxims (Hesse, 1999). Discourse is called coherent when the participant
is able to access and evaluate memories while simultaneously remaining truthful
(quality) and collaborative (quantity, relevance, and manner) (Hesse, 1996). In the
AAl, secure participants only marginally violate Grice’s maxims. When a speaker
commits transgressions of Grice’s maxims, the interview discourse is considered less
coherent. It should be noted that the protocol of the AAI is suggested to have the
potential of surprising the unconsciousness. Because of the relative rapid pace of the
interview and the many complex questions, ample opportunities are provided to
violate Grice’s maxims such as by contradictions (George et al., 1996). Insecure
dismissing adults typically violate the maxims of quality and quantity. These adults are
not able to give evidence for the positive evaluations they provide or even contradict
themselves, and they may claim lack of memory. Insecure preoccupied adults tend to
make transgressions of quantity, relevance and manner. They tell long stories, drift
away from the main topic of the question and use angry or passive speech. The two
different forms of insecure attachment representations are thus characterized by
different forms of incoherent discourse (Main et al.,, 2003). The importance of the
coherence scale in the AAl was shown empirically by Waters and colleagues (2001)
who found that the coherence of transcript scale is the most important component of
an empirically derived continuous security score.

Grice’s maxims, which have been applied to the study of attachment, are rooted
in the field of linguistics. In linguistics, Grice’s maxims have been discussed
extensively almost from the beginning (see Haberland & Mey, 2002, for a review).
One major question is whether it is necessary to have four maxims. Horn (1989), for
example, only focuses on two principles: the Q-principle (quantity) and the R-principle
(relevance). Moreover, Sperber and Wilson (1995) posit in their theory of relevance
that only one maxim is needed. They argue that everything said would be guided by
the principle of relevance: what people say is relevant or else they would not say it. In
their view of communication people try to minimize efforts and maximize rewards
when processing information. This theory has received much support (Blakemore,
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1987; Carston, 1987; Kempson, 1987) as well as much criticism (Giora, 1997;
Levinson, 1989; Seuren, 1988). A frequent objection against the theory of relevance is
that because of its emphasis on economically rational behavior, important factors that
do play a role in human communication have been excluded (Hinkelman, 1987; Mey &
Tabot, 1988). Wilks (1987, p. 735) for example argued that relevance “is always to
someone” and cannot be defined objectively.

Despite the discussion surrounding Grice’s maxims, some or all are still used in
work on linguistics. Saygin and Cicekli (2002), for example, investigated the relation
between Grice’s maxims and the success of computers in imitating human language
use by applying a variant of the Turing Test (Turing, 1950; for a review see Saygin,
Cicekli & Alkman, 2000).> A computer, a human being, and an interrogator are
involved in this test. The interrogator stays in a separate room and needs to find out
which one of the two entities he or she is conversing with is the human. Saygin and
Cicekli (2002) used conversation excerpts of the interrogator and the computer.
Subjects were asked whether the computer was successful in imitating human
language use and whether the conversational maxims were violated. It was found that
violations of the maxims of quantity and relevance revealed the identity of the
computer, while manner violations were seen as human-like.

Although coherence is a central construct in attachment interviews, most studies
only report on attachment classifications. For example, it has been shown that
attachment representation is associated with infant’s attachment security, parent’s
sensitivity (Hesse, 1999; Van lJzendoorn, 1995), social adjustment (Crowell et al.,
1996) and psychopathology (Patrick, Hobson, Castle, Howard, & Maughan, 1994;
Rosenstein & Horowitz, 1996; see Dozier, Stovall, & Albus, 1999, for an overview).
Some studies also use coherency scores. Fonagy, Steele, and Steele (1991) showed
that in the AAI mothers of securely attached infants had the highest coherence scores,
significantly distinguishing them from mothers of avoidant infants. Dickstein and
colleagues found an association between parent’s coherence during family narratives
and (observed as well as self-reported) family functioning (Dickstein, St. Andre,
Sameroff, Seifer, & Schiller, 1999). In a study on preschool coherence, a relation was
found with infants’ attachment security (Sher-Censor & Oppenheim, 2004). These
studies demonstrate the existence of a link between coherence and other important
attachment constructs.

Some researchers compared groups of clinical and non-clinical subjects to
examine, among other things, whether they showed different levels of coherence.

% In the original Turing Test gender was an important issue. A man and a computer had to convince
the interrogator that they were women. Later work with the Turing Test mostly ignored the gender
issue (Saygin, Cicekli, & Akman, 2000).
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Fonagy and colleagues (1996), for example, showed that psychiatric (non-psychotic)
inpatients were less able to maintain coherent discourse than case matched control
subjects. Upper middle-class subjects who had been psychiatrically hospitalized at
age 14, were found to be less coherent in the AAI than control subjects when they
were 25 years of age (Allen, Hauser, & Borman-Spurell, 1996). Recently, Barone
(2003) found that a clinical group with borderline personality disorder had dramatically
lower scores on coherence than the non-clinical group. Clinical and non-clinical
groups, therefore, seem to differ in coherence of discourse in the AAI.

The AAl is a labour-intensive instrument: not only because of the coding process
itself, but also because of the training necessary to become a reliable coder.
Computer-based linguistic content analyses might make the coding of AAls less time
consuming and more accessible for non-attachment experts. Buchheim and
Mergenthaler (2000) analyzed interview transcripts of 10 dismissing, 10 preoccupied
and 20 autonomous adults with a text analysis computer program. They assessed (1)
emotional tone by measuring the proportion of word forms which express affect, (2)
abstractness by measuring the proportion of abstract word forms, e.g., words ending
in -ness, -ment, or —tion, (3) emotion-abstraction patterns by looking at the interaction
of emotional tone and abstraction, and (4) referential activity on the basis of the
proportions of words standing for the concreteness, specifity, clarity and imagery of a
text. Significant differences among the three attachment categories were found for
emotional tone and referential activity. Dismissing adults scored the lowest on both
aspects, while preoccupied adults scored the highest and autonomous adults scored
in between. A discriminant analysis with emotional tone and referential activity as
predictors correctly predicted membership of the three attachment groups in 60
percent of the cases (Buchheim & Mergenthaler, 2000).

Appelman (2000) also applied computer-based text analyses to AAls, assessing
emotional tone, abstractness and referential activity of the AAl fragments where the
subjects are asked for adjectives describing the relationship with each of their parents
and for evidence supporting those adjectives. Secure respondents scored higher on
emotional tone and referential activity than insecure respondents, but no differences
were found for abstraction. The dismissing and preoccupied transcripts did not
significantly differ from each other on any of the linguistic measures.

Computer programs thus identified differences among the attachment groups.
However, the programs did not assess coherence. Buchheim and Mergenthaler
(2000, p. 403-404) noted that “neither the Emotion-Abstraction Patterns nor the CRA
[CRA = Computerized Referential Activity] can measure this aspect.... mere
consideration of the score on the language measures within the attachment groups is
not suitable as a direct substitution of a complex discourse analysis of the AAL” They
proposed that future research should focus on identifying linguistic markers for

24



Coherence in Attachment Interviews

coherence. So far no new results with respect to measuring coherence with computer
programs have been reported.

Despite the importance of coherence in attachment interviews, the concept has
never been the main focus of a study on attachment. The purpose of the present
paper is to examine whether people of diverse backgrounds define coherence
differently. The question is whether coherence as referred to by attachment experts
pertains to the same construct as when it is defined by linguists and non-experts, or
whether the meaning of coherence is different for attachment experts who apply it to
attachment interviews. If there is no difference in the definition and use of coherence
among the various groups, attachment interviews might be coded with a measure for
coherence by other coders than attachment experts, or even with the help of
advanced computer programs.

It may not be necessary to have thorough knowledge of attachment theory and
research to be able to observe coherence in attachment interviews. Knowledge of
linguistics may be sufficient since attachment interviews are coded on the basis of
properties of the discourse, which are consonant with Grice’s maxims. Moreover, the
question is whether training in Grice’s maxims is necessary. Grice suggested that
rational language use presupposes adhering to the four maxims. So it may even be
that competent language users, without any education in attachment theory or Grice’s
maxims, are intuitively able to define coherence adequately. In contrast, it might be
argued that competent language users may not be able to make their underlying
assumptions explicit when defining coherence in attachment interviews. To get insight
into this matter we have conducted an empirical conceptual study of coherence.

In the present study, the ideas of four groups of participants regarding coherence
were compared: attachment experts, linguists, higher educated non-experts, and
lower educated non-experts. In a preliminary analysis, we investigated the
associations among the four maxims (quality, quantity, relation, and manner) of
coherence. Since they represent different concepts, they were not expected to be
strongly associated. We then examined whether we could correctly predict if
participants were attachment experts or not. It was hypothesized that we would be
able to distinguish the attachment experts from the combined other groups because of
the difference in specific attachment-related expertise. Concerning the separate
groups, we expected that it would be difficult to predict whether participants were
attachment experts or linguists, because both have been educated in Grice’s maxims.
We hypothesized that we would be able to distinguish attachment experts from the
two groups of non-experts, because of the difference in education regarding
coherence. More specifically, it was expected that attachment experts would mainly
differ from non-experts in emphasizing the maxim of quality. The maxim of quality is
suggested by Grice as the most important maxim, so we expected that attachment

25



Chapter 2

experts would emphasize this maxim more heavily than non-experts would do.
Including a group of lower educated non-experts enabled us to test whether a certain
level of education is a necessary or sufficient condition to describe coherence similarly
to attachment experts. When, contrary to our expectations, both higher and lower
educated non-experts cannot be distinguished from the attachment experts, we may
conclude that every rational language user should be able to rate coherence in
attachment interviews.

Method

Participants

Thirty two participants were involved in the present study: 9 experts in the field of
attachment, 6 linguists, 8 higher educated (HE) non-experts, and 9 lower educated
(LE) non-experts. The selection criterion for attachment experts was participation in an
AAl Institute. This Institute is an intensive, two week training workshop in coding the
AAl. During the training, attachment and coherence are central constructs. The
linguists were required to have obtained a PhD in their field. The two groups of non-
experts were required to lack any specific knowledge of attachment theory or
linguistics. The educational level of the LE non-experts was senior secondary
vocational education or higher vocational education and the HE non-experts’
education was at PhD-level. Table 1 presents an overview of the background
variables for all groups.

The attachment experts were all female and between 29 and 67 years old (M =
46.9 years, SD = 10.8). Six had the Dutch nationality, two were American and one
was British. They had obtained a Master degree or PhD (M = 6.9, SD = 0.3, on a scale
ranging from 1 = pre-school to 7 = post-doctorate/PhD) and had participated in an AAl
Institute between 1995 and 2002. The linguists were male, aged 53 to 66 years (M =
57.3 years, SD = 5.0). Four of them were Dutch, one was Dutch/New Zealander and
one had the Danish nationality. As indicated, they all had a PhD in linguistics. The
group of higher educated non-experts consisted of eight women between 33 and 54
years of age (M = 41.6 years, SD = 8.1). All of them had the Dutch nationality, except
for one, who was from New Zealand. They had completed a PhD. The group of lower
educated non-experts consisted of two males and seven females. They were between
23 and 71 years old (M = 38.0, SD = 14.4). Eight of them were Dutch and one had the
British nationality. The mean educational level of the LE non-experts was 4.4 (SD =
0.5).
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Table 1
Background Variables of the Participants
Attachm HE LE

Variable experts Linguists non-experts non-experts Total
N 9 6 8 9 32
Female (%) 100.0 0.0 100.0 77.8 75.0
Dutch nationality 66.7 83.3 87.5 88.8 81.3
(%)
Age (years) 46.9 (10.8) 57.3 (5.0) 41.6 (8.1) 38.0 (14.4) 45.0 (12.2)
Educational 6.9 (0.3) 7.0 (0.0) 7.0 (0.0) 4.4 (0.5) 6.3 (1.2)
level®

Note. Attachm = Attachment. HE = higher educated. LE = lower educated. Standard deviations are
shown in parenthesis.
®Educational level is assessed with a scale ranging from 1 = pre-school to 7 = post-doctorate/PhD.

The four groups of participants differed significantly with regard to age (F (3, 28)
= 4.37, p = .01), gender (x°* = (3, N = 32) 22.96, p < .01), and educational level (x* (3,
N = 32) = 28.24, p < .01). The significant difference in educational level follows from
the inclusion of lower educated non-experts in the sample.

Measures

Coherence Q-sort (CQS)

The Coherence Q-sort was developed as a measure for assessing coherence of
discourse in interviews about attachment.® The instrument is based on the guidelines
for scoring and classifying the AAI (Main et al., 2003). Four experts, who were trained
in the AAI scoring and classification systems, each independently formulated 30 items
indicating either coherence or incoherence. From this set of 120 items, 78 items were
used in a pilot study of 32 interviews. During the pilot, items were adjusted when
necessary and discarded when redundant. In addition, we added filler-items and items
concerning the way in which the interview had been conducted. In its final state, the
Coherence Q-sort consists of 72 items (see Table 4). Seven of these items are fillers
and three items concern the interview protocol, the interview context, or the
performance of the interviewer. The other 62 items pertain to coherence. More
specifically, they refer to one of Grice’s four maxims, as follows: 22 items concern
quality, 10 items concern quantity, 8 items focus on relevance, and 22 items focus on
manner (see Table 2). Examples of items indicative of the maxim of quality are “has
evidence for what he says” and, as indicative of a violation of the maxim of quality,
“contradicts himself during the interview without noticing”. An item concerning quantity

® The developers of the CQS and the participants in this study are different persons.
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is “answers in an extremely concise way”. Items indicative of relevance and manner
are respectively “does not drift away from the main topic of the question” and “does
not substitute nonsense words for parts of the sentences”.

The 72 items of the CQS are sorted into nine piles, ranging from does not fit at all
with the interview to fits very well with the interview. The distribution of the items is
forced and uniform, with eight items per pile.

Procedure

The participants were asked to sort the Coherence Q-sort for the hypothetically most
coherent interview transcript (below referred to as ‘prototypical coherent interview’)
such as the Adult Attachment Interview. Rather than giving the participants an
interview transcript, we asked them to imagine what the ideally coherent interview
would look like. They were informed that in these interviews participants are asked for
general evaluations of relationships and/or events as well as concrete evidence
supporting these evaluations. Furthermore, we instructed them in Grice’s maxims and
gave descriptive illustrations of violations of these maxims. Finally, they were asked to
put the three items about the interview protocol, the interview context, and the
interviewer in the middle pile, because these are not applicable when sorting the CQS
for a prototypical coherent interview. Background information of the participants, such
as gender, age, and educational level was obtained with a short questionnaire.

Reliability

As can be seen from Table 2, interrater reliabilities for coherence ranged from .67 for
the lower educated non-experts to .86 for the attachment experts. The reliabilities for
Grice’s maxims were satisfactory for all groups of sorters (see Table 2). For
coherence as well as for the separate maxims, the reliabilities for the combined
groups were also adequate.

Data-analysis

Items indicative of incoherence were recoded into reverse order, and scores for
Grice’s maxims were calculated as the average score of the corresponding items.
First, we calculated the correlations among the maxims. Second, means and standard
deviations for each maxim were computed per group. For each group of participants
ANOVAs and Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted to examine whether the maxims
differed significantly from each other. Finally, discriminant analyses were conducted to
predict group membership from Grice’s criteria.
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Table 2
Interrater Reliabilities of the CQS

Interrater reliability

ltems Attachm HE non- LE non-
Category (N) experts Linguists experts experts
Quality 22 .87 .84 .64 72
Quantity 10 .81 .86 71 .67
Relevance 8 .88 .94 75 .88
Manner 22 .85 75 .63 .59
Coherence?® 62 .86 .84 67 .79

Note. The seven filler-items and the three interview items were omitted. Attachm =
attachment. HE = higher educated. LE = lower educated.

®The Coherence scale consists of the items of the 4 scales (Quality, Quantity, Relevance,
and Manner).

Results

Correlations

Table 3 shows the correlations among the four maxims. Relevance and manner were
negatively correlated: participants who assigned higher values to manner, considered
relevance of less importance.

Differences on Grice’s maxims

Means and standard deviations per item are presented in Table 4, and means and
standard deviations for each maxim are shown in Table 5. For each of the four groups
of participants, ANOVAs and Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted to examine whether
the maxims were valued differently. Both parametric and non-parametric tests were
significant for all groups (see Table 5 for parametric statistics*). Tukey post hoc tests
revealed that attachment experts valued quality and relevance significantly more than
quantity. Linguists and both groups of non-experts emphasized relevance more than
the other three maxims. Finally, linguists gave more weight to quantity than to manner.

* Statistics of the non-parametric tests were similar to those of the parametric tests.
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Table 3
Correlations between Grice’s Maxims
Quality Quantity Relevance Manner

Quality -- -14 -13 24
Quantity -- .26 -.25
Relevance -- -42*
Manner -

Note. N = 32.

*p < .05.

Predicting group membership

Discriminant function analysis (DA) was performed using Grice’s maxims as predictors
of membership of two groups: attachment experts versus the combined other groups.
The latter group consisted of linguists, higher educated non-experts and lower
educated non-experts. In addition, with an exploratory aim, we conducted three
discriminant analyses to distinguish the attachment experts from each of the other
three groups separately. Although sample sizes of the groups were small (range: 6 to
23), DA could be performed because the sample size of the smallest group still
exceeded the number of predictor variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Evaluations
of the assumptions of DA revealed no serious threat to multivariate analysis.

30



es @O0z Gz W22 uep pooisiapun 8q Ajises ued maiAIslul 8y} 89
anss| Jayjoue

(car9 (@@uesr (@uegL (6022 oY Buissaippe Agq uonsenb e Bulsmsue pioAe Jou ssop GS
uonsanb

(z00og (L'L)9s  (go)ze (g0 22 28 ay) Jo 21do) ulew a8y} woJy Aeme Jup Jou ssop 9
JamalAIa)ul

(zove ((Zuyssz (@©0eg  (L'L)6L uenp 8y} Jo xoeJ} Buiso| JNOYIM MBIAIBIUL 8} Ul PBAJOAUL SI LY
JMIAIBUI BU) 1noybnouyy

(ze)zg (80)s8 (60008 (11)08 [eno SJomsue palieA yim jng ‘Ajjusisisuod spuodsal zl
Buluoseal siy Inoge pawLIojul

(20)9s8 (6052 (g0z28 (1’108 [eno Jomainiajul 8y} sdesy s|dwexs 1oy ‘oA)esadood s 0z
10} payse uaym suoljenjeas

(80)g2 (20)¥8 (s0)28 (8028 [eno [esauab yym suonessn||l ajenbape sapiroid 4
J]9S U0 sjuane

(602, (L0)gsL (g0¢eL (L0¢€8 [eno Jo saousliadxe Jo s}o8)s JO uohen|eAs ajqeuoseal Zy
SlaMsue ayj puejsiapun 0} 9|qe

(20)gs (20)98 (y0)gs (60 €8 uenp 9Q 0} JOMBIAISIUI U} IO} }XB)UOD Judloiyns sapiroid L

o Pres 1snl | 1eym oy Aioyoipe.juod Ajere|dwod
sJey} ‘Jeap yQ ', ajdwexa o4 ‘maiaIslul a8y} Buunp
aoe|d aye) 1ey) ||eoal pue Bupjuiyy Jo sassasoud ayy

(¢2)es (@199 (oML (01)98 [end uo sjos|jal ‘sl jeyy ‘Buliojiuow sAubooelew sAeidsip L
czs (@ege (gL (Lro)ss uep yoaads onuayine ‘ysaly sesn 19
(60008 (g0)98 (80)g8 (y0)88 |end sAes ay jeym Joj 9oUspIAS sey Ly

uoljewJojul Jaljies yum
(Lo)vs (2098 (y0)88 (€068 [eno JUS)SISUOD SI UOlEWIOJUI JBJE| ‘S| Jey} Jud)sISU0D sl ¥G
suadxe suadxa sisinbui suadxe AioBayen uonduosep wey  way|
-uou 37 -uou JH wyoeny

waj| 4od suoneireq piepuels pue ‘suesyy dno.g ‘seliobajes Jusjuod
v olqel



(tae9 (@Wveo (OLz29 (806Y uep suofjen|eAs [euoiows jnoypum Aiojs [enjoey e sepirold ¥4

ey Guis ((B0gs (90 LS I[E} Janamoy, pJom ay} sesn Ajuanbaly €S

(Lvze (€Voy (Gey (90 LS I[E} Bueys sesn 2z

61L1s  (g1)s9  (61)ss (60¢€S 4 suonsanb Ayiejo o} Jemainiaiul ayy syse Ajuanbaly lZ

(8019 (g1)8s (g1)g9 (80 8¢S I snoJowny s 8z

ez (169 (1o (208s [[E} S90UBJUSS }081100 Ajleonewweld sesn 9l

@ie (1gs (8029 (F0)8s 4 abenbuej |nyojod sasn vl

@92)vys (2199 (ozs (6099 uep M, pue noA, Jnoge jou ‘|, Inoge syje} 99

(20098 (g0)sg8 (sg0sz (0199 uep Buliemsue aiojoq syuly) Gt
.uosud ul sem | 8I| Sem pooyp|iyo

(¢2) v 1) g9 ('0) 89 (0'1) 89 uep Aw, ur se ‘suosiiedw oo pajesabbexs juasald jou seop ¥
slemsue siy

@2a)ve (Lovsg (ZLzs (e1o0L [eno sJoujw Aos1100Ul BY UBYM JOMBIAIBIUI DY) S}OBII0D .S
SaAI03lpe JOo JUsjuU09 Jljeway)

enosz (@Woeo Ws9 (6002 [end ur uonerien ‘ajdoad (Juaiayip) jo uonduosap palieA 4

rizeo (gs WHgs ((gVez. [eno suosiJad pue sjusA® JO suolen|eAd yim sealbe Jopeal €9

(2o)zs (6092 (0VzL (20T uep S90USBJUSS SBYSIUL ‘JO |IB} JOU SB0p 6S
9s1n0JsIp ay)

ozs (oesr (@Ue9 (VT2 uep Jo 1xaju00 8y} Ul abenbue| pajesabbexs asn jou seop 9g
A18S 8Y} yum pasnjuod
S| Jnoge paye} uosiad ay} yoiym ui anbuoy ay; Jo sdis

g9 ((BOVve (80g9 (1ML uep ou s|dwexa Joj ‘enbuo) ay} jo sdijs o|gexiewsas ou 6
S9JuUdjuUss

(80zs (2099 (zoeo (r0¢gL uep 8y} JO spied 1o} SPIOM 8SUSSUOU 8}N}}SgNs J0uU S80p G9

(02)zsz (@169 (8089 (60¢€L uep SJUSA® 4O JUNoddE |euosiad e sjuasald ov

oz (w2 (Wzge (@LeL uep Aem snoauejuods e ul sdiysuopje|as inoge sye) Ll

9L ¥s (008 (5028 (s0¢L uenp Aj@injewald 21do} Jo uoissnosip ysiuy Jou seop Gl
suojuido

(cav9 (9102 (g0e9 (6092 [eno sy Jo awos uo Bunoayjal ||is ! 8y Jey} smoys 8¢

suadxe suadxa si1sinbui suadxe Aiobajen uonduosep wey  way|

-uou 37 -uou 3JH wyoeny




(zoe @iz (el (0L)9e uenp uoljewJojul Juaiolynsul sapiaoid ‘sl jey ‘aye|dwodul S| 8y
uonjewlojulr mau mc__u_um Inoyim
61ze (2aee ((vgL (60122 uenp ‘suolsanb juaiayip Buliemsue ul jlaswiy sjeads. 0L
Gz (oee (sze (zzle uep abenbue| aAnesnooe Jo Aibue sesn 9¢
suolneJdisni|l
(21)9e  (1)oe  (60oe (0122 [eno 9}9J0U0D JNOY}IM Suofjen|eAd [eqo|b sasn uayo Ll
Gyrs Wis (@®0Ly (@2l uep JomalAIBlUl B} SOUIAUOD O} SBl} 8
Sjuang/sjoadse
Gyre (@ye (802Ls (02)8¢C [eno aAebau jo suopnduosap o} sbuipus jeaqdn 69
o Yeus pue
siy} pue ", ajdwexa 1oy} ‘@ousjuas e (Jo ped) Buiysiuly
(c)ee (zee (oze (e1)67C uep uey} Jayjel sia||y Jo sdefdojs sasn Ajuanbaly 29
r1oe (o1ge (oLsez (e1)6¢C |end SjUaA® |[Bo8l 0} S|iey 8G
sobessaw Juaiayip
6L)ze (B1L)se (600c (1'1)67C uep [esoAes Bujulejuod seousjuss (usyolq jou) Buoj sesn .8
padnpoJaul
Loy (91)ez (80)sez (21)o¢ uep JOU 818M Jey) SJUBAS J0 suosiad Jnoge sy|e) ze
,uosiad ao1u e s| Jayjow
Aw, 10 jood Bullwims ay} 0] awl 400} sAem|e Jayjow
owvezy €y WVey (Love [eno Aw, s|dwexs Jo} ‘sjuswale)s |esousb sasn usyo 6V
MBIAIBJUI
(znoe wWuve (@08L (OLve 1oy U} 10} JUBAB|8I JOU B.E ey} SeNnss| SessnosIp ¥
(6L)ze  (Looe (z1ege (g1)9¢ [eno uonduosap |esouab apiroid o} sjiey 8l
(12)es (a2 (92zs (61 2€ uenp Aem os1ou00 Ajpwanxe ue ul siemsue zs
Zyre vve (@ee ((FLe6e uenp yeads 0} juejon|ai si Ge
(cze  (ee (@ezy (VoY [eno SJUSAS JO Bil0padaI PaYWI| SBqLISap el
Lve @Vie ((Bosz (609t uenp Aioys Buoj Jo xa1dwiod s||8) e
(219e (nge (wer Ly I abenbue| spns sasn ot
e 2Ly (0L)sz (80 8% uenp papeau Uey} uoljeuliojul iow sapiroid 09
suadxe suadxa sisinbui suadxe AioBayen uonduosep wey  way|
-uou 37 -uou 3JH wyoeny




Buipesal-ai Jaye usAse pusysidwod o) JNdILIpP

(zo)st  (velL  (600z (€0 L) uep ulewal jeyy seouajuas pajbuejus ‘pajnjoAud sasn 19
Alo)s

LVve (6ove (e (Vv uepn 8y} Jo ped s| ay yi se Jamallsul 8y} ypm Aibue sl L.
JX8JU0d

(oL  (2ooL (soelL (2021 2] MaIAIBYUI BY) JO JYBIs S8s0| ‘MalAIB)ul 8U} Ul }sO| S}eb 6l
saAljow s, 8|doad Jayjo smouy Ajg38|dwod

(Lnoe (gge (oze (8081 |end 8y jey} syuly; ‘st jeyy ‘ Buipealpuiw, sAejdsip ey

(c1)ge ((ee WwozL (6002 oY anss| jueAs|aJ-jou awes ay) dn sbulq A|pejeadal 9
Buronou

(eege Wroe (@zL (6002 [end INOUIM MBIAIB)UI BU} UIYIM suoljenjens sabueyo L€
Buionou

oz (@eLr wozL (oLoe |end INOYIM MBIAIBJUI BY} BulINp jjeswiy S}oIpe.uoo 9z
souwl} [elanss ised

(cee WHoe (@oeyr (1)ee uep ay} Inoge bupjjey ul esusd) Jussald pue jsed s8snjuod 6¢

(onee Gwer ((wze GVee [eno suoljejaidisjul Jo suofjeue|dxs |edjfoj-uou sesn (]
uolneJdisn||l 812J0U0d Ylim uey] Jayjel suoljenjeAs

9nee oy (028e (1ee [eno |esouab (4ayjo) yim suopen|ens [eisusb spoddns e
juiod ay)

801z (go)stL (soelL (zLee 2] 0} SWOD Jou S0P ‘s ey} ‘103[qns ayj punoJe sajolld 0¢

2Vve GLoe ((B08L (60¢€¢C 1oy asuodsal siy paye)s jey) uosenb sy sjeblioy usyo T4
Aledoud uonejonb

oy (@oie (@ze (@Uve uen ay) Buronpoujur inoyym suosiad (1ayjo) sejonb usyo 0S

(trnoe ((2o9or @z ((Wve ] uopsenb ay) Jeay jou pIp 8y JI Se siomsue 44

(60)6c (601952 (80zz (0¥ uenp Jo9[gns e Jnoge uo pue uo seob S
a]qqeqoyoAsd

ouve Gz WUee (1)9e uep pue suebojs ‘uobiel se yons yosads pauued sasn LG

suadxe suadxa si1sinbui suadxe Aiobajen uonduosep wey  way|

-uou 37 -uou 3JH wyoeny




‘A10681B9 SIy] OjUI [|B} JOU SBOP MOUY NOA,,
"¥1 sem ssyie) Aw usym paip |, st dijs e Jo s|dwexas ue,
"JSOMO| <- PBLIEA JOU % JUSISISUOD
JOU “JOMO| UBAS <- PaLIeA N JUS)SISUOD JoU JBMO| <- PaLIeA JOU INg Jud)sisuod ‘ybiy pade|d s| Wall <- PaLIeA 1§ JUS)SISU0D,
"suoljoIpejuo9 [eaiboj siqissod sjdwexa Joj 1oy Buuojuow
:abueyo |euonejussaidal Jo uomubooal (AusiaAlp |euonejussaidal Jo uoniubooal iuonounsip Ayjeas-soueleadde ue jo uoniubooal,
"SWwIa)l 9S8} J0} pajuasald ale SUBBW OU ‘9J0J2JaY} ‘PaNOS aJam SWa)l 8y} Yyoiym Joy 1diiosuel) [enjoe ou
sem aJay} aouls G 9|id Ul swa) malAIBlul Ind 0} pajonJisul aiam sjuedidljied "Wa)l MaIAIBIU| = AIBU| "J9|jI4 = ||I4 "JSUUB\ = UB
"a0UBABI9Y = |9y "Alluenp = uenp "Ajlend = [enD ‘Pajesnpa Jamo| = 37 payeonpa Jaybiy = JH “JuUsWydeny = WYoeRy ‘8joN
uondiosap ayj Joj 80UBPIAS HDID
0} suolysanb oy0ads pue ‘uonduosap |elauab e o118

ABY| 0} suonsanb |eiauab Jo sisISuod [000}01d MBIAIBIUI BU) €¢
auoyds|a}
e Jo suoslad Aq suondnuisjul ou aie a1ay) a|dwexs 1oy

ABJU| ‘Ixaju02 ajelidoidde ue Ul pajoONPUOD S| MBIAISIUI BY} 62

suonsanb aAnsabbns yse
Jou saop pue Alessaoau uaym saqold ajdwexs 1o}
NI ‘Ajerelidoidde maialalul 8] S19NPUOD JoMBIAIBIUI BY) Zl
suadxe suadxa sisinbui suadxe AioBayen uonduosep wey  way|
-uou 37 -uou 3H wyoeny




100" > Uyux "LO" > dy,
"JauuBl\ = UB "80UBA8IaY = |8y “Alnuend = uenp “AJljenpd = [end ‘pa}eonps Jamo| = 37 ‘pajeonps Jaybiy = JH "ajoN

sxxUeul pauiquod
uenb |enb < a1 88°¢c »xx817€E 6€0 69 6¥0 ¥08 990 GS0.L <Zv0 102 D)
wxxuew suadxe-uou
uenbenb<jar  ze'c ~GG'8 050 2¢L9 S0 L S¥0 929 S¥0 889 a1
Luew suadxa-uou
uenb enb<jal gz ‘¢ «xGLL 820 989 6£0 VL8 ¢S50 G69 L0 6121 aH
«xxUew < uenb
Luenb < [al
wUBW END <21 0Z'¢ xx87'6¢ 8¢'0 ¥99 620 ¢¥8 veo0 ¢9.L L0 L. sisinbur
suadxa
«~Uenb < jenb |ai ze ‘e xV6°L 9¢'0 ¢€€/2L w0 ¥9/L 820 069 €v0 V92 juswyoeny
o0y jsod rY 4 as W as W as W as W
Jauuep aoueAs|oy Auenp Alenp

dno.Jg) Jad swixepy s,091I5) 10J SUOIBINS( pPJepuR)S pue Suesyy

g a|qel



Coherence in Attachment Interviews

Attachment experts versus combined other groups

When predicting group membership for attachment experts versus the combined other
groups a significant function was found, x* (4, N = 32) = 20.58, p < .01. Three of
Grice’s maxims significantly distinguished the attachment experts from the combined
other groups (quality, relevance, and manner, see Table 6). Quality (.61) and manner
(.67) were the best predictors; relevance had a somewhat lower loading (-.38) on the
discriminant function. Attachment experts ranked quality and manner items higher
than the combined other groups, whereas the combined other groups assigned more
weight to relevance than attachment experts. With the jackknifed classification
procedure, 27 participants (84.4%) were classified correctly. There were no
attachment experts among the incorrectly classified participants.

Attachment experts versus separate groups

Discriminant analyses were also performed for attachment experts versus linguists,
attachment experts versus HE non-experts, and attachment experts versus LE non-
experts, to explore the specific differences between these groups. First, the
attachment experts could be reliably separated from the linguists, x* (4, n = 15) =
23.36, p < .01. All four maxims were significant predictors. Attachment experts scored
higher on quality and manner than linguists, whereas linguists emphasized quantity
and relevance more than attachment experts. When classifying these participants in
one of the two groups, all but one (n = 14, 93.3%) were correctly classified. The
participant who was classified incorrectly was a linguist.

When distinguishing attachment experts from higher educated non-experts, a
significant function was found (x* (4, n = 17) = 16.19, p < .01) in which quality,
relevance, and manner were significant predictors. Attachment experts had higher
scores on quality and manner than the HE non-experts, whereas HE non-experts
assigned more weight to relevance than attachment experts. The number of correctly
classified participants was also high for this function: 14 out of 17 (82.4%). One
attachment expert and two HE non-experts were incorrectly classified.

Finally, the attachment experts were reliably separated from the lower educated
non-experts, x° (4, n = 18) = 16.28, p < .01. Attachment experts emphasized quality
and manner significantly more than the LE non-experts. Of the 18 participants, 17
(94.4%) were correctly classified. The only incorrectly classified participant was a LE
non-expert.
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Coherence in Attachment Interviews

Discussion

The present study demonstrates that attachment experts can be reliably distinguished
from the (combined) other groups with regard to defining coherence in attachment
interviews. When examining the differences between attachment experts and each of
the three other groups separately, we found that (1) attachment experts had higher
scores on quality and manner than linguists, whereas linguists emphasized quantity
and relevance more; (2) attachment experts assigned also more weight to quality and
manner than higher educated non-experts, whereas higher educated non-experts had
higher scores on relevance; (3) again, attachment experts emphasized quality and
manner more than lower educated non-experts. Within group comparisons showed
that attachment experts valued quality and relevance more than quantity, while all
other groups gave more weight to relevance than to any of the other maxims. In
contrast to our hypothesis, not only the HE and LE non-experts but also the linguists
could be reliably distinguished from attachment experts. It seems that knowledge of
Grice’s maxims is not enough to define coherence in attachment interviews similarly to
attachment experts; knowledge of attachment theory appears to set them apart from
linguistic experts.

How can we explain the differences we found between the attachment experts
and the other three groups? A possible reason for the stronger emphasis of
attachment experts on quality may be that they have followed Grice (1975) more in his
suggestion that quality can be seen as the most important of the four maxims.® In the
Main et al. (2003) coding system quality also is heavily emphasized. In the field of
linguistics, some researchers only distinguish relevance and quantity, whereas others
consider relevance as the uniquely significant maxim. Relevance and quantity have
therefore received much attention (see Haberland & Mey, 2002, for a review), which
may have led linguists to emphasize quantity and relevance. Attachment experts
scored also higher on quality and manner than both groups of non-experts. These
maxims are possibly the most difficult to comprehend for participants who are new to
this theory, and the non-experts may therefore have given less weight to these two
maxims. The results of our study are in agreement with the findings of a study on
computers imitating human language use (Saygin & Cicekli, 2002). Linguists and non-
experts may have seen violations of manner as human-like and have therefore given
less weight to this maxim, while stressing the maxims of quantity and relevance, which
were indeed marked as violations uncovering the identity of the computer in Saygin
and Cicekli’'s (2002) study.

® Note that as a consequence of the use of the g-sort methodology a group of participants cannot
have higher scores on all maxims than any other group.
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Chapter 2

The different theoretical background of attachment experts and linguists might
also explain the differences in their ratings of dimensions of coherence. In the AAI
Grice’s maxims are used not merely to assess coherence but also for the purpose of
classifying adults as demonstrating a secure or insecure attachment representation.
An important difference with linguists and non-experts is that in attachment interviews,
attachment experts as coders try to infer the underlying defensive mechanisms used
by the respondent to process attachment-related experiences (George & West, 2001;
Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). These processes operate mostly outside awareness
(Bowlby, 1980; Main, 1990, 1999). Dismissing adults, for example, would typically
show deactivation of the attachment system (Cassidy & Kobak, 1988; George & West,
2001; Solomon, George, & De Jong, 1995). These adults systematically exclude
attachment-relevant information from the consciousness to minimize mental suffering
(Bowlby, 1980; Main, 1999; Peterfreund, 1971). As a result, dismissing respondents
are typically unable to give evidence for what they claim was a perfectly normal or
very nice childhood. In these cases attachment experts may be likely to judge the
interview as more incoherent than linguists, who may interpret this lack of evidence as
common lack of memory. In contrast to what is the case for linguists, the concept of
coherence might thus refer to an underlying psychological component when assessed
by attachment experts in attachment interviews. This explanation can easily be tested,
by systematically varying the type of interview that is considered, extending the range
to non-attachment, non-psychological interviews.

The results of the current study have important implications for the application of
g-sorts for coherence in attachment research. Coherence as measured by the CQS is
not defined similarly by attachment experts and linguists or non-experts. It seems that
the CQS cannot be applied to attachment interviews without training in attachment
theory and research. Our study does not provide evidence that the CQS has the
potential for making the scoring of AAls more accessible for non-attachment experts.
Future research should investigate whether psychologists and clinicians without
specific training in the AAl define coherence similarly as attachment experts. When
they do, there would be the opportunity to make the coding of attachment interviews
more accessible for non-attachment experts by using the CQS. It is, however, an
empirical question whether they are able to apply their psychological knowledge to the
assessment of coherence in attachment interviews without specific training in coding
attachment interviews.

Applying the concept of coherence to attachment interviews requires more than
linguistic knowledge. It can therefore be concluded that the requirements for a
computer program capable of coding AAls are far beyond the current state of the art in
computerized text analysis. Counting words that are indicative of expressed affect or
measuring emotion-abstraction patterns only partially overlaps with analyzing
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Coherence in Attachment Interviews

discourse characteristics and their psychological meaning. The possible underlying
psychological component of coherence might be uncovered by asking attachment
experts to think aloud (Ericsson & Simon, 1993) when coding AAls. Vital rules might
then be derived that can be imputed into computer programs. However, connecting
general statements in the beginning of the interview with more specific evidence in
later parts requires narrative competence still beyond the power of the computer.
Coding AAls will therefore remain an activity that, unfortunately, takes a lot of human
effort.

Although the CQS may not be an easy alternative to the Adult Attachment
scoring and classification systems (Main et al., 2003), an important aspect of the CQS
might be implemented in the classification systems. The CQS distinguishes various
aspects of coherence, whereas in the traditional coding system indications of
coherence and incoherence are only summarized in one score on a 9-point rating
scale. Additional 9-point rating scales may be developed for each of the four maxims
so that the different aspects of (in)coherence can be assessed and examined. Such
rating scales would make it possible to test whether violations of specific maxims are
associated with specific types of parental insensitivity. Our study makes clear that the
various maxims may indeed index different dimensions and these may be related to
different behavioral implications.

This study also contributes to the discussion surrounding Grice’s maxims as
described in the Introduction. When inspecting the correlations between the maxims
(range: -.42 to .26), it appears that coherence cannot be characterized by only one
dimension. If the categorization of the items was somehow inaccurate, interrater
reliabilities would have been lower and correlations higher. Therefore, the empirical
evidence suggests that Grice’s maxims cannot conceptually be reduced to one
dimension. The unexpected negative association between manner and relevance
might be a consequence of a choice participants made between content and form.
The maxim of manner refers to the clarity of the words and sentences being used,
while the focus of relevance is whether the content of an answer is in agreement with
what the person is asked for.

In the present study the participants did not sort the CQS for an actual Adult
Attachment Interview transcript. We asked the sorters what in their opinion were the
characteristics of the ideally coherent interview, and this may not be identical to
observing which maxims they actually would rely on when assessing the coherence of
an interview transcript. This may be seen as a limitation of our study. However,
differences among coders in the interpretation of (parts of) a real interview transcript
would confound their scores with their definition of what is essential for coherence.
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Chapter 2

When interpreting the results it should be noted that this is a pilot study: an
exploratory conceptual study on coherence in a relatively small sample. Future studies
are needed to draw more definite conclusions. Nevertheless, our various analytical
strategies point into the same direction: Defining coherence in attachment interviews
is more than just applying Grice’s linguistic maxims; expertise in attachment theory is
determining the way in which coherence of attachment interviews is defined.
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