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Adolescents’ Working Models and Styles for Relationships 
with Parents, Friends, and Romantic Partners

 

Wyndol Furman, Valerie A. Simon, Laura Shaffer, and Heather A. Bouchey

 

This study examined the links among adolescents’ representations of their relationships with parents, friends,
and romantic partners. Sixty-eight adolescents were interviewed three times to assess their working models for
each of these types of relationships. Working models of friendships were related to working models of relation-
ships with parents and romantic partners. Working models of relationships with parents and romantic part-
ners were inconsistently related. A similar pattern of results was obtained for self-report measures of relational
styles for the three types of relationships. Perceived experiences were also related. Specifically, support in rela-
tionships with parents tended to be related to support in romantic relationships and friendships, but the latter
two were unrelated. On the other hand, self and other controlling behaviors in friendships were related to cor-
responding behaviors in romantic relationships. Negative interactions in the three types of relationships also
tended to be related. Taken together, the findings indicate that the representations of the three types of relation-
ships are distinct, yet related. Discussion focuses on the nature of the links among the three.

 

INTRODUCTION

 

Over the course of interacting with their parents, chil-
dren develop mental representations of their relation-
ships with their parents (Bowlby, 1973, 1979). Such
representations or expectations guide children’s be-
havior and serve as a basis for predicting and inter-
preting their parents’ behavior. Bowlby used the term
working models to describe such representations,
and other social scientists have described similar con-
cepts using terms such as schemas, scripts, proto-
types, states of minds, or, as discussed later in the
present article, views.

Bowlby (1973, 1979) proposed that such represen-
tations not only influence children’s cognitions, af-
fect, and behavior with parents, but also shape rep-
resentations of other close relationships, such as
friendships or romantic relationships. In turn, indi-
viduals’ representations of friendships and romantic
relationships influence their behavior in these types
of relationships. Consistent with this idea, mother–
infant attachment has been found to be predictive of
representations of peers (Suess, Grossmann, & Sroufe,
1992; Wartner, Grossmann, Fremmer-Bombik, & Suess,
1994). Security of attachments with parents has also
been found to be related to the quality of friendships
that children form (see Berlin & Cassidy, 1999). Fi-
nally, the links between parent–child attachment and
experiences with peers may be mediated by represen-
tations of peers (Cassidy, Kirsh, Scolton, & Park,
1996). Previous studies of representations of peers,
however, have only examined attributions of intent
with regard to a peer’s negative behavior. Little is
known about other aspects of children’s representa-

tions of peers, or their representations of friendships,
in particular. Similarly, only a few investigators have
examined links between parent–child attachment
and features of adolescent friendships (Lieberman,
Doyle, & Markiewicz, 1999; Sroufe, Egeland, & Carl-
son, 1999), and none have examined representations
of friendships in adolescence. This developmental pe-
riod is particularly interesting because the onset of
formal operations may permit representations to
change through personal insight and reflections,
whereas in childhood, concrete changes in experi-
ences are thought to be necessary for changes in rep-
resentations to occur (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985).

In a separate line of research, social psychologists
have examined the links between parent–child rela-
tionships and romantic relationships. Hazan and
Shaver (1987) proposed that representations of parent–
child relationships would influence representations
of romantic relationships, because both relationships
serve similar attachment functions. Thus, a person
with a secure representation of parental attachment
would be comfortable turning to a romantic partner
in times of distress. Someone with an anxious–
avoidant (dismissing) representation of attachment
to parents would be reluctant to depend on a roman-
tic partner. Finally, an individual with an anxious–
ambivalent (preoccupied) representation of attach-
ment to parents would feel uncertain about a roman-
tic partner’s availability and, thus, find it difficult to
be comforted by the partner. Consistent with these
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ideas, self-reports of adult romantic attachment style
are related to retrospective reports of parent–child re-
lationships (Collins & Reed, 1990; Feeney & Noller,
1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Similarly, interview
measures of adults’ working models of romantic
relationships are associated with comparable mea-
sures of working models of relationships with parents
(Owens et al., 1995).

Most research on representations of romantic rela-
tionships has focused on young adults or married
couples. Because adolescents have had little direct ex-
perience in these relationships, their representations
of relationships with parents may play a particularly
important role in shaping their expectations of ro-
mantic relationships. Alternatively, the links may not
be as apparent when romantic relationships are just
developing and usually not very intimate in nature.
The one known study on this topic found that adoles-
cents’ representations of relationships with mothers
and fathers were inconsistently related to their repre-
sentations of romantic relationships (Furman, 1999;
Furman & Wehner, 1994).

The links between representations of friendships
and romantic relationships have not received much
attention. Furman and colleagues have argued that
friendships play an important role in the formation of
romantic relationships and their corresponding rep-
resentations (Furman, 1999; Furman & Wehner, 1994).
Parent–child relationships may lay the foundation
for the ability to be close to and intimate with others,
but friendships are expected to contribute to the de-
velopment of reciprocity and mutual intimacy that
are central to romantic relationships. Characteristics of
the affiliation system such as collaboration, co-con-
struction, reciprocity, and symmetrical interchanges
are central features of both friendships and romantic
relationships. Accordingly, we expected representations
of friendships and romantic relationships to be related.

The primary purpose of the current study was to
examine the associations among adolescents’ repre-
sentations of parent–child relationships, friendships,
and romantic relationships. Given the formative na-
ture of early caregiving relationships, we expected
representations of parent–child relationships to be re-
lated to representations of friendships and romantic
relationships. Adolescent friendships and romantic
relationships share many features, and thus, links be-
tween representations of these two types of peer rela-
tionships were also predicted. Although representa-
tions of different types of relationships were expected
to be related to one another, we expected only modest
links. The different relationships were expected to
build on, but not necessarily duplicate, other relation-
ship experiences.

Another purpose of this study was to provide a
broad assessment of representations of friendships
and romantic relationships. Such representations
were conceptualized as relational views, or represen-
tations of a particular type of relationship, the self in
that type of relationship, and the partner in that type
of relationship. Views are expected to guide a per-
son’s behavior and serve as a basis for predicting and
interpreting the partner’s behavior. They are hypoth-
esized to incorporate expectations regarding all of the
behavioral systems that are salient in a given type of
relationship at a given point in development. For ex-
ample, representations of the attachment system
should be central to views of parent–child relation-
ships, at least until early adulthood; whereas repre-
sentations of affiliation would be featured in views of
friendship (Furman, 2001). Views of mature romantic
relationships would incorporate not only expecta-
tions concerning attachment, but also affiliation, care-
giving, and sexuality. In effect, relational views are ex-
pectations regarding intimacy and closeness, which
may be enacted in terms of attachment, caregiving,
sexuality, and affiliation.

Although the concept of relational views is in-
tended to incorporate representations of aspects of
close relationships in addition to attachment, we be-
lieve that individual differences in such relational
views can be assessed by a system similar to the
categorical one utilized by attachment researchers.
That is, relational views, like representations of
attachment, can be categorized as secure, dismiss-
ing (anxious–avoidant), or preoccupied (anxious–
ambivalent). This classification system appears appli-
cable to friendships and adolescent romantic relation-
ships because representations of these relationships
are concerned with issues of intimacy and closeness,
just as are representations of attachment relation-
ships. That is, these categories can capture differences
not only in representations of attachment but also in
representations of closeness and intimacy in the other
behavioral systems operating in a given relationship
(e.g., caregiving, sexuality, and affiliation). For exam-
ple, those with secure views of romantic relationships
will not only want to seek proximity to partners in
times of distress, but will value caregiving, view sex
as an expression of intimacy, and emphasize the mu-
tuality and friendship aspects of romantic relation-
ships as well. Support for this position can be found
in the adult attachment literature, in which re-
searchers have documented that individuals with dif-
ferent romantic styles vary in features of caregiving,
sexuality, and affiliation, as well as attachment (for
further discussion, see Furman & Simon, 1999; Fur-
man & Wehner, 1994).
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In the present study, we also examined the corre-
spondence among views at two levels—relational
styles and relational working models (Furman & Weh-
ner, 1994). Relational styles refer to self-perceptions of
representations of relationships, whereas working
models (states of mind) refer to internalized represen-
tations of relationships. Styles are assessed through
self-report measures of relationships, such as the var-
ious romantic attachment questionnaires (e.g., Col-
lins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987); whereas
working models (states of mind) are assessed through
George, Kaplan, and Main’s (1985) Adult Attachment
Interview (AAI) or similar interviews designed to as-
sess friendships or romantic relationships (Crowell &
Owens, 1996; Furman, 2001). Styles and models are
only moderately related to one another (see Crowell,
Fraley, & Shaver, 1999).

Although the primary focus of this study was on
adolescents’ representations or views, we also exam-
ined whether similarities existed in the experiences in
different types of relationships. These two constructs
are generally related because experiences in relation-
ships are expected to shape one’s views and in turn
views may shape one’s experiences. The two are,
however, somewhat distinct, as it is possible for ado-
lescents and adults to think about relationships inde-
pendent of their experiences. That is, the emergence
of formal operations allows them to step outside of
their relationships and observe and evaluate their ex-
periences (Main et al., 1985). They may recognize that
they have had adverse experiences, yet continue to
value and desire close relationships. In these cases,
they would be characterized as having secure views,
despite having negative experiences. More commonly,
however, experiences and views are expected to be
congruent with each other. Because we expected
views of different types of relationships to be related
and to affect experiences in these relationships, we
predicted that the experiences in the different rela-
tionships also would be related. In the present study,
we tested this hypothesis by examining the degree of
correspondence in the amount of support, controlling
behavior, and negative interactions in adolescents’ rela-
tionships with parents, friends, and romantic partners.

 

METHOD

 

Participants

Participants were 68 high school seniors, ranging
in age from 16 to 19 years, who were recruited from
two school districts of a large western metropolitan
city. Half were female and half were male. The sample
was ethnically and socioeconomically diverse: 63%

were European American, 16% were African Ameri-
can, 13% were Hispanic, and 3% were Asian. Fifty-
four percent of participants lived with married par-
ents, and 46% lived in a single-parent home. They
reported having an average of 8.4 friends. All partici-
pants were heterosexual and had had at least one ro-
mantic relationship that had lasted three months or
longer, and had dated an average of 8.9 people. Sixty-
eight percent were in a relationship at the time of the
study.

Procedure

The participants were part of a large study on ado-
lescent romantic relationships. Letters describing the
study were mailed to high school seniors in partici-
pating schools. Interested adolescents were asked to
come to the laboratory for a series of three interviews
and to complete two sets of questionnaires between
sessions. Those with a longstanding romantic partner
were observed participating in a series of structured
tasks with their partner during a fourth session. Par-
ticipants were paid $60 to $80 for completing all
phases of the study.

Separate interviews were conducted to assess work-
ing models of relationships with parents, friends, and
romantic partners. The three interviews were admin-
istered at least 1 week apart by different female inter-
viewers. To control for carryover or practice effects,
the order of the three interviews and the order of ques-
tionnaires were counterbalanced across participants.

Interview Measures

 

AAI.

 

The AAI was used to assess adolescents’
working models of and experiences with parents or
parental figures (George et al., 1985). The AAI is a
semistructured interview that typically lasts about an
hour. Participants were asked to describe their child-
hood relationships with their parents and to support
their descriptions by providing particular memories.
They were asked about instances of separation, rejec-
tion, threatening behavior, and being upset, hurt, or
ill. Additionally, they were asked to explain why their
parents behaved the way they did, how these experi-
ences had influenced their personality, and what they
had learned from the experiences.

The interviews were audiotaped and subse-
quently transcribed verbatim. Using Main and Gold-
wyn’s (1998) scoring system, the transcripts were
coded to obtain measures of inferred relationship ex-
periences and working models (states of minds). The
coding of experiences was based on the patterns of
interaction in the relationships, whereas the coding
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of working models focused on how participants cur-
rently described, interpreted, and understood such
experiences.

Experiences with each parent were coded using
Main and Goldwyn’s (1998) standard five scales: (1)
Loving, (2) Rejection, (3) Involving/role reversal, (4)
Neglect, and (5) Pressure to achieve. Each parental
figure was rated separately, but scores were averaged
across all parental figures, because the distinction be-
tween parents was not made in either the style or
working model measures of this study. Additionally,
the use of average scores for parents provided a
means of including the experiences of adolescents
who had stepparents or relatives who were signifi-
cant parental figures. Finally, supplementary analy-
ses revealed that corresponding father and mother
scores were significantly related and loaded on the
same factors.

The averaged experience scores were subjected to a
principal component analysis with an oblique rota-
tion. Examination of the loadings revealed a primary
factor of Parental Support with the loving scale load-
ing positively, and rejection and neglect scales loading
negatively. Additionally, two splinter factors were
found: (1) Involving Behavior, with the involving/
role reversal scale as its sole loading scale; and (2)
Pressure to Achieve, with the pressure to achieve
scale as its sole loading scale. Subsequent analyses fo-
cused on the first factor, which had parallel factors in
the other interviews. Parental support scores were de-
rived by averaging the three scale scores that had
loaded on the factor, Cronbach’s 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .82.
Working models (states of mind) were coded using

Main and Goldwyn’s (1998) standard scales: (1) Ideal-
ization, (2) Involving anger, (3) Derogation, (4) Insis-
tence upon lack of recall, (5) Metacognitive monitor-
ing, (6) Passivity of discourse, (7) Fear of loss, (8)
Unresolved loss, (9) Unresolved abuse, (10) Overall
coherence of transcript, and (11) Overall coherence of
mind. A principal component analysis of the working
model (state of mind) scales in these interviews
yielded two factors: (1) dismissing versus secure
models, and (2) preoccupied models (for details, see
Furman, 2001).

It should be noted that Main no longer refers to
these scales as indices of “internal working models”
but instead as indices of “state of mind with regard to
attachment” (Main & Goldwyn, 1998; Main, 1999).
The new term is intended to have a meaning similar
to that of the original term, but Main thought that the
original term should be replaced as it may have mis-
leading or unwarranted connotations. Although we
share some of her reservations about the working
model terminology, we chose to use her original term

for several reasons. We and other investigators have
used it more commonly than the state of mind termi-
nology. Additionally, the results of the present study
and other research suggest that representations are
somewhat specific to types of relationships and incor-
porate representations of multiple aspects of close-
ness and intimacy (see Discussion section). These
ideas could be captured in a term such as “states of
mind with respect to parent–child relationships,” but
the term “working models of parent–child relation-
ships” seems linguistically simpler and is intended
to be conceptually identical. Regardless of the ter-
minology, the important point is that we used the
same “state of mind” coding scales as have Main and
other investigators, and placed the same emphasis on
coherence of discourse and the interviewee’s ability
to collaborate with the interviewer as have other
investigators.

Transcripts were classified as secure, dismissing,
preoccupied, unresolved, or cannot classify on the ba-
sis of the working model (state of mind) scales and
the characteristic descriptions of the categories. Se-
cure transcripts were those in which the adolescents
were able to describe the relationships coherently,
valued them, and found them to be influential in their
lives. Dismissing ones were those in which the ado-
lescent attempted to limit the influence of the relation-
ships by idealizing, derogating, or failing to remem-
ber their experiences. In the preoccupied transcripts,
the adolescent was vague, passive in speech, con-
fused, angry, or preoccupied with the experiences or
relationships. Transcripts were categorized as unre-
solved if a marked lapse in reason or discourse oc-
curred when describing a loss or abusive experience.
Finally, transcripts were categorized as “cannot clas-
sify” when they failed to meet the criteria for place-
ment in the other categories.

In addition to providing an overall classification,
coders also indicated how prototypically secure, dis-
missing, and preoccupied the transcript was using 9-
point Likert scales. These sets of three scores, rather
than the pairs of two working model factors, were
used in the analyses because the prototype scores are
intended to be composites of these working model
scales and yet retain the distinction between the se-
cure and dismissing category. Additionally, the three
prototype scores for each type of relationship were
highly related to the corresponding factor scores,
mean 

 

r

 

(67) 

 

�

 

 .77, all 

 

r

 

s 

 

�

 

 .65. A series of supplemen-
tary analyses with working model factor scores also
revealed results similar to those obtained with the
prototype scores.

 

Friendship Interview.

 

The Friendship Interview
was used to assess adolescents’ working models of
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and experiences in close friendships (Furman, 2001).
The interview focused primarily on the one to three
high school friendships they considered most impor-
tant, although participants were provided with op-
portunities to discuss other friendships or share their
insights about close friendships in general. Friend-
ships that had become romantic relationships were
excluded from the interview.

The Friendship Interview was based on the AAI,
and many questions were the same as or similar to
those of the AAI. For example, participants were
asked to describe their friendships using specific
memories to support their description. They were
asked about separation, rejection, threatening behav-
ior, and being upset. Additionally, they were asked
how their friendships had influenced their personal-
ity, and what they had learned from their experiences
in these relationships.

Some questions were modified to take into account
the differences between relationships with parents
and peers. For instance, the AAI questions about be-
ing upset were included, but the ones about being
hurt or ill were not, as adolescents do not commonly
seek care from peers in those instances. Because of the
symmetrical nature of friendships, the interview in-
cluded questions about caregiving and affiliation as
well as attachment. Thus, adolescents were asked
about what their friends did when upset, as well as
what they did in similar circumstances.

Experiences with each of their most important
friends were rated using 18 scales derived from
Crowell and Owens’ (1996) Current Relationship In-
terview scoring system and Main and Goldwyn’s
(1998) system. Specifically, the following were coded
for each friend: loving behavior, rejection, communi-
cation, support seeking, support providing, control-
ling behavior, involving behavior, and dependent
behavior. The participant’s communication, support
seeking, support providing, controlling behavior, in-
volving behavior, dependent behavior, and satisfac-
tion were also coded, as were the frequency of con-
flict, conflict resolution, and mutuality in each dyad.
Minor modifications were made in the scales because
of the age of the participants and the nature of adoles-
cent relationships.

Scores were averaged across friendships. A princi-
pal component analysis with an oblique rotation
yielded three factors: (1) Dyadic Support, with a neg-
ative loading of friend rejection and positive loadings
of self communication, self support providing, self
support seeking, friend loving, friend communica-
tion, friend support providing, friend support seek-
ing, mutuality, and conflict resolution; (2) Other
Controlling–Self Dependent, with loadings of friend

controlling behavior, friend involving behavior, and
self dependent; and (3) Self Controlling–Other Depen-
dent, with loadings of self controlling behavior, self
involving behavior, and friend dependent behavior.

Working models (states of minds) were rated using
Main and Goldwyn’s (1998) standard scales. Addi-
tionally, Crowell and Owens’ (1996) autonomy and
intimacy scales were scored. Using the scores on the
working model scales and the characteristic descrip-
tions of the categories, coders classified the tran-
scripts into five categories that paralleled those for
the AAI. Similarly, they rated how prototypically se-
cure, dismissing, and preoccupied the transcript was.
The bases of the classification were similar to those
for the AAI, but also took into account the nature of
friendships among adolescents and young adults in
this culture. For example, to categorize a person as
having a secure working model of friendships, we
considered not only whether they valued the attach-
ment feature of support seeking, but also whether
they valued caregiving, and affiliative features, such
as cooperation, mutuality, and shared interests.

 

Romantic Relationship Interview.

 

The Romantic Re-
lationship Interview was used to assess working
models of and experiences in romantic relationships.
This interview was the same as the Friendship Inter-
view except that the questions focused on romantic
relationships; transcripts were coded in the same
manner as were the friendship transcripts. A princi-
pal component analysis revealed three factors that
were similar to the three factors for friendships. The
same scales loaded on the Dyadic Support factor. For
the two Control–Dependency factors, the control and
dependency scales loaded in the same way, but the in-
volving scales loaded like the dependency scales,
whereas for friendships, they had loaded like the con-
trol scales. Accordingly, scores for the three variables
for each of the two types of relationships were de-
rived by averaging the variables that had loaded in
the same manner for both types of relationships, 

 

mean

 

Cronbach’s 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .80, 

 

range

 

 

 

�

 

 .65 to .95. Thus, the in-
volving scales were not included in these scores.

 

Coding process.

 

Different coders coded each of the
three interviews for a participant. All three coders
had attended Main and Hesse’s Adult Attachment
Workshop, and had successfully completed or were
successfully completing Main and Hesse’s Reliability
Certification Procedure. All received additional train-
ing and practice in the coding of romantic and friend-
ship interviews.

To assess interrater agreement, one of the coders
coded a second interview of the person. This inter-
view was, however, always coded after the one in
which he or she was the primary coder, and after he
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or she had coded a minimum of 18 additional partic-
ipant transcripts. Thus, any potential influence from
having coded another interview from the same par-
ticipant was minimized. Pairs of coders indepen-
dently coded 12.5% of the transcripts; the levels of in-
terrater agreement for the overall classification, the
three continuous prototype scores, and the three ex-
perience factor scores were satisfactory, classification

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .86; scores: 

 

mean

 

 

 

r

 

(67) 

 

�

 

 .82, 

 

range

 

 

 

�

 

 .72 to .91.

Questionnaire Measures

 

Behavioral Systems Questionnaire (BSQ).

 

Three par-
allel versions of the BSQ were used to measure ado-
lescents’ self-perceptions of relational styles for re-
lationships with parents, romantic partners, and
friends (Furman & Wehner, 1999). For each of the
three types of relationships, relational styles were
measured by assessing perceptions of how they ap-
proach attachment, caregiving of the other, and affili-
ation in that particular type of relationship. For each
type of relationship, secure, dismissing, and preoccu-
pied styles were each assessed with 15 to 20 five-point
Likert items. Sample items of each style are listed in
the Appendix. The romantic relationship version of
the BSQ also included items about sexual behavior,
but these were not included in the present analyses,
so that the scales for the three types of relationships
would parallel one another. Internal consistencies of
the three style scores for each of the three types of rela-
tionships were all satisfactory, all Cronbach 

 

�

 

s 

 

�

 

 .85.
In several studies, romantic style scores have been
found to be moderately to highly related to several
attachment style measures, including Hazan and
Shaver’s (1987) measure, Collins and Read’s (1990)
Adult Attachment Scales, and Brennan, Clark, and
Shaver’s (1998) Experiences in Close Relationships
measure (see Furman & Wehner, 2001).

 

Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI).

 

The NRI
was used to measure perceptions of experiences in
close relationships (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). The
NRI included three questions about each of six differ-
ent aspects of support, including companionship, reli-
able alliance, enhancement of worth, instrumental
help, affection, and intimacy. Additionally, the NRI in-
cluded three item measures for annoyance and conflict.

Participants were asked to rate how much each
feature occurred in each relationship using standard
5-point Likert scales. Thus, one of the companionship
items was “How much free time do you spend with
each of these persons?” and one of the conflict items
was “How much do you and this person disagree and
quarrel?” Participants were asked to answer each
question about relationships with a mother, father,

same-sex friend, and two romantic partners. For the
present purposes, scores were averaged across the
two parents and across the two romantic relationships.

Prior analyses have revealed that the six support
scales for each relationship load on a Support factor
for that relationship and the conflict and annoyance
scales for each relationship load on a Negative Inter-
action factor for that relationship (Furman, 1996). The
Support and Negative Interaction factor scores for
parents, friend, and romantic partners were used in
the analyses of the present study. Cronbach 

 

�

 

s of the
factors exceeded .89. Validational evidence is summa-
rized in Furman (1996).

 

RESULTS

 

Concordance of Interview Working Models

The degree of concordance in the working model
classifications derived from the three interviews was
examined first. The analyses of the working model
classifications used the three primary categories so as
to parallel the data with the continuous scores. The
4% of transcripts that were categorized as unre-
solved/disorganized had also been assigned to one of
the three primary categories, and that classification
was used in these analyses. The 2% that were catego-
rized as cannot classify were treated as missing data
in the categorical analyses reported here. A similar
pattern of results as those reported here were ob-
tained when the unresolved/disorganized and can-
not classify categories were included.

As shown in Table 1, working models of relation-
ships with parents and friends were significantly re-
lated, 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .29, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .01. Fifty-eight percent of the par-
ticipants received the same classification on the two
interviews (chance 

 

�

 

 41%). The concordance in the
classifications of the parent and romantic relationship
working models only approached significance, 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .14,

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .10 (see Table 2). Only 46% were categorized the

 

Table 1 Concordance of Classifications of Working Models of
Relationships with Parents and Friends

 

Friends

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Parents
Secure 23 (15) 5 (3) 9 (6)
Preoccupied 0 (0) 5 (3) 0 (0)
Dismissing 23 (15) 5 (3) 30 (19)

 

Note:

 

The pairs of numbers represent the percentage and number
(in parentheses) of participants in each cell.

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .29; 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .01.
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same (chance 

 

�

 

 37%). Examination of the specific clas-
sifications revealed that a number of adolescents had
dismissing models for relationships with parents, but
secure models for romantic relationships. In contrast,
the degree of concordance between working models
of friendships and romantic relationships was rela-
tively high, 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

 .36, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001. As shown in Table 3, the
working models of the two types of relationships were
classified the same in 61% of the cases (chance 

 

�

 

 39%).
Next, we determined whether the working model

prototype ratings for the three relationship types
were related (see Table 4). Consistent with the find-
ings for the classification data, the secure, preoccu-
pied, and dismissing prototype ratings for relation-
ships with parents were related to corresponding
ratings for friendships, 

 

mean

 

 

 

r

 

(67) 

 

�

 

 .50, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .01. Al-
though the classifications of models of relationships
with parents and romantic partners were not concor-
dant, the secure and preoccupied prototype ratings
for the two types of relationships were related to each
other, 

 

r

 

s(67) 

 

�

 

 .24 and .45, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .05, respectively. The
dismissing prototype ratings of relationships with
parents and romantic partners were not related. Fi-
nally, corresponding ratings for relationships with

friends and romantic partners were all significantly
related, 

 

mean

 

 

 

r

 

(67) 

 

�

 

 .42, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .05.
A series of regression analyses was then conducted

in which the prototypic scores for one type of rela-
tionship were predicted from the corresponding
scores from the other two types of relationships; the
order of entry was varied in a series of iterative anal-
yses to determine the degree to which each of the two
predictors provided a unique contribution above the
other predictor. Table 5 presents the increments in
the 

 

R

 

2

 

s that occurred when the second predictor was
added to the regression equation.

In the prediction of the prototype scores for rela-

 

 

 

Table 2 Concordance of Classifications of Working Models of
Relationships with Parents and Romantic Partners

 

Romantic Partners

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Parents
Secure 28 (18) 3 (2) 6 (4)
Preoccupied 2 (1) 3 (2) 0 (0)
Dismissing 35 (23) 8 (5) 15 (10)

 

Note:

 

The pairs of numbers represent the percentage and number
(in parentheses) of participants in each cell.
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�

 

 .14; 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .10.

 

Table 3 Concordance of Classifications of Working Models of
Relationships with Friends and Romantic Partners

 

Romantic Partners

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Friends
Secure 36 (24) 6 (4) 4 (3)
Preoccupied 4 (3) 10 (7) 1 (1)
Dismissing 22 (15) 0 (0) 15 (10)

 

Note:

 

The pairs of numbers represent the percentage and number
(in parentheses) of participants in each cell.
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�

 

 .36; 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001.

 

Table 4 Correlations of Corresponding Prototype Scores for
Different Relationships

 

Working Models

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Parent–friend .41** .61** .47**
Parent–romantic .24* .45** .17
Friend–romantic .32* .52** .43**

*

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .05; **

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .01.

 

Table 5 Unique Contribution of Each Relationship’s Prototype
Scores in Predicting Prototypes of Other Relationships

 

Working Models

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Prediction of parent
1. Friend entered 

second .06** .20** .19**
2. Romantic entered 

second .01 .02 .00
Prediction of friend

1. Parent entered 
second .11** .18** .16**

2. Romantic entered 
second .05* .08** .13**

Prediction of romantic 
partner

1. Parent entered 
second .02 .02 .00

2. Friend entered 
second .05* .10** .16**

 

Note:

 

The table depicts the changes in 

 

R

 

2

 

 when a second relation-
ship’s score is added as a second step in a regression equation in
which one relationship’s score is being predicted from the scores of
the other relationships. For example, the first row depicts the 

 

R

 

2

 

changes associated with the inclusion of the friend’s score to an
equation predicting parent’s score from romantic partner’s score
(i.e., the increase above that provided by romantic partner alone).
*

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .05; **

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .01.



 

248 Child Development

 

tionships with parents, each of the three scores for
prototype friendships provided a significant increase
above that provided from the corresponding roman-
tic relationship prototype score, all 

 

R

 

2

 

 changes 

 

�

 

 .06,

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .01. In contrast, none of the romantic relationship
scores provided a significant increment when in-
cluded in the second step.

In the prediction of the scores for friendships, all of
the scores for relationships with parents provided sig-
nificant increments when entered after the correspond-
ing romantic relationship score, all 

 

R

 

2

 

 changes 

 

� 

 

.11,

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .01. When the romantic relationship score was
entered second, each provided a significant incre-
ment as well, all 

 

R

 

2

 

 changes 

 

�

 

 .05, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .05.
Finally, when scores for romantic relationships

were predicted, each of the friendship scores pro-
vided a significant increment above that obtained
from the corresponding score for relationships with
parents alone, all 

 

R

 

2

 

 changes 

 

�

 

 .05, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .05. On the
other hand, none of the scores for relationships with
parents provided a significant increment when en-
tered second.

Associations among Relational Styles

The pattern of relations among BSQ relational
styles for the three different types of relationships
was analyzed next (see Table 6). As was found for the
working model scores, the three style scores for rela-
tionships with parents were related to corresponding
scores for friendships, 

 

mean

 

 

 

r

 

(67) 

 

�

 

 .42, 

 

p

 

s 

 

�

 

 .05. In
contrast, only the preoccupied ratings for relation-
ships with parents and romantic partners were re-
lated to one another, 

 

r

 

(67) � .48, p � .01. Finally, the
three style scores for friendships were related to those
for romantic relationships, just as had been found for
the working model variables, mean r(67) � .48, ps � .05.

The primary analyses of the BSQ were conducted
using parallel items that assessed attachment, care-
giving, and affiliation for each type of relationship so
as to ensure that any relations were not masked be-
cause of differences in the items. Because the caregiv-

ing items may not be appropriate for adolescent rela-
tionships with parents, however, we also conducted a
set of analyses in which the style scores for relation-
ships with parents did not include the caregiving
items. The same pattern of results was obtained; all
the correlations between corresponding scores for
parents and friends were significant, but the links be-
tween styles for parents and romantic partners were
only significant for the preoccupied scores.

As was done with the working model scores, a se-
ries of regression analyses were conducted in which
the style scores for one type of relationship were pre-
dicted from the corresponding scores from the other
two types of relationships (Table 7). When scores for
relationships with parents were predicted, two of the
friendship scores provided significant increments
above those obtained from the corresponding roman-
tic relationship score alone, and the third score—the
preoccupied score—tended to do so as well, all R2

changes � .05. On the other hand, only the preoccu-
pied romantic relationship score approached provid-
ing a significant increment after the corresponding
friendship score had been entered.

In the prediction of the friendship styles, two of the
scores for relationships with parents provided signif-

Table 6 Correlations of Corresponding Styles for Different
Relationships

Relationship Style

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Parent–friend .36** .47** .42**
Parent–romantic .23 .48** .07
Friend–romantic .28* .62** .53**

* p � .05; ** p � .01.

Table 7 Unique Contribution of Each Relationship’s Style
Scores in Predicting Style Scores of Other Relationships

Relationship Style

Secure Preoccupied Dismissing

Prediction of parent
1. Friend entered 

second .06* .05� .17**
2. Romantic entered 

second .02 .05� .03
Prediction of friend

1. Parent entered 
second .06* .04� .13**

2. Romantic entered 
second .05� .22** .26**

Prediction of romantic 
partner

1. Parent entered 
second .02 .04� .03

2. Friend entered 
second .05� .22** .30**

Note: The table depicts the changes in R2 when a second relation-
ship’s score is added as a second step in a regression equation in
which one relationship’s score is being predicted from the scores
of the other relationships. For example, the first row depicts the R2

changes associated with the inclusion of the friend’s score to an
equation predicting parent’s score from romantic partner’s score
(i.e., the increase above that provided by romantic partner alone).
* p � .05; ** p � .01; � p � .10.
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icant increments when entered after the correspond-
ing romantic relationship score, and there was a trend
for the third—the preoccupied style—to provide an
increment as well, all R2 changes � .04. Similarly,
when the corresponding romantic relationship score
was entered second, two provided a significant incre-
ment, and the third provided a near-significant in-
crement as well, all R2 changes � .05.

In the prediction of the romantic relationship style
scores, the friendship style scores provided a signif-
icant or near-significant increment above that ob-
tained from the parent style scores, all R2 changes � .06,
ps � .05. In contrast, only the preoccupied parent
style score approached providing a significant incre-
ment above that obtained from the friendship style
scores.

Associations among Relationship Experiences

To examine the associations among relationship
experiences, analyses were conducted on the experi-
ence scores derived from the interview, and on the
factor scores of the NRI. The links among the support
scores of the three interviews were examined first. Pa-
rental support was significantly related to dyadic
support in romantic relationships, r(67) � .34, p � .05,
and tended to be related to dyadic support in friend-
ships, r(67) � .23, p � .10. Support scores in friend-
ships and romantic relationships were not signifi-
cantly related, r(67) � .05, ns.

The links between the control scores for friend-
ships and romantic relationships were examined
next. (A parallel variable did not exist for relation-
ships with parents.) The friend controlling behavior
and romantic partner controlling behavior scores
were significantly related, r(67) � .31, p � .05, as were
the self controlling behavior scores for the two types
of relationships, r(67) � .25, p � .05.

Finally the correlations of the NRI support and
negative interaction scores across the three types of
relationships were examined (see Table 8). Once
again, perceptions of parental support were signifi-
cantly related to perceptions of support by friends
and romantic partners, rs(67) � .25, p � .05, whereas
perceptions of support by friends and romantic part-
ners were unrelated. Negative interaction scores in
the three relationships all tended to be related to one
another, rs(67) � .24, ps � .06.

DISCUSSION

Consistent with past findings (Furman, 1999; Furman
& Wehner, 1994), adolescents’ views of friendships
and romantic relationships were found to be consis-

tently related, as were their views of friendships and
parent–adolescent relationships. The links between
representations of relationships with parents and ro-
mantic partners were somewhat inconsistent.

Very similar patterns of results were found for in-
ternal working models and relational styles, even
though corresponding models and styles were only
modestly related, mean r(67) � .25. The consistency
of findings indicates that the associations are not
specific to a particular method of assessment. Fur-
thermore, the links also are not simply a function of
method variance, as that explanation could not
account for the consistency of findings with the two
methods. Moreover, if the findings were simply due
to method variance, the links between views of
relationships with parents and views of romantic
relationships should have been as consistent as the
other links. Finally, a method variance explanation
would have difficulty accounting for the results of
the regression analyses. Frequently, the addition of
the views of a second type of relationship provided
a significant increment in the prediction of the
views of the final relationship type. If the links re-
flected only method variance, the variance should
have been shared by all three types of relationships,
and the amount of unique variance should have
been low.

In a similar vein, the pattern of relations does not
seem to reflect some personality trait. If a personal-
ity trait were responsible for the links, one would
have also expected a consistent pattern of associa-
tions across the three types of relationships. One
would also have expected a high proportion of indi-
viduals to be classified the same for the three types
of relationships, but only 36% were (chance � 17%).
An explanation in terms of personality traits would
also have difficulty accounting for other research
that has shown categorizations of the AAI to be un-
related to categorizations of discourse about work
that were based on a similar interview (Crowell et
al., 1996). Instead, the associations found in this
study seem to reflect links in the representations of
these relationships.

Table 8 Correlations of Perceived Support and Negative Inter-
actions in Different Relationships

Support
Negative

Interactions

Parent–friend .25* .26*
Parent–romantic .25* .24�

Friend–romantic .00 .25*

* p � .05; � p � .10.
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Links among Relationships

Past work on adult attachment has focused on the
influence of parent–child relationships on romantic
relationships, and has given little consideration to
the role of friendships. In the present study, however,
consistent links were found between views of friend-
ships and romantic relationships. All of the correla-
tions between views of friendships and romantic
relationships were significant. Moreover, the three
prototype scores and the three style scores for friend-
ships each provided a significant increment in the
prediction of corresponding scores for romantic rela-
tionships. In contrast, none of the scores for relation-
ships with parents provided a significant increment.
Although one cannot infer causality from these cross-
sectional data, the findings are consistent with the
idea that views of close friendships may shape expec-
tations in romantic relationships.

Views of friendships were also related to views of
relationships with parents. In fact, an examination
of the overall pattern of results suggests that views of
friendships may mediate the links between views of re-
lationships with parents and those of romantic rela-
tionships. Friendships were linked not only with each
of the other two types of relationships, but when their
influence was controlled for, the links between views
of relationships with parents and those with romantic
partners were no longer significant. One might spec-
ulate that experiences in relationships with parents
may influence expectations of friendships, but be-
cause they are peer relationships, the experiences in
friendships and the expectations that result from
them may be the mechanism that influences expecta-
tions for romantic relationships, or at least adolescent
romantic relationships. Longitudinal work, however,
will be required to test this hypothesis.

Moreover, the mediator explanation is not a com-
plete account of the relations because the views of
friendships consistently provided a significant incre-
ment in the prediction of views of romantic relation-
ships after views of relationships with parents had
been entered. It seems that views of friendships may
serve as a mechanism for carrying forth not only what
has been learned in relationships with parents, but
also what has been learned in friendships. Consistent
with the behavioral systems conceptualization (Fur-
man, 1999; Furman & Wehner, 1994), friendships seem
to play an important role in their own right, although
firm inferences about causality will require longitudi-
nal studies.

What might account for the somewhat inconsistent
links between views of relationships with parents and
those with romantic partners? Some adolescents may

be reluctant to acknowledge any similarities in their
relationships with parents and those with romantic
partners. Some may go through a phase of conflict
with parents, overtly distancing themselves in the
process of transforming these relationships (Larson,
Richards, Moneta, Holmbeck, & Duckett, 1996).
Whereas these explanations may account for the rela-
tively weak relations between the adolescents’ BSQ
style scores for relationships with parents and roman-
tic partners, it is more difficult for these explana-
tions to account for the somewhat inconsistent ties
between working model scores. These ties should be
less influenced by such overt efforts to distort the pre-
sentation of adolescents’ relationships with parents.
Moreover, such explanations would lead one to ex-
pect views of relationships with parents to be unre-
lated to views of friendships, which is not the case.

The findings can, however, be explained by consid-
ering the behavioral systems that are active in the
different relationships. In middle adolescence, both
romantic partners and friends are expected to be affil-
iative figures (Furman & Wehner, 1994); attachment
processes are not expected to have emerged in most
romantic relationships, although they may be present
in close friendships as well as relationships with par-
ents. If these characterizations are accurate, then one
might expect views of relationships with parents and
romantic partners to be less related because their sa-
lient behavioral systems differ. This explanation
would also predict that the links between views of
romantic relationships and relationships with parents
may be more apparent in late adolescence or adult-
hood, as romantic relationships develop and caregiv-
ing and attachment components become more impor-
tant. Conversely, the links may also become more
apparent as relationships with parents become sym-
metrical and egalitarian in nature. Consistent with
these ideas, past research has found such links in late
adolescence, both at the level of styles and working
models (see Furman & Wehner, 1997).

In effect, the findings suggest that the links among
the views of different relationships vary in nature.
Further support for this idea comes from the analysis
of the variables that examined adolescents’ experi-
ences in these relationships. Links between friend-
ships and romantic relationships were found on the
control–dependency variables. Both friendships and
romantic relationships are voluntary, relatively egali-
tarian relationships. Through experiences in these re-
lationships, children and adolescents may be learning
what relationships are like with somebody relatively
equal to them in status and power. They may learn
how decisions are made and how power is determined
when the other is a peer, rather than a parent or au-
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thority. The experiences in one form of peer relation-
ship may carry over to the other type of relationship.

Links were also found in perceptions of negative
interactions in the three types of relationships. Per-
haps teens vary in their proneness to interpersonal
conflict, or perhaps the experiences with conflict in
one type of relationship may affect conflict in other re-
lationships. Such effects could be explained in terms
of imitation, behavioral contagion, or the influence of
relational views.

Whereas links were found in the control and nega-
tive interaction variables, support in friendships and
romantic relationships were not correlated with each
other. It is possible that the ability to be supportive in
the two types of relationships is unrelated, but it
seems more likely that it is the number of opportuni-
ties to be supportive that is unrelated. That is, friends
and romantic partners may vie for the teens’ atten-
tion; if much time is spent with a romantic partner,
adolescents may have fewer opportunities to have
supportive interactions with friends. Alternatively, if
adolescents’ romantic relationships are relatively short
compared with their friendships, they may have
fewer opportunities to have supportive interactions
with romantic partners. In either case, the length and
seriousness of the romantic relationship may moder-
ate the links between friendships and romantic rela-
tionships (Connolly & Johnson, 1996).

Parental support tended to be related to support in
both friendships and romantic relationships. The sup-
port scores for the friendships and romantic relation-
ships are primarily composed of scales that reflect
features of the attachment and caregiving system
(e.g., communication, seeking support, or providing
support). Attachment theorists have long hypothe-
sized that experiences with parents may influence
how the attachment and caregiving systems are man-
ifested in subsequent relationships (Bowlby, 1973;
Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986).

The significant relations between parental support
and support in romantic relationships also suggests
that links exist between these relationships during the
adolescent years, as well as in adulthood. The find-
ings illustrate that it would be incorrect to infer that
such links did not exist, simply because they had not
been found in the measures of views in this and a
prior study (Furman, 1999). Instead, the task for fu-
ture research is to identify the ways in which the rela-
tionships are linked to one another, and the ways in
which they are not.

Finally, it is interesting to note that similar results
were found with the style and working model mea-
sures even though the two types of measures were
only modestly related to each other. Both types of

measures, however, are thought to assess the ability
to provide caregiving and to rely on attachment fig-
ures in times of need (Shaver, Belsky, & Brennan,
2000). Accordingly, the links between the views of the
relationships may reflect carryover in these features
from one relationship to another. The significant or
near significant ties between parental support and
support in the two forms of peer relationships are
consistent with this idea, although it is not clear how
this explanation would account for the absence of
such a link between romantic relationships and
friendships, or the significant ties in controlling be-
havior in these two types of relationships.

Alternatively, the links among styles and the links
among working models may parallel one another. For
example, we would expect self-perceptions of secu-
rity in one type of relationship to be associated with
self-perceptions of security in another type, just as we
would expect secure internal working models of one
type of relationship to be associated with secure inter-
nal working models of another type. Thus, the simi-
larity in the findings for the style and working model
measures may have occurred not because of the com-
mon element they assess, but because of parallel pro-
cesses underlying the links among each of them.

Differences in Views

Up to this point, we have focused on the concor-
dance in views of different relationships, but the dif-
ferent views were not identical to one another. A
number of adolescents had dismissing working
models of their relationships with parents, but secure
models of relationships with romantic partners or
friends. What might account for this difference? The
higher rates of secure models of these relationships
do not seem to result from an adolescent idealization
of romantic relationships or friendships. To be catego-
rized as having a secure model, adolescents must co-
herently substantiate assertions that their relation-
ships were positive in nature; idealized relationships
would be indicative of dismissing models, not secure
models. Moreover, we did not obtain unusually high
proportions of secure models of friendships and ro-
mantic relationships, but instead had a low propor-
tion of secure models of relationships with parents, a
point returned to shortly.

The difference also does not seem to reflect a tran-
sition from parents to peers as primary attachment
figures. Parents remain the primary secure base for
most adolescents (Hazan, Hutt, Sturgeon, & Bricker,
1991); full-blown romantic attachments do not usu-
ally occur until early adulthood because they are
thought to take an average of 2 years to develop (Fra-
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ley & Davis, 1997; Hazan et al., 1991). In the present
study, the median length of the important relation-
ships adolescents chose to describe was 8 months; the
median of their longest relationship was 11 months.

Even if the transition in primary attachment figure
has not fully happened, perhaps the early phases of
this transition lead to a reworking of models of rela-
tionships with parents. Yet, there is no theoretical rea-
son to expect that a change from being the primary
figure to becoming the secondary figure would result
in a higher proportion of dismissing models of rela-
tionships with parents. In fact, secure representa-
tions of parents appear to be less common in middle
adolescence than in later adolescence or adulthood
(cf. Ward & Carlson, 1995 and van IJzendoorn &
Bakermans-Kranenberg, 1996), yet parents are more
likely to be primary attachment figures to middle
adolescents than they are to young adults (Hazan et
al., 1991).

Instead, it appears that some adolescents may no
longer believe that their parents are available and re-
sponsive to their needs, and may look elsewhere for
satisfying close relationships. They may have positive
expectations for their relationships with friends or ro-
mantic partners, as their interchanges with peers may
generally be positive in nature. In some cases, the ex-
pectations may change in nature if they encounter ad-
verse experiences.

For some individuals, the view that parents are not
responsive may be specific to the adolescent period
when these relationships are undergoing transforma-
tion. They may be less coherent about these relation-
ships or less valuing of them, as they struggle to rede-
fine the relationships. The idea that some portion of
the insecure views may be transitory in nature is sup-
ported by the fact that the proportion of secure
models of relationships with parents appears to be
higher in late adolescence or adulthood than in mid-
dle adolescence (cf. Ward & Carlson, 1996 and Van
IJzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenberg, 1996). Clearly,
longitudinal work is needed to delineate develop-
mental changes in views of relationships and their
links with experiences.

Another possible explanation for the higher pro-
portion of secure models of peer relationships is that
adolescents have some choice in their romantic part-
ners and friends, which may sometimes result in
more positive experiences than those that they had
with their parents. Some adolescents who are prone
to insecurity due to past experiences may have secure
models if they have a partner or friend who is partic-
ularly available and responsive. Again, longitudinal
work could shed light on the developmental course of
views.

Research is also needed to identify the differences
between those who have concordant views of differ-
ent types of relationships, and those who have secure
views of some and insecure views of other relation-
ships. Furman and Wehner (1994) suggested that the
experiences within a particular type of relationship
are especially important in shaping views of that rela-
tionship type, but as yet, this hypothesis has not been
systematically tested. It is also possible that gender or
other individual differences variables may influence
the degree of concordance. The sample size of the
present study, however, precluded examining such
potential differences.

In any case, it is important to emphasize that the
links among views of different types of relationships
are modest in size, even those between friendships and
romantic relationships. Romantic relationships present
new challenges and opportunities to adolescents, just
as friendships did in childhood (Furman & Flanagan,
1997). For example, sexuality is a central feature of ro-
mantic relationships that is not typical of relation-
ships with parents or friends. One’s experiences with
sexuality are likely to shape one’s views of this form
of relationship, but may not affect views of relation-
ships with friends or parents. In effect, the current
findings are consistent with contemporary conceptu-
alizations of development that emphasize carryover
from experiences in relationships, but do not predict
simple replications of the experiences.

Relational Views

The present findings have some interesting impli-
cations for understanding what is being assessed in
the interview and self-report measures. We hypothe-
sized that these measures assessed relational views,
which incorporate representations of features of the
relationship that are salient at a given point in devel-
opment. We were able to use these measures effec-
tively to assess views of friendships and romantic
relationships. It is unclear, however, whether most
adolescent friendships would qualify as attachment
relationships, and most adolescent romantic relation-
ships would certainly not. Accordingly, it appears
that at least the measures of views of friendships and
romantic relationships seem to tap views of general
features of these relationships, and not attachment
per se. Similarly, the links in the views of these rela-
tionships suggest that the carryover in representa-
tions from one type of relationship to another does
not occur just in reference to attachment, but rather in
more general terms.

The AAI has been conceptualized as measuring
“state of mind with respect to attachment” (Hesse,
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1999; Main, 1999). The questions in the AAI were
carefully selected to examine only attachment-related
issues, and thus, only assess states of mind (working
models) regarding attachment. Yet we think that the
state of mind (working model) being assessed could
be part of a broader state of mind that would include
not only representations of attachment, but also care-
giving, affiliation, and other elements of intimacy and
closeness—in other words, a relational view. This
conceptual distinction is a relatively minor one when
the attachment system is the most important aspect of
these relationships; however, it is more important
when affiliation and caregiving by children are cen-
tral features of relationships with parents, such as
might occur as individuals and their parents grow
older. Then we would expect the states of mind
(working model) with respect to parental figures to
center on representations of caregiving and affilia-
tion, as well as attachment. The concept of relational
view is particularly important when assessing repre-
sentations of other attachment relationships, such as
committed romantic relationships, in which affilia-
tion, caregiving, and sexuality all play important roles.

Additionally, we found that the models of different
relationships were related, yet distinct. Young adults’
models of relationships with parents and their rela-
tionships with romantic partners have also been
found to be relatively distinct (Owens et al., 1995). Ac-
cordingly, it seems that the interview measures are
somewhat specific to different types of relationships,
and thus, the AAI may measure state of mind regard-
ing attachment with parental figures only, and not all
attachment figures. This distinction is particularly im-
portant when individuals have multiple attachment
relationships, such as with parents and romantic part-
ners, because they may have different states of mind
(working models) regarding the different types of at-
tachment relationships.

The current study also found that the styles of
different types of relationships were associated with
one another, but clearly were not identical. This pat-
tern of findings is consistent with hierarchical models
of representations (e.g., Collins & Read, 1994; Furman
& Simon, 1999) and with past work that has found
significant but modest links among attachment styles
of different types of relationships (see Crowell et al.,
1999).

Main and other researchers developed invaluable
tools for assessing representations of attachment rela-
tionships. The present findings suggest that these
measures may contribute in ways beyond their pri-
mary intention, as it appears that the approach under-
lying them can be applied for examining other close,
nonattachment relationships.

As the application of these approaches is extended
to other types of relationships, a better understanding
should be gained of views of relationships and the
links among different relationships. The present find-
ings suggest that views of and experiences in the dif-
ferent relationships may be linked, but longitudinal
work will be required both to untangle the causal
links and to delineate the developmental course of
these views. Such research may also help identify the
factors that contribute to concordant or discordant
views. It is hoped that the present study may serve as
a springboard for examining such issues.
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APPENDIX

SAMPLE ITEMS OF THE BEHAVIORAL
SYSTEMS QUESTIONNAIRE

Secure style
Attachment: I seek out “MY FRIENDS” when something

bad happens.
Caregiving: I enjoy being able to take care of “MY

FRIENDS.”
Affiliation: Both “MY FRIENDS” and I make frequent ef-

forts to see and talk with each other.
Preoccupied style

Attachment: I am afraid “MY FRIENDS” think I am too
dependent.
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Caregiving: I get too wrapped up in “MY FRIENDS’”
worries.

Affiliation: I want to do more things with “MY
FRIENDS” than they want to.

Dismissing style
Attachment: I rarely turn to “MY FRIENDS” when upset.
Caregiving: I want “MY FRIENDS” to be independent

and not need me.
Affiliation: I do not put much effort into having good re-

lationships with “MY FRIENDS.”
Note: These items are from the version assessing styles

for friendships. Parallel versions exist for romantic relation-
ships and relationships with parents.
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