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Abstract
We examined the factor structure and construct validity of a promising measure of pathology of separation-individuation (PATHSEP) in a university sample of emergent adults (N = 245). Participants responded to the original 39-item scale (Christenson and Wilson, 1985), and also to the Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis, 1993), five subscales from the Separation-Individuation Test of Adolescence (Levine, Green & Millon, 1986), three subscales from the College Adjustment Scale (Anton and Reed, 1991) and the categorical and dimensional measure of adult attachment style (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).  Principal components analysis derived a one-factor, 19-item scale, accounting for 36% of the variance.   PATHSEP showed strong evidence of convergent and discriminant validity with respect to SITA subscales, and was a strong predictor of interpersonal and family problems.  PATHSEP was positively correlated with nine indicators of symptomatology and both fearful and preoccupied attachment style.  These findings provide preliminary evidence in favor of the construct validity of PATHSEP.
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Introduction
Separation-individuation is a  process by which children establish self-other boundaries and the intrapsychic representations that encourage autonomy and individuation.   Disturbances in separation-individuation are assumed to adversely affect psychosocial functioning across the lifespan, resulting in personality and relational dysfunctions. Although this process is thought to be critically engaged in the first years of life, it is generally agreed that adolescence and young adulthood constitute a (second phase( wherein these issues are renegotiated in light of the developmental tasks common to this age period (Blos, 1962; Josselson, 1982). The task of the late adolescent is to differentiate one(s self-image from parental identifications and to establish it on an independent footing in the context of mutually-validating relationships (Josselson, 1988; Lapsley, Rice & Shadid, 1989).  

Hence the goal of separation-individuation is (relational autonomy,( whereby independence and self-governance are affirmed within the context of ongoing relational commitments.  The developmental task of the adolescent and emergent adult is to flexibly manage the ongoing dialectic between separation and connectedness, while avoiding the undesirable outcomes of fusion and enmeshment, on the one hand, and complete detachment and isolation, on the other.  In other words, the desire for self-assertion, the desire to exercise autonomous agency, must be realized in a way that does not give in to narcissistic isolation.   Hence, self-investment and self-regard necessarily exist in  dynamic tension with object relational needs.  Bakan (1966) has called this dialectical tension the (duality of human existence( because it is around the themes of agency and communion that much of our lives take meaning, and not just in adolescence.

A number of assessment strategies have been devised to measure elements of separation-individuation, although extant measures have proven to be of limited utility to clinicians and researchers.  In this context a measure of pathology of separation-individuation (PATHSEP) holds more promise (Christenson & Wilson, 1985).  The original construction of PATHSEP was guided by Mahler(s (Mahler, Pine & Bergman, 1975) work on infantile separation-individuation.  According to Mahler, separation-individuation unfolds over several phases of increasing differentiation that culminate when self- and object-representations (of caregivers) are consolidated into a stable intrapsychic image ((object constancy() that is comforting to the child in the caregivers absence.  Disturbance of  separation-individuation  is assumed to result in patterns of personal and relational dysfunction throughout the lifecourse. 

Pine (1979) argued that the adult manifestation of disturbance in separation-individuation takes two forms.   A (lower-order( disturbance is characterized by uncertain self-other boundaries; by an experience of merger with another and the loss of the sense of the existential self.  A (higher order( disturbance is marked by an inability to tolerate aloneness; by an attempt to reestablish coercive omnipotent control over others; and by deficits in object constancy.

On the basis of this clinical-developmental theory Christenson and Wilson (1985, p. 562) argued that pathology of separation-individuation is manifested (in difficulty in differentiation of self from others, in splitting of the self and other internal representations into (good( and (bad,( and in relationship disturbances in aloneness tolerance, coercion and object constancy.(  Their initial attempt to measure these manifestations of pathology of separation-individuation yielded a 65 item-scale that reflect three symptom patterns: differentiation failure, splitting, relational disturbance.  Subsequent scale reduction  found that 39 items discriminated a sample of adults diagnosed with borderline personality from a random control group of university employees.   This 39-item scale reported satisfactory internal consistency ( α = .92) and a unitary factor structure (otherwise not described)  that accounted for 49% of the variance.   Moreover, Christenson and Wilson (1965) found that a majority of  individuals who were diagnosed with borderline personality disorder scored 190 or above on the 39-item scale, suggesting a preliminary cut-off score for diagnostic purposes.

Only a few studies have used this scale in subsequent research.  In one study, women reported fewer signs of pathology of separation-individuation than did men (McChrystal & Dolan, 1994), although no gender differences were reported by Allen and Stoltenberg (1995).   Another study reported, as anticipated, significant negative correlations between pathology of separation-individuation and both emotional autonomy and self-esteem, and the scale  predicted the extent to which parents communicated rejection and overprotection  (Ryan & Lynch, 1989, Study 3).   Although this initial evidence is promising, more evidence of construct validity is needed, particularly with respect to its potential use with non-clinical samples (Allen & Stoltenberg, 1995).

To this end Lapsley and his colleagues (Lapsley & Edgerton, 1998, in press; Lapsley, Aalsma & Varshney, 2001) recently initiated a program of research on the factor structure and construct validity of the Christenson and Wilson (1985) scale, which they have denoted (PATHSEP.(  In one study Lapsley and Edgerton (in press) reported that the 39-item PATHSEP demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency ( α = .89) and was a strong predictor of insecure adult attachment styles and poor college adjustment.  Similarly, Lapsley, Aalsma and Varshney (2001) reported two studies that attempted to determine if the 39-item scale could be reduced into a single-factor, construct valid diagnostic screen for use in non-clinical university settings.  In the first study exploratory factor analysis revealed a 19-item, one-factor, internally consistent scale, accounting for 36% of the variance. In the second study, these items (with one exception) coalesced around a single factor, accounting for 35% of the variance.  Moreover, this 18-item scale was moderately and positively correlated with indices of insecure attachment, with the Center for Epidemiology Studies-Depression Scale, and with indices of psychiatric symptomatology (Hopkins Symptom Checklist).  Moreover, PATHSEP was a strong predictor of poor college adjustment.

The purpose of this study was to provide further evidence of the construct validity of PATHSEP, in three ways.  First, we explored the factor structure of PATHSEP using more stringent item retention criteria than was used in previous research. Second, we attempted to provide the first evidence of convergent validity of PATHSEP by examining its relationship with those subscales of the Separation Individuation Test of Adolescence (SITA)  that are most strongly predictive of MMPI-derived psychopathology (Holmbeck & Leake, 1999).  Third, we attempted to cast a wider nomological net by examining validity coefficients with indices of self-esteem, family and interpersonal problems (from the College Adjustment Scales); with indices of psychiatric symptoms (from the Brief Symptom Inventory); and with ratings of adult attachment style (secure, fearful, preoccupied, dismissing).


Method
Participants.   Two-hundred forty-five late adolescents (167 females, 78 males: Mage = 20.35, sd = 3.80) participated in this study.  Participants were predominantly Caucasian (92%)  freshman and sophomores (71%) university students who volunteered for modest course credit. 

Instruments.  The original version of  PATHSEP consisted of 39 scale items that reflect difficulty in self-other differentiation, splitting and relation disturbances, manifested in terms of coercion, concerns about object constancy and tolerating aloneness.  These items are rated along a 10-step Likert continuum, with higher scores indicating more pathology of separation-individuation.  As noted earlier a shortened 18- and 19-item scale has also been reported (Lapsley et al., 2001). 

 In addition to PATHSEP, participants responded to 5 subscales from the Separation-Individuation Test of Adolescence (SITA, Levine, Green & Millon, 1986): separation anxiety (α = .78), engulfment anxiety  (α = .81), self-centeredness ( α = .85), dependency denial ( α = .87) and healthy separation ( α = .73).  These scales were selected on the basis of recent research (Holmbeck & Leake, 1999) which demonstrated their differential relationship to MMPI indices of adjustment (healthy separation), and maladjustment (separation anxiety, dependency denial, engulfment anxiety, self-centeredness).

Participants also responded  to the Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI, Derogatis, 1993).  The BSI is a 53 item scale that can be decomposed into 9 subscales, each of which taps a different psychiatric symptom pattern.  These subscales include somatization ( α = .85), anxiety ( α = .82), hostility ( α = .78), paranoid ideation ( α = .79), psychoticism ( α = .76), phobic anxiety ( α = .84), interpersonal sensitivity ( α = .85), depression ( α = .89) and obsessive-compulsion ( α = .79).

Three subscales from the College Adjustment Scales (Anton & Reed, 1991) were also used.  These subscales assess interpersonal problems ( α = .79), self-esteem problems ( α = .85) and family problems ( α = .79). 

Adult attachment styles were assessed with the methodology designed by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991).  Four attachment styles are described by brief statements and participants are required to endorse the one statement that is most self-descriptive.  The secure attachment style is characterized by a positive sense of self-worth plus and an expectation that others are trustworthy, reliable and available.  The dismissing attachment style is characterized by a positive working model of the self but a highly negative model of others.   The preoccupied attachment style is characterized by a model of the self as unlovable or unworthy, but a positive view of others.  Finally, the fearful attachment style is characterized by a sense of self-unworthiness and a view that others are rejecting, untrustworthy or unavailable.  After endorsing one of these classifications, participants are also asked to rate the self-descriptiveness of each of the four attachment classifications along a 7-step continuum (not at all like me to very much like me).  This dimensional rating provides a continuous score for each participant on each of the four attachment styles.


Results
The internal consistency of the 39-item PATHSEP scale was quite adequate ( α = .88).  The inter-item correlation matrix was explored to determine whether it was amenable to factor analysis.  The determinant of the correlation matrix ( R < .001) was adequate.  Moreover, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic, another measure of sampling adequacy, was . 84, which is considered (meritorious( (Kaiser, 1974). Consequently, the (factorability( of PATHSEP was deemed appropriate.

Initial Factor Analysis. A factor analysis, extracting principal components, was conducted on the 39-item PATHSEP scale.  An inspection of initial eigenvalues indicated two factors according to parallel analysis criteria (see Lautenschlager, 1989), accounting for 30.38% of the variance.  Three factors, accounting for 34.77% of the variance, was indicated by the resulting scree plot.  Consequently, we explored both two and three factor solutions in subsequent principal component analyses, with varimax rotation. 

Three Factor Solution. A principal components analysis, with varimax rotation of three factors, was conducted on the 39-item scale.  The three extracted components accounted for 34.25% of the variance.  The rotated component matrix for the three factor solution is reported in Table 1.  In our interpretation of the component matrix we used item retention criteria (factor loadings > .50) that was more stringent than reported in previous studies (e.g., Lapsley et al., 2001).  As can be seen in Table 1, the first rotated factor included 16  items (α = .88) that met this retention criteria, the second factor included 4 items (α = .46), reflecting a tendency to (split( the self and object world into good and bad, and aggressive consequences of close relationships), and the third factor included 3  item (α = .74, reflecting concerns for maternal approval and closeness to family). Note that the second factor is not conceptually cohesive (reflecting the dual concerns of splitting and relational (hurting() and is not  internally consistent.  The third factor is more conceptually cohesive (reflecting family enmeshment issues), and reports somewhat stronger internal consistency, but consists of too few items to warrant retaining as a subscale.

Two Factor Solution.  A principal components analysis, with varimax rotation of two factors, was conducted on the 39-item scale.  The two extracted components accounted for 29.89% of the variance.  The rotated component matrix of the two factor solution is reported in Table 2.  As can be seen in Table 2, the first rotated factor consists of 19 items (α = .90), the second factor of just 2 items (α = .87).   Given the paucity of items for the second factor, we elected to retain only the 19-items that load onto the first principal component.


Factor Analysis of the 19-Item Scale. The internal consistency of the 19-item scale ( α = .90) was comparable to the internal consistency reported for the full 39-item scale ( α = .88). Item-to-total correlations ranged from .44 to .66 (Mr = .54). The inter-item correlation matrix was explored to determine whether it was amenable to factor analysis.  The determinant of the correlation matrix  (R < .001) was adequate.  Moreover, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic was . 89, which is considered (meritorious( (Kaiser, 1974). Consequently, the (factorability( of the 19-item PATHSEP scale was deemed appropriate. 

 We next explored the factor structure of the 19-item scale, extracting principal components.   An inspection of initial eigenvalues using parallel analysis criteria indicated just a single factor, accounting for 36.51% of the variance,.  Two factors, accounting for 42.86% of the variance, were suggested by the resulting scree plot.  We explored the possibility of a second viable factor in a subsequent principal components analysis, with varimax rotation.  The rotated component matrix for this analysis is reported in Table 3.   

As Table 3 indicates, there are 10 eigenvalues > .50 associated with the first component, and only 3 eigenvalues > .50 associated with the second component.  The remaining 6 items load rather equally on either component.  Moreover, the interpretation of the items do not clearly differentiate the two factors. If we restrict interpretation to just those items with eigenvalues > .50, then Factor 1 appears to reflect a concern about manipulation in close relationships (# 9) or else using others to meet self needs  (# 34, # 37, # 38);  the fear of losing the self in enmeshed relationships (#29, #32, # 14); or general anxiety about object constancy 

(# 35, # 22, # 27.  Factor 2 appears to represent the affective consequences ((feeling worse() of close relationship (# 2, # 1) and the fear of losing the self in relationship (# 13).  However, the affective consequences of close relationship are also themes evident of  items that load more equally on both components, such as # 25 (feeling (worthless(), and # 12 and # 26 (feeling (empty().  Moreover, the theme of losing-the-self in enmeshed relationships is also found elsewhere on the scale (# 13).  Hence, given the thematic similarities between the two components, we thought it prudent to regard the 19-item scale as unitary measure of pathology of separation-individuation.  The19-item PATHSEP scale was used in all subsequent analyses.

Validity Coefficients.  Table 4 reports the validity coefficients of PATHSEP with other measures.   The correlations with SITA indicate strong evidence of convergent (engulfment, separation anxiety, dependency denial) and discriminant (healthy separation) validity.  PATHSEP is also a strong predictor of interpersonal ( r = .63) and family ( r = .37) problems, and it is positively correlated with all 9 indicators of psychiatric symptomatology (Mr = .43).  Finally, PATHSEP  was positively correlated with fearful and preoccupied adult attachment styles ( r = .32) and negatively correlated, as anticipated, with secure adult attachment 

( r = -.32).

The relation between adult attachment classifications and PATHSEP was further explored with an Attachment Category (4: secure, fearful, preoccupied, dismissing) x Gender ANOVA.  Significant effects were found for Attachment Category, F(3, 230) = 10.31, p < .001.  Post-hoc comparisons (Tukey(s HSD) indicated that participants with fearful and preoccupied adult attachments reported significantly more pathology of separation-individuation than did participants with secure attachments (see Table 5). No other effects were evident. 


Discussion
The purpose of this study was to further explore the factor structure and construct validity of a promising measure of pathology of separation-individuation, denoted here as PATHSEP.  The original 39-item scale derived by Christiansen and Wilson (1985) was reported to be a one-factor scale that discriminated patients diagnosed with borderline personality from normal controls.  Our aim was to derive a briefer version of the scale that might be found useful in assessing dysfunctional separation-individuation in non-clinical samples of late adolescents and emergent adults, using more stringent item selection criteria than was used in previous research (e.g., Lapsley et al., 2001).  We were also interested in providing the first evidence of convergent and discriminant validity.  This was done by correlating PATHSEP with those subscales from the Separation-Individuation Test of Adolescence (SITA) that are most predictive of MMPI-pathology (engulfment anxiety, separation-anxiety, dependency denial) and of healthy separation-individuation.  The construct validity of PATHSEP was also explored by examining its pattern of correlations within indices of secure and insecure attachment, psychiatric symptomatology, and (college adjustment( scales measure interpersonal, family and self-esteem problems.  These data are novel to the literature. 

Exploratory factor analysis successfully reduced the 39-item scale to a 19-item scale that possessed strong psychometric properties.  The 19-item scale reported strong internal consistency (α = .90).  It resolved into a single factor that accounted for 36% of the variance. Moreover, PATHSEP reported strong evidence of convergent validity.  It was strongly and positively correlated, for example, with SITA measures of separation anxiety ( r = .52), engulfment anxiety ( r = .28) and with dependency denial ( r = .45), and negatively correlated with the SITA measure of healthy separation ( r = -.46).  A similar pattern of convergent-discriminant validity was evident in the pattern of correlations between PATHSEP and indices of adult attachment style. Hence, PATHSEP was positively correlated, as expected, with indices of fearful and preoccupied attachment (both r = .32), and negatively correlated with secure adult attachment ( r = - .32).  Moreover, PATHSEP was strongly correlated with all 9 indices of psychiatric symptomatology measured by the Brief Symptom Inventory, and with the College Adjustment Scales that measure interpersonal, self-esteem and family problems.

The present data, then, give further evidence in favor of the construct validity of a single-factor, 19-item measure of pathology of separation-individuation. PATHSEP has demonstrated strong internal consistency and an encouraging pattern of convergent and discriminant validity, which should make it a useful addition to the diagnostic tools available to counselors who work with late adolescents in clinical settings.  It will also greatly facilitate empirical research on the dynamics of adolescent personality development.
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	Table 1

Rotated Component Matrix for Three Factor Solution of 39-Item Scale (for eigenvalues  > .50)

	
	
	Component

	Item #
	                                                                      PATHSEP Item
	1
	2
	3

	14
	Like others, when ever I see someone I really respect and to whom I look up to, I often feel worse about myself.
	.634
	
	

	37
	I must admit that whenever I see someone else(s faults, I feel better.
	.626
	
	

	1
	When people really care for someone, they often feel worse about themselves.
	.622
	
	

	6
	I find that people seem to change whenever I get to know them.
	.618
	
	

	5
	People need to maintain control over others to keep them from being harmed.
	.579
	
	

	2
	When someone gets too emotionally close to another person, they often feel worse.
	.575
	
	

	38
	I am tempted to try to control other people in order to keep them close to me.
	.566
	
	

	35
	I find it difficult to really know another person.
	.545
	
	

	25
	Whenever I am angry with someone, I feel worthless.
	.544
	
	

	32
	I find that when I get emotionally close to someone, I sometimes feel that I have lost a part of who I am.
	.544
	
	

	9
	I find that others often treat me as if I am just there to meet their every wish.
	.543
	
	

	29
	Often, when I am in a close relationship, I find that my sense of who I am gets lost.
	.528
	
	

	4
	It is when people start getting close to someone that they are most likely to get hurt.
	.525
	
	

	13
	I sometimes feel that part of me is lost whenever I agree with someone.
	.517
	
	

	12
	I need other people around me to not feel empty.
	.511
	
	

	20
	I find that either I really like someone or I can(t stand them.
	.508
	
	

	7
	It is easy for me to see my good and bad qualities at the same time
	
	.590
	

	30
	I find it difficult to see others as having both good and bad qualities at the same time.
	
	.541
	

	39
	I must admit that whenever I get emotionally close to someone I sometimes want to hurt them.
	
	.523
	

	19
	I find that, whenever I get emotionally close to someone, I occasionally feel like hurting myself.
	
	.507
	

	36
	I find that it is important for me to have my mother(s approval before making an important decision.
	
	
	.860

	17
	In my experience, I almost always consult my mother before making an important decision.
	
	
	.851

	33
	Whenever I am away from my family, I feel very uneasy.
	
	
	.572


	Table 2

Rotated Component Matrix for Two-Factor Solution of the 39-Item Scale (for eigenvalues > .50)

	
	
	Component

	Item #
	PATHSEP Item
	1
	2

	32
	I find that when I get emotionally close to someone, I sometimes feel that I have lost a part of who I am.
	.692
	

	37
	I must admit that whenever I see someone else(s faults, I feel better.
	.641
	

	14
	Like others, when ever I see someone I really respect and to whom I look up to, I often feel worse about myself
	.639
	

	29
	Often, when I am in a close relationship, I find that my sense of who I am gets lost
	.632
	

	25
	Whenever I am angry with someone, I feel worthless
	.629
	

	38
	I am tempted to try to control other people in order to keep them close to me.
	.627
	

	1
	When people really care for someone, they often feel worse about themselves
	.620
	

	35
	I find it difficult to really know another person
	.600
	

	27
	In my experiences, people always seem to hate me.
	.592
	

	2
	When someone gets too emotionally close to another person, they often feel worse
	.589
	

	13
	I sometimes feel that part of me is lost whenever I agree with someone
	.587
	

	9
	I find that others often treat me as if I am just there to meet their every wish.
	.563
	

	26
	If I were able to tell my deepest thoughts, I would feel empty.
	.582
	

	12
	I need other people around me to not feel empty.
	.539
	

	34
	Getting physical affection itself seems more important to me than who gives it to me.
	.536
	

	22
	I find it difficult to form mental pictures of people important to me.
	.526
	

	5
	People need to maintain control over others to keep them from being harmed.
	.524
	

	6
	I find that people seem to change whenever I get to know them
	.514
	

	4
	It is when people start getting close to someone that they are most likely to get hurt.
	.510
	

	36
	I find it important for me to have my mother(s approval before making an important decision.
	
	-.822

	17
	In my experience, I almost always consult my mother before making an important decision.
	
	-.791


	Table 3

Rotated Component Matrix for Two-Factor Solution of the 19-Item Scale

	
	
	Component

	Item #
	PATHSEP Item
	1
	2

	38
	I am tempted to try to control other people in order to keep them close to me.
	.715
	.09

	37
	I must admit that whenever I see someone else(s faults, I feel better
	.672
	.174

	9
	I find that others often treat me as if I am just there to meet their every wish.
	.620
	.163

	29
	Often, when I am in a close relationship, I find that my sense of who I am gets lost
	.587
	.324

	27
	In my experiences, people always seem to hate me.
	.581
	.261

	35
	I find it difficult to really know another person
	.566
	.313

	32
	I find that when I get emotionally close to someone, I sometimes feel that I have lost a part of who I am.
	.562
	.435

	34
	Getting physical affection itself seems more important to me than who gives it to me.
	.543
	.178

	22
	I find it difficult to form mental pictures of people important to me.
	.543
	.168

	14
	Like others, when ever I see someone I really respect and to whom I look up to, I often feel worse about myself
	.538
	.391

	25
	Whenever I am angry with someone, I feel worthless
	.466
	.389

	12
	I need other people around me to not feel empty
	.449
	.291

	5
	People need to maintain control over others to keep them from being harmed
	.435
	.302

	6
	I find that people seem to change whenever I get to know them
	.408
	.353

	2
	When someone gets too emotionally close to another person, they often feel worse
	.102
	.875

	1
	When people really care for someone, they often feel worse about themselves
	.161
	.849

	13
	I sometimes feel that part of me is lost whenever I agree with someone
	.338
	.538

	4
	It is when people start getting close to someone that they are most likely to get hurt.
	.303
	.466

	26
	If I were able to tell my deepest thoughts, I would feel empty.
	.434
	.459


	Table 4

Correlation of PATHSEP with Indices of Separation-Individuation, College Adjustment, Psychiatric Symptoms and Adult Attachment Style.

	Measures
	r with PATHSEP

	Separation-Individuation Test of Adolescence
	

	          Self-Centeredness (α = .85)
	-.08

	          Engulfment Anxiety (α = .81)
	.28*

	          Separation-Anxiety (α = .78)
	.52*

	          Dependency Denial (α = .87)
	.45*

	          Healthy Separation (α = .73)
	-.46*

	College Adjustment Scale
	

	           Interpersonal Problems (α = .79)
	.63*

	          Self-Esteem Problems (α = .85)
	.59*

	          Family Problems (α = .79)
	..37*

	Brief Symptom Inventory
	

	          Anxiety (α = .82)
	.45*

	          Hostility (α = .78)
	.36*

	          Paranoid Ideation (α = .79)
	.53*

	          Psychoticism (α = .76)
	.45*

	          Phobic Anxiety (α = .84)
	.39*

	          Interpersonal Sensitivity (α = .85)
	.49*

	          Depression (α = .89)
	.49*

	          Somatization (α = .85)
	.32*

	          Obsessive-Compulsion (α = .79)
	.42*

	Adult Attachment Style (1-item dimensional ratings)
	

	          Secure Attachment Style
	-.32*

	          Fearful Attachment Style
	.32*

	          Preoccupied Attachment Style
	.32*

	          Dismissing Attachment Style
	.03


* p < .01

	Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations for PATHSEP Scores by Adult Attachment Style Classifications

	
	Adult Attachment Style Classifications

	
	Secure
	Fearful
	Preoccupied
	Dismissing

	Mean
	47.4512
	65.5313
	67.9123
	51.873

	Standard Deviation
	20.44
	24.55
	25.29
	23.27

	N
	97
	62
	46
	33

	Note.  Means that share a common superscript are significantly different from each other (p. < .05)


