Parenting and attachment intergenerational
transmission between grandmothers, mothers,
fathers and adolescent children

in different regions of Poland
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Attachment IGT: The process

Mother > Father
Ecocultural model of intergenerational

relations (Bronfenbrenner, 2007;
Goodnow, 2007; Trommsdorff, 2009;
van lJzendoorn & Bakermans-
Kranenburg, 1996).

Parent’s early
experiences

~ later

|r .I %
k.\hﬁattachmenti Y
——
Parent’s
attachment

Re_gign_s of Poland

A
( 50CIE|Cﬂn‘tE}{t;'

o Parenting
behavior
(Cold character) ———> 1 -
\_Ll_c amjtf,r/ Other friends
siblings

ild’ attachment
Child’s —

figure’s
anachmey g grandparents

Figure 1. A contextual model of attachment intergenerational transmission
proposed by Bakermans-Kranenburg and van lJzendoorn (1996, p.3).




Attachment IGT: Parenting as the ,transmission belt”

The role of parenting in fostering attachment security in children:
* Sensitivity: acceptance (Ainsworth, 1967; Bowlby, 1973)
* Insensitive parenting (Berlin, 2008): Rejection (not equal to the lack of acceptance), intrusion

+» Control: sensitive to cultural context (Sumer & Kagitcibasi, 2010)

The ,transmission gap” (van ljzendoorn, 1995): 80% of transmission mechanisms remain unknown
The need for study mediating/moderating mechanisms!

Following research concentated mainly on proximal context variables (e.g., contextual factors in the study of
Fox, 1995) or individual characteristics (e.g., maternal reflective functioning in the study of Slade et al., 2005)



Attachment IGT: Why culturaly-informed studies are needed?

% universal basis of attachment: biologically based activation of attachment system, normative across
cultures

+¢ cultural basis of attachment:

cross-cultural (e.g., Albert et al., 2007; Rothbaum, 2010; Sumer and Kagitcibasi, 2010; van ljzendoorn,
2008)

v" The meaning of parental sensitivity in the context of security fostering

v" developmental tasks of adolescence affect /do not affect attachment relationship with parents
(generative tensions related with individuation in Western cultures, where avoidance is not the
major threat for partner’s security)

intracultural (e.g., Cook, 2000; Grossmann et al; 1981, 1985; Rothbaum et al, 2000a3;
Sagi et al, 1997; Tomlinson et al., 2005)

v" SES, urbanization
child-care arrangements
health (depression, nutrition)

AR

other historically based culture-characteristics



Polish historical &cultural context The , fourth” Partition of Poland

w ,, The 1939 division

The Period of Partitions (1772-1918):

The Third Pastition of Poland 1795
&

¥

The Third Partition of Poland
(1795) was the last in a series
of the Partitions of Poland of
the land of the
Commonwealth of Poland
Lithuania between Prussia,

. the Austo-Hungarian Empire,
e ware =e= | and the Russian Empire which

pursuant to the
.~ Molotov-

1795 effectively ended Polish mmm the red line indicates the borders of the Second Polish Republic from
national sovereignty until 1R
1918 pink colour indicates the present area of Poland

Polish legislative elections of 2007.

The divide between the (more free-market) PO and
the (more populist) PiS almost exactly follows the
old border between Imperial Germany and Imperial
Russia, as it ran through Poland!
http://bigthink.com/ideas/21401

Whether those differences are
limited exclusively to political
preferences?
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http://bigthink.com/ideas/21401�

Attachment network (Levitt, 2005; Takahashi, 2005): Grandmothers

e Boski (2009) highlights the great importance of grandparents in Poland

e Hautamaki et al. (2010):
58% of mother-child attachment corespondence + decrease in predictive power between the agel and 3
72% of grandmother-grandchild attachment corespondence + increase in predictive power between the agel and 3

*  Lubiewska (under review):
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Attachment network (Levitt, 2005; Takahashi, 2005): Fathers

e some studies suggests that paternal attachment may be better predictor of later adolescent’s behavior
than maternal one (Doyle et al., 2009; Grossman et al., 2002)

* Important but in a different way than maternal attachment (Grossmann et al, 2002 &2008)
Father in traditional family: the breadwinner, disciplining and overly strict father, often emotionally

distant from his children -> parental anxiety not avoidance might be maladaptive (Sumer & Kagitcibasi,
2010) -> expected in East Poland

Father in more modern family: the caregiver, emotionally involved in the relation with children ->
attachment not parenting expected to be important in West Poland




The Research question & Hypotheses

The research question:

What is the moderating effect of country-regions on attachment IGT in an extended
family network composed of grandmothers, mothers, fathers, adolescent children with
parenting mediating the relationship between parents and children.

The general hypothesis: The roles of grandmothers and fathers are unequal across
regions of Poland.

Parenting hypothesis : The moderating effect of country-regions on parenting mother-father congruence was
expected, where: Fs rejection level F > M in the East (Region x generation effect), and M & F corntrol levels
West > East (Regions’ effect).

Transmission hypothesis: The role of grandmaters and fathers (parenting and attachment facets) in relative

attachment IGT will be more prominent in more traditional East, compared with less conservative western part
of Poland.



Sample

Table 1

Descripiive Siafistics ofthe Sample in Three Regions of Poland

|
South-East (n=283) Nerth-East (n=93) South-Weast (n=39)

A SD (ramge) M SINrange) A SD (ramge)
Ch'sage 1326 1.51(11-17) 14.87 124(12-17) 14.33 1.58 (11-17)
M's age 4428 5.09 (33-34) 4197 4.50(33-32) 4288 3.66 (34-38)
Fs age 46.13 3.44 (36-61) 4389 4 66 (33-38) 45.36 3.51(35-61)
GM's age 10.06 7.33(34-88) 68.81 124 (54-84) 6923 8.64 (33-93)
M’s years of schooling 1541 298 (6-21) 1327 3.36 (8-26) 15.47 3.12(9-23)
F's years of schooling 14.89 3.11(7-20) 12.39 2.36 ( 3-19) 1522 3.14(10-24)
GM 'z years of schooling 10.33 415 (1-20) 3.38 3.06 (1-18) 10.25 2.87(4-18)

Frequency (%)

Muclear family: Urban 68 (300 33(39) 31(32)
Muclear family: Fural 17 (200 38(41) 28(48)
GM’s Urban 36 (66) 42(45) 25 (42)
GM s Fural 22 (26) 47 (31) 15(25)
Ch's gender: females 47(33) 33039 38 (6d)
Ch's gender- males 38045 EREENY] 21 (36)

Nofe GM=grandmothers. M=mothers. Ch=zadolescent children.

Procedure: interview with GM, M, F & A’s self-report



Measures

Atachment:

Adult Attachment Scale (AAS) (Collins & Read; 1990) adopted to analyze generic, trait-like attachment
mental representation throughout three subscales of Close, Depend, and Anxiety

Likert’s steps: 1-“strongly disagree”, 2-“slightly disagerr”, 3-“neither agree, nor disagree”, 4-“slightly
agree”, and 5-“strongly agree”

Preliminary analysis of AAS (IRT analysis):

(1) elimination of four items with low item-total correlation (from -.18 to .38),

(2) Likert scale’s step 3 “neither agree, nor disagree” found to be disturbing the respondent-researcher
communication -> step 3+4 agregated (recommendation of Fox & Jones, 1998, Lopez, 1996).

Results: Two-factor solution was supported, which corresponded to well-known dimensions of

attachment avoidance and anxiety (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan et al., 1998):

1) AAS-Anxiety — worry of abandonment, doubts about availability of others in times of need. Alphas:
between .79-.87

2) AAS-Avoidance — difficulties with being close with others and proximity seeking and receiving.
Alphas: between .75-.82

Parenting:

The Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (e.g., Rohner et al., 1980) composed of 3 commonly

recognized subscales:

Acceptance — reported by parent, assess the parent as worth of confiding, interested in the child.
Alpha of .88

Rejection — reported by the adolescent child, assesses child s perception of the parent as punishing ,
resenting, not loved. Alpha of .83

Control — reported by parent, Alpha of .80

Likert’s steps: 1-“almost never true”, 2-“rarely true”, 3-“sometimes true”, 4-“almost always true”



Results
Parenting hypothesis: The moderating effect of country-regions on parenting mother-father
congruence, where paternal rejection is expected to be higher than maternal in the East,

(Region x generation) and parental corntrol in the West (Regions’ effect).
Table 3

Comparison of Afiaclment and Parerting Dimensions between Regions of Poland and within Families (4 x 3 and 2 x 3 ANOVAs).

South-East (n=23) North-East (n=193) South-West (n=739)
M M F Ch oM M ¥ Ch oM M F Ch i —_v;é u-e; E,ff, rsingle effects:
M M M M M M M M MM M M Ggg .
D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (D) (sp) (spy B Generation
C: Interaction A*8
) 233 227 233 133 233 228 226 233 233 233 23 239 As136
Aft. Aniety N M (63 N (68) (76 (7% (67 (86) (88) (61) (3D B:143

C: 47

) ) ] A 17
. 223 232 240 245 225 230 238 242 233 235 247 238 :
Att. Avoidance) ooy ooy (76) (68) (7)) (I6) (8D (18 (7D (9 1% (I ggﬁgl (EMF & Chis)

Acceptance _ 368 34y o313 348 ) . 362 348 gflgﬂ
P (32 (5D (30) (48) (39) (49 CELHW
Control o290 289 o284 285 250 283 g_: .220
(31 (30 (46) (44 (43) (49 P
Rejection! R o138 131 o149 138 g_: 3:
(46) (62 (32 (59 (53 (36) mﬂ@
v

Note GM=grandmothers. M=mothers. F=fathers. Ch=adolescent children. Matemal Bejection reported by children.
+p< 10 *p< 05, ¥ p< 01 ** p= 001



Results: Preliminary analyze

Transmission hypothesis: The role of grandmaternal attachment and fathers ‘ parenting and
attachment facets in relative attachment IGT will be more prominent in more traditional East,

compared with less conservative Western part of Poland.

Table 2

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics of Model Variables

#
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Ch Ax
2. Chav (55%*=)
3. MAx T 03 -
4 MAv 17%= 124 733%3) -
5. F Ax 16* 12+ | |3 40%e= -
6. F Av 10 12+ #xx pid A 5 -
7. GM Ax | 21%== 12+ | [28%%= 27**%| [37%%% 0%*=
8 GMAv | 18%= 12+ | L26**=  32%==| |40=*x=  pg==x | ( 76%= -
9 MAcc | -07 -01 ) 127 | -1 IgT T -06 -
10.MRej | 24%==  22%=o | 13* 08 09 18*= 15% 10 _18** .
11.M Ctrd 08 06 06 16** 03 01 T ik 06 04 -
12.F Acc 08 01 | -22%x= 11t 36%Ex _q0%xx| |_14%  _16* | 27%xx  _21%xx |2+ -
13.FRej 17%%  19%= 15% 08 127 19%= 16* 18%*% | _13%  Gg%sx 06  -30%==
14.F Cul 02 04 06 17%= 01 04 -035 01 05 04 47nex 01 07 -
Mean 235 242 229 232 232 2.41 2.40 262 3.69 1.39 2.88 347 140 286
SD 74 74 77 74 69 79 76 70 33 51 48 48 58 48

Note. MEF/GM/Ch Av and MF/GM/Ch Ax=maternal, adolescent children, and grandmatemnal attachment avoidance/anxity. M'F Acc =matemnal/paternal
acceptance. M/F Rej =maternal/paternal rejection. M'F Ctrl = maternal/paternal control.
+p= 10 *p< 05, **  p= 01 ***p< 001.



Results

Table 4a

Steps I-3 of Hierarchical Regressions for Parenial Atiachmert, Pareriig, and Grandmaterngl Aftachment Dimensions Prediciing Child's

Attachment
]
Ch's attachment anxiety Ch'’s attachment avoidance
B BSE B AR? R B B SE B AR: R
Step 1: Region of Poland
SWys S8E & NE (W-E) -02 04 -103 03 04 06
SE vz NE (5-IN) -83 484 -0 -1.75 483 -02
00 00 00 00
Step 2: Caregivers’ attachment
M Anziety [H] g (1] =14 10 =13
LA Avoidance 17 10 17 19 11 18- |

F Anxiety 12 10 d1 12 11 11
F Awoidance -07 03 -08 02 09 02
GM Anxiety A3 10 A3 03 10 03
GM Avoidance -02 11 -01 03 A2 03

06* 06" 04 04
Step 3: Parenting
M Acceptance 08 15 04 10 16 04
M Control 03 11 03 =01 12 =01

L0 Bejection 20 13 20% 25 14 17- ]

F Acceptance -10 12 -07 09 13 06
F Control -10 11 =07 0 12 01
F ERejection -01 12 -01 10 A3 08

05" 11# 05 0%
+p=<10.*p= 05. ** p=< (1. ***p< 001 H



Results

Transmission hypothesis: The role of grandmaternal attachment and fathers ‘ parenting and
attachment facets in relative attachment IGT will be more prominent in more traditional East,
compared with less conservative Western part of Poland.

Table 4b

Steps 4 of Hierarchical Regressions for nteractions of Paternal and Grandmaternal Attachments and Paternal Parenting Dimensions Predicting

Child's Attachment.

]

Ch's attachment anxiety Ch’s attachment avoidance
B B SE I AR? R B B SE I AR? R
Step 5: Interactions (GM & F)
" *F Anyiaty 06 07 07 _(d 08 _ 05

W-E *F Avoidance -13 06 - 15# -2 06 -2
S-N *F Anxiety -31.70 818 - J(EE= -1.44 10.33 - 01
S5-I *F Avoidance g.78 g.42 09 -4.02 5.96 -04
W-E *GM Anxiety )| 07 m -0 08 -0
W-E *GM Avoildance -7 08 -8 -6 09 -.08
5-N *GM Anxiety -14.33 076 -14 58 10.38 m
S5-I *GM Avoidance 3.38 1048 03 746 11.15 -07
W-E *F Acceptances 01 1] 0l 03 10 03
SN ¥F Acceptance -20.69 1099 - 147 -11.77 11.69 -.08

_"ﬁ'-n I alllial RUE] R RLE) - S -5
S FE Coantrnl 705 1008 {2 108 1072 (1
W-E *F Eejection 12 07 A3 - w -01
S FL RE_] ection SRR a.ld - 10 -840 9aL - U

2% 23Ees 03 A2

+p=10.%p= 05 *=*p=< 01. ¥ p< D01 o

1) Conditional effect of fathers’ acceptance on each category of the moderator AR? = .003, p < .50, ns.
2) Conditional effect of fathers’ rejection on each category of the moderator.AR2.=.008;p<".20., ns.



Fathers role in attachment IGT in different regions of Poland
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Conclusions and Discussion

*Adolescent child attachment anxiety predicted (not avoidance) (Cook, 2000)

*Maternal rejection & Attachment avoidance = poor predictors of teen attachment
(explained 11% of child attachment anxiety variance)

Rejection not acceptance is important — support for the new area of studies on
specific types of insensitive parenting behaviors rather than the absence of
sensitivity (Berlin, 2008)

Maternal avoidance is maladaptive — Poland is similar to Eastern not Western
cultures (Sumer & Kagitcibasi, 2010)

* Including regions of Poland as the moderator of IGT explained additiponal 12% -
moderating effect related with fathers

* Shift in rejecting parent: mother in the West & father in the East
*Grandmothers — not important in predicting grandchild attachment,

however her attachment relatively strongly relates to grandchild
attachment .



Thank youl

lubkat@ukw.edu.pl
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