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Introduction

Infants and their carers form strong, reciprocal bonds. For the infant this attachment is important
for survival helping to ensure that it receives the attention — food, warmth and comfort — that it
needs from adults. Ainsworth & Wittig (1969) devised the ‘Strange Situation’ procedure to test the
nature of an infant’s attachment. The type of attachment can be classified as:

Secure (type B)
Resistant (type C)
Avoidant (type A).

This test has become a standard way to assess infant attachment and shows that not all infants
are securely attached. Ainsworth et al (1978) tested many infants and concluded that a typical
ratio for America was approximately 20% type A, 70% type B and 10% type C. This has come to
be used as the ‘standard’ against which other samples are measured.

One comparison that has been conducted is to use the Strange Situation to look for similarities
and differences in attachment patterns between cultures. As there are cultural differences in
child-rearing practices and expectations of children’s development, some cultural differences
might be expected. However, since an infant's basic needs are universal, there should also be
some similarities.

Van ljzendoorn & Kroonenberg set out to overcome three key problems they had identified with
prewous studies of cross-cultural patterns. These were:
Small sample sizes — which may not be sufficient to provide reliable findings from which to a
generalise about whole populations. ay,
The relative extent of intra-cultural versus inter-cultural differences — that is, whether & y
any differences reported between cultures are actually any greater than those

1 { variations existing within cultures.

The use of differences from the American ‘standard’ distribution of attachment types
— which, they argued, being based on a narrow sample itself, may not be very
standardised at all.

As well as describing patterns of attachment, this study is useful as an example
of cross-cultural research in general. Van ljzendoorn & Kroonenberg

compared studies using an identical methodology (the strange situation,
mother-infant, A,B,C types) so it is also a simple example of a meta-analysis.
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