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Attachment Across the Life Cycle

It has long been suspected that many of the common psychiatric and social problems of adult life have their roots in the early relationship between the child and its mother. Out of the infant’s first experiences of attachment stem expectations and assumptions which will colour all subsequent relationships – for good or ill. To explain this observation, and to examine the part which patterns of attachment play in the causation of psychiatric and social problems, a body of knowledge has sprung up which owes much to the pioneering work of the late John Bowlby.

This volume draws together recent theoretical contributions, research findings, and clinical data from seventeen psychiatrists, psychologists, sociologists, and ethologists from four countries. Their work has confirmed the importance of the earlier work and extended it to look at attachment throughout the life cycle. New findings add to our understanding of topics as diverse as agoraphobia, pathological grief, disorders of ‘holding’, family dynamics, depression, and the special vulnerability of people who grow up in an ‘enterprise culture’.

Attachment Across the Life Cycle contains a postscript by John Bowlby and will be of interest to all those fascinated by the psychology of human relationships and concerned with solving the problems to which they give rise.
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Introduction

The human infant’s attachment to its mother (or other primary caregiver) is a prerequisite for survival and a test-bed for all the other attachments he or she will make. Out of this first relationship stems a set of expectations and assumptions which will influence subsequent relationships – and which will not easily be changed – or so attachment theory and the research which spawned it implies. If this theory is correct then we can expect it to shed light not only on the interpersonal problems which can bedevil individual and family life, but also the very essence of the large scale societies to which we belong.

In recent years two researchers have done more than anyone else to bring these issues to our attention and to provide us with the ideas and tools that we need; they are John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth. The publication of the three volumes of Bowlby’s impressive work Attachment and Loss (in 1969, 1973, and 1980) and of Ainsworth’s reports of her ‘strange situation’ (Ainsworth and Wittig 1969; Ainsworth et al. 1978) established a new frame of reference for future work in this field.

Since then other researchers in many parts of the world and from many disciplines have been encouraged to follow up and develop their approaches. The result has been an accumulation of knowledge about a range of phenomena which had not previously been linked. The field enlightens our thinking about animal behaviour, child development, dynamic psychiatry, interpersonal psychology, sociology, and other areas.

Several attempts have been made to draw these researchers together, including two workshops which were hosted by the King Edward VII Memorial Fund in London during 1981 and 1988. The aims of these workshops were twofold: to facilitate the interchange of ideas between researchers and to produce a book which would represent and update the state of attachment theory and the practice which had arisen out of it. Thus they are both very much more than a routine report of a conference.

The first volume was entitled The Place of Attachment in Human  Behaviour (eds Parkes and Stevenson-Hinde 1982). It demonstrated clearly the impressive body of knowledge which had grown out of the earlier work and it stimulated the interest of other researchers. Consequently, the second workshop and the much larger conference which followed it drew together a new and much augmented group. They had been carefully chosen and brought from all parts of the world with the help of the royalties from the first volume. The publication of this second volume comes shortly after the sad news of John Bowlby’s death. It constitutes a fitting memorial to his genius.

In recent years, follow-up of the children whose attachment behaviour was systematically observed in infancy many years ago has made it possible to examine the effects of secure and insecure attachments. At the same time an increasing number of retrospective studies have highlighted the importance of attachments arising and continuing at later stages across the life cycle.

The most significant research falls into three categories: studies which throw light on the nature of attachment, studies which elucidate various patterns of attachment, and studies which show how our understanding of attachments can enlighten our clinical management of psychiatric problems.The book has been divided into three parts to cover these types of study. We start with a review of the history of attachment theory as seen through the eyes of Inge Bretherton. Her concise summary will provide readers who are not well versed in the field with an introduction to its basic concepts. This chapter is followed by a contribution from one of the pioneers, Mary Ainsworth. She anatomizes love, defining and clarifying the distinctions between ‘attachments’, ‘bonds’, ‘socializing’, and other terms used in characterizing relationships. This is not pedantry, but the beginning of a process of dissection and analysis which is essential if we are to think clearly about attachment and its consequences.

The process of analysis is continued by Robert Hinde and Joan Stevenson- Hinde, who distinguish three desiderata which influence and are influenced by attachments: biological fitness, cultural norms (and values), and psychological well-being. Any of these may conflict with any or both of the others. All three need to be taken into account in explaining the findings of recent research in different parts of the world.

In Chapter 4 Robert Weiss shows how the bonds which arise in adolescence and adult life develop out of the attachments of childhood. In normal circumstances, the waning of attachment to parents in adolescence is associated with the development of new bonds to partners first and then to children. But the way is strewn with pitfalls.

Concluding Part I, Peter Marris elucidates the central part which attachment plays at the interface between sociology and psychology. He examines how, in their attempt to achieve security for themselves and for those who are attached to them, the more powerful members of society consistently seek to control the uncertainty in the behaviour of others, without constraining their own freedom. This inequality of control tends to displace the burden of uncertainty onto the weakest, and profoundly influences the circumstances of attachment, leaving the most vulnerable at most risk of depression, helplessness, and other pathological griefs. At the same time, attachment plays a crucial part in shaping our sense of what constitutes good relationship between members of society. Contemporary British and American culture is caught between a general commitment to social welfare and a competitive pattern of managing uncertainty which can be deeply destructive.

The next four chapters examine the qualities of parenting which may contribute to different patterns of attachment as revealed in the Ainsworth ‘strange situation’ (Ainsworth et al. 1978). Such patterns may predict aspects of later development, including the quality of relationships made with others.

The Grossmanns have demonstrated the temporal stability of patterns of attachment in German samples, by following up children from infancy to middle childhood. Their work includes fathers, and suggests how fathers may mitigate negative influences within the family. Patterns of attachment to mother are strong predictors of the quality of peer relationships as well as the existence of behaviour problems. Their careful research warns us not to expect to find simple solutions to complex problems.

Marian Radke-Yarrow focuses on a group of mothers who are very likely to have problems in relating to their children – mothers with clinical depression. It comes as no surprise to find that these mothers do often have insecurely attached children. She then looks beyond this statistical association to ask, what are the particular features of this heterogeneous group which foster insecure attachments? The answers that emerge move us towards an understanding of the roots of vulnerability.

So too does Mary Main in her chapter on the consequences of secure and insecure patterns of attachment on the developing thought processes of the child. In particular she examines how they influence the growing child’s ability to recall early memories and to comprehend the privacy of thoughts Turning to the thought process of the parents she demonstrates how incoherent, multiple models of experience and implausible ideation are associated with insecure attachments.

Clinicians are very familiar with the idea that problems can be passed from generation to generation, but we need to know a great deal more about this cycle if we are to help people to break it. In Chapter 9 Mary Ainsworth and Carolyn Eichberg reveal a close association between a particularly problematic pattern of attachment and a history of unresolved mourning in the parent. The histories which they report indicate that the failure to resolve mourning may itself be a reflection of the insecure attachments which had preceded the loss. It remains to be seen whether or not support given to people at the time of loss can reduce this risk.

The remaining chapters of the book look at the psychiatric problems which are now thought to result from problems in attachment and the implications of attachment theory for the treatment of these problems.

In Chapter 10 Juliet Hopkins looks at a very special type of problem which can arise among parents who cannot bear to hold their children. Her sensitive and logical case studies demonstrate how a therapist can accustom children who have been deprived of holding to being held. In doing so the children are enabled to break out of a pattern which, once established, can be self-perpetuating.

Moving to a wider perspective John Byng-Hall shows how an understanding of attachment can enlighten the practice of family therapy.Acting as a ‘secure base’ for each family member, Byng-Hall explores attachment-related issues. His chapter illustrates well the practical implications of attachment theory.

The two most frequent problems to present in a psychiatric setting are pathological anxiety and depression. The first of these often presents as agoraphobia which is redefined by Giovanni Liotti as a fear of separation from sources of security. In Chapter 12 Liotti shows how certain types of insecure attachment in childhood can predispose to agoraphobia later in life.He then spells out the implications of this understanding for the treatment of the problem.

Our understanding of depression has been greatly advanced by the work of Brown and Harris, whose book Social Origins of Depression (1978) showed that vulnerable women often develop clinical levels of depression after experiencing losses or other major life events. Yet their work left many questions unanswered – how does loss of a mother in childhood increase vulnerability, what are the crucial aspects of parenting which influence later depression, and can these be comprehended by means of a particular theory? In Chapter 13 Tirril Harris and Antonia Bifulco re-analyse the data from the earlier study to test out the extent to which a theory model derived from John Bowlby fits the findings obtained. They conclude that these data do in fact fit the theory remarkably well.

A life event which has particular relevance to attachment is bereavement, the loss by death of a loved person. In Chapter 14 Colin Murray Parkes analyses how a series of people who had sought psychiatric help after bereavement perceived their childhood relationship with their parents. These retrospective data confirm the importance of attachment theory and the related theories of learned helplessness and learned fear as explanatory hypotheses for later problems. He suggests that a desirable consequence of secure parenting is the development in the child of a reasonable degree of trust in oneself and others. Lack of either or both of these types of trust can have lasting effects on the relationships which then develop in adult life and contribute to the type of grief which results from the loss of such relationships.

The book ends with a postscript from the father of attachment theory, John Bowlby. This was written shortly before his death. In summing up the findings reported in preceding chapters he drew attention to the misunderstandings which have bedevilled our thinking about love relationships in the past. He concluded that


The urge to keep proximity is to be respected, valued, and nurtured as making for potential strength, instead of being looked down upon, as so often hitherto, as a sign of inherent weakness. This radical shift in valuation, with its far-reaching influence on how we perceive and treat other people, especially those whose attachment needs have been and still are unmet, is, I believe, the single most important consequence of the change of conceptual framework.
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Part I
The Nature of Attachment











Chapter 1 
The roots and growing points of attachment theory 1

Inge Bretherton


Attachment theory in its current form is the joint work of John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth. John Bowlby, using concepts from ethology, cybernetics, and psychoanalysis, formulated the basic outlines of the theory. We owe to him a new way of thinking about the infant’s tie to the mother, and its disruption through separation and deprivation. Mary Ainsworth not only translated the basic tenets of attachment theory into empirical findings, but also helped us to expand the theory itself. Her two major theoretical contributions were the explanation of individual differences in attachment relations and the concept of the caregiver as secure base.

This paper delineates the historical development of attachment theory. It is divided into four parts. First, I show that the basic ideas guiding both protagonists’ later contributions have roots in their early professional career. I then go on to discuss the development of the theory, laying out the sequence in which Bowlby proposed its basic postulates at the same time as Mary Ainsworth began to test and expand them in her empirical studies. The third part of the paper is devoted to a brief review of work on the validation and consolidation of attachment theory. Finally, I discuss future directions of attachment theory and research.



ROOTS



John Bowlby


John Bowlby was born in 1907. I am sure that experiences in his childhood must have played a role in directing his interest toward the study of attachment. However, Bowlby himself begins his intellectual autobiography with studies at the University of Cambridge where he read medicine, upon the advice of his surgeon father (see interviews with Senn (1977a) and Smuts (1977)). In his third year of study, John Bowlby became drawn to what would later be known as developmental psychology, and he temporarily gave up plans for a medical career.

After graduation he pursued his newfound interest through volunteer work at two progressive schools, the second a small analytically oriented residential institution that served about 24 maladjusted children, aged 4–18 years. Bowlby is modest about his actual work at the school: ‘I don’t think I would like to describe what I did – I did my best’. Two children there had an enormous impact on him. One was a very isolated, remote, and affectionless teenager with no experience of a stable mother figure. This child had been expelled from his previous school for stealing. The second child was an anxious boy of 7 or 8 who trailed Bowlby around, and was known as his shadow (Ainsworth 1974). An additional major influence on Bowlby’s development was John Alford, one of the other volunteer staff at the school (later a professor of art at Toronto). It was with him that Bowlby spent many hours discussing the effect of early family experience, or lack of it, upon character development (see Senn (1977a)).

By the time Bowlby’s volunteer service came to an end, John Alford had successfully persuaded him to resume his medical studies in order to pursue training in child psychiatry and psychotherapy so that he might further pursue his ideas about family influences upon children’s development. Bowlby had accepted Alford’s advice reluctantly because he did not look forward to the medical training which was required as the passport to psychiatry. A saving grace was his immediate acceptance into the British Psychoanalytic Society as a student-candidate. His analyst there was Joan Riviere who was a friend of and much influenced by Melanie Klein.

Interestingly, training in psychiatry and psychoanalysis provided Bowlby with a reasonably tolerant environment in which to develop his own ideas, but the direct impact on his thinking was relatively small. Much more influential than the analysts and psychiatrists who had been his teachers were two social workers whom he encountered during his stint as a fellow at the London Child Guidance Clinic upon completion of his training. These two individuals shared his ideas about the importance for healthy development of a child’s early family experience.

Throughout this period, Bowlby felt very strongly that psychoanalysis was putting far too much emphasis on the child’s fantasy world and far too little on actual events. He expressed this view in an interesting paper which already contains many of the ideas which were later to become central to attachment theory (Bowlby 1940). In emphasizing the influence of early family environment on the development of neurosis, he claims (p. 2) that ‘psychoanalysts like the nurseryman should study intensively, rigorously, and at first hand (1) the nature of the organism, (2) the properties of the soil and (3) the interaction of the two’. Bowlby dwells on the adverse effects of early separation, advising mothers to visit their young children in hospitals. He suggests that for mothers with parenting difficulties


a weekly interview in which their problems are approached analytically and traced back to childhood has sometimes been remarkably effective. Having once been helped to recognize and recapture the feelings which she herself had as a child and to find that they are accepted tolerantly and understandingly, a mother will become increasingly sympathetic and tolerant toward the same things in her child. 

(Bowlby 1940:23)





This quotation demonstrates that Bowlby’s interest in the intergenerational transmission of attachment relations dates from the very beginning of his professional career. The psychoanalytic object relations theories that were later put forth by Fairbairn (1952) and Winnicott (1965) were congenial to Bowlby in a number of ways, but his thinking about parent–child relationships developed independently of them.

Following his own injunction for more rigorous studies, Bowlby used case-notes from his work at the child guidance clinic to prepare the classic paper on ‘Forty-four juvenile thieves, their characters and home lives’ (published in revised form in 1944). A significant minority of the children turned out to have affectionless characters, a phenomenon Bowlby linked to their histories of maternal deprivation and separation.

During these early years in child psychiatry, Bowlby was also strongly influenced by two economists with whom he shared a house. These academic friends engaged him in frequent debates about the scientific status of psychoanalysis. Bowlby feels that he owes his academic orientation to their searching questions. With one of these friends, Evan Durbin, he wrote a book entitled Personal Aggressiveness and War which interestingly (in light of later attachment theory) contains a long section on aggression and social bonds in nonhuman primates (Durbin and Bowlby 1939). Moreover, in seeking corroboration for his ideas from outside psychoanalysis, Bowlby was already using an approach which stood him in good stead when he began to formulate attachment theory.

World War II led to an interruption in Bowlby’s budding career as a child psychiatrist, but his development as a scientist continued. The army brought him in contact with several people who later formed the core of the post-war Tavistock Clinic and Institute of Human Relations. The group included psychiatrists, analysts, and psychologists, among them Henry Dicks, Ronald Hargreaves, Wilfred Bion, Adrian Stephen, Jock Sutherland, John Rickman, and Eric Trist. Some of them worked on officer selection procedures. Bowlby’s special responsibility was the validation of these procedures, using large-scale survey techniques. As he put it, this experience was ‘like doing a Ph.D. thesis in psychology under the guidance of Eric Trist and Jock Sutherland’. In response to their influence he began to rewrite the paper on the 44 juvenile thieves ‘in a good deal better form than it had been before’ (Senn 1977a). Indeed, the revised paper is noticeably different from Bowlby’s earlier work: all the evidence on which his conclusions are based is presented in detail and statistically, not just intuitively, evaluated. Bowlby summarizes the findings thus:


The result has been that certain specifically adverse circumstances have been identified and their significance demonstrated both statistically in the whole group and clinically in a few individual cases. The conclusion has been drawn that, had it not been for certain factors inimical to the healthy development of the capacity for object-love, certain children would not have become offenders.... These findings thus not only confirm the general psychoanalytic thesis that it is the early years which count in character development, but demonstrate beyond doubt that the elucidation of the problem of juvenile delinquency is dependent upon psychoanalytic investigation. 

(Bowlby 1944:53)





Upon returning from army service in 1945, Bowlby became head of the Children’s Department at the Tavistock Clinic. In order to highlight the importance of the parent-child relationship, he promptly renamed it the Department for Children and Parents. Unlike most psychoanalysts of his time, Bowlby was deeply interested in finding out the actual patterns of family interaction involved in both healthy and pathological development.

Directing the Department for Children and Parents meant running a clinic, undertaking training, and doing research. To Bowlby’s chagrin, much of the clinical work in the Department was done by people with a Kleinian orientation who regarded his emphasis on actual family interaction patterns as not very relevant. Because of this theoretical rift, Bowlby could not use the Department’s clinical cases for the research he wanted to pursue. This led him to found his own research unit, not connected to the clinical work going on at the Tavistock.



Mary Ainsworth

Let us now turn to Mary Ainsworth, née Salter. She was born in 1913 in Ohio, but her family soon moved to Toronto where she later attended the University, specializing in psychology. In the course of her early graduate studies, she came under the influence of William Blatz who had developed security theory (Blatz 1940). Blatz subsequently asked her to pursue her doctoral studies with him, helping to further extend Blatz’s theory. The resulting dissertation was entitled: ‘An Evaluation of Adjustment Based on the Concept of Security’. Mary Salter obtained her Ph.D. in 1939 (the published version appeared in 1940). The collaboration with Blatz was to have a major impact on her future contribution to attachment theory.

Although security theory owed much to Freud, Blatz did not openly acknowledge this link, because of the strong anti-psychoanalytic bias that prevailed at the University of Toronto during this time (Ainsworth 1983). One of the major tenets of security theory is that infants and young children need to develop a secure dependence on parents before launching out into unfamiliar situations where they must cope on their own. Secure dependence provides a basis for learning the skills and developing the knowledge that make it possible to depend confidently on self and gain secure emancipation from parents. Indeed, secure dependence on parents should gradually become supplanted by mature secure dependence on peers, and eventually on a heterosexual partner. Blatz felt that secure independence is an impossibility. In her dissertation, Mary Salter states it this way:


Familial security in the early stages is of a dependent type and forms a basis from which the individual can work out gradually, forming new skills and interests in other fields. Where familial security is lacking, the individual is handicapped by the lack of what might be called a secure  base from which to work. 

(Salter 1940:45; italics mine)




Her dissertation research involved the construction of two self-report paper and pencil scales to assess college students’ familial and extrafamilial security, validated against the same students’ autobiographical narratives. A classification procedure was used on these scales and related to the narratives, already foreshadowing procedures later used in attachment research.

Upon completion of her dissertation in 1939, Mary Salter became a lecturer at the University of Toronto. The war began shortly thereafter, causing her colleague Blatz to leave Toronto to set up war-time nurseries in Britain. Three years later she decided to join the Canadian Women’s Army Corps where, for a short period of time, her work as an army examiner included counseling, testing, interviewing, and history-taking which gave her a taste for clinical work. However, all too soon she was ‘dragged to Headquarters for an administrative job’ (personal communication, 1989). After post-war work with rehabilitation services, she returned to the University of Toronto where she was asked to teach a course on personality assessment. To prepare for this assignment she volunteered her services in the Veterans Hospital and took workshops with Bruno Klopfer. This training with Klopfer ultimately led to a book on the Rorschach Test with Klopfer (Klopfer et al. 1954) which is still in print. In addition, she renewed her collaboration with Bill Blatz to refine the security scales originally devised for her dissertation. Her extensive experience in diagnostics and instrument development was to be important later in the development of attachment classifications.

In 1950 Mary Salter married Leonard Ainsworth, a World War II veteran and graduate student in psychology at Toronto. The Ainsworths decided that Leonard would continue his Ph.D. studies in London rather than Toronto where his wife was on the faculty. Upon arriving in London Mary Ainsworth was without an appointment, but a friend from her army days drew her attention to an advertisement in the London Times Educational Supplement  for a position at the Tavistock Clinic. The position happened to involve research, under the direction of John Bowlby, into the effect on personality development of separation from the mother in early childhood. Joining Bowlby’s research unit reset the whole direction of Mary Ainsworth’s professional career (Ainsworth 1983).



THE DEVELOPMENT OF ATTACHMENT THEORY



Phase 1

Bowlby had chosen to focus the efforts of his research team on a well-circumscribed area: mother–child separation. He did so because separation is a clearcut event that either happens or does not happen. He felt that it would have been too difficult to demonstrate environmental influences on the parent–child relationship by studying its subtler aspects (a task later tackled by Mary Ainsworth).

In 1948, after obtaining his first research funds, Bowlby hired James Robertson to do observations of young children who were hospitalized, institutionalized, or otherwise separated from their parents. During the war years Robertson, a conscientious objector, had been employed in Anna Freud’s Hampstead residential nursery as a boilerman. In a moving interview with Milton Senn (1977b), Robertson explained that everyone on the staff at the nursery, regardless of the nature of their work and background, was required by Anna Freud to write up observations about the nursery children on cards that were then used in weekly teaching sessions. As a result of these sessions, Robertson came out of the Hampstead Nurseries with a much more thorough training in child observation than many people get in academic settings. After the war, he became a psychiatric social worker and began psychoanalysis.

At this point I would like to digress for a moment to discuss Bowlby’s views regarding the sometimes incompatible attitudes held by researchers and clinical workers (Smuts 1977). Clinicians, says Bowlby, feel that researchers are remote from everyday life, whilst researchers believe that clinicians are fuzzy-headed, inclined to engage in leaps in the dark, hunches, and guesswork. The underlying cause for this difference in attitude is that clinicians have to take action, whereas researchers are able to reflect on a narrow area of study to unravel ‘do-able’ problems. Clinicians apply a theory, whereas researchers try to test it. Not many people find it congenial to work in both worlds, because doing so requires an often uncomfortable switch in frame of reference. Bowlby did live in both worlds, but solved the problem by performing the different functions in separate buildings.

Robertson found this division of interests difficult. He describes his dilemma as a researcher thus:



My task was to go out from the Tavistock Clinic to places where young children were separated from the mother and to bring back to Dr Bowlby and his colleagues in the Tavistock Clinic my first-hand observations on their behavior.... When on that first morning I walked into the pediatric ward of our parent hospital, I got the most enormous blow of my life... I was hit by the enormity of it... but I quickly recognized that this was not witting cruelty. The young children who shouted and screamed were regarded as atypical until they became settled, and uncomplaining. 

(Senn 1977b)




After 2 years of collecting data in hospitals, Robertson could not continue as an uninvolved scientist. He felt compelled to do something for the children he had been observing. On a shoestring budget, with a hand-held cinecamera and without artificial light he made the deeply moving film ‘A two-year-old goes to hospital’ (Robertson and Bowlby 1952; Robertson 1953).

In collaboration with Bowlby, the filming was carefully planned to ensure that no one could later be able to claim that it was biased. Bowlby and Robertson decided to use time sampling, documented by the clock which was always in the picture, to prove that the filmed segments were not specially selected. The film, Bowlby says, was dynamite, even though the child who had been randomly picked for filming was a very self-contained little girl, and not at all like some of the other highly distressed children Robertson had previously observed on his research visits. Not only did this film play a crucial role in the development of attachment theory, but it also helped improve the fate of children in hospitals in Britain and many other parts of the world.

Others working in Bowlby’s research team when Mary Ainsworth arrived were (besides James Robertson) Mary Boston and Dina Rosenbluth. Rudolph Schaffer joined the group somewhat later, as did Christoph Heinicke, and Tony Ambrose. Mary Ainsworth (1983) gives credit to Robertson (whom she considered too modest about his data) for teaching her about the value of naturalistic observations. She decided then that she would emulate his method were she ever to undertake a study of her own.

Aside from the work on young children’s responses to separation from the mother, a further push for the development of attachment theory came from Geneva. In light of the research on separation then going on at the Tavistock Centre, and Bowlby’s earlier article about the 44 affectionless thieves, it is perhaps not surprising that he received and accepted a request by Ronald Hargreaves of the World Health Organization to write a report on the fate of homeless children in post-war Europe. The report was subsequently published (Bowlby 1951) as Maternal Care and Mental Health by the World Health Organization. An abridged version complemented (in the second edition) by an extensive review chapter authored by Mary Ainsworth soon appeared as a Penguin paperback: Child Care and the Growth of Love  (Bowlby 1953; 2nd edn 1963).

The task of writing the WHO report gave Bowlby an opportunity to talk to many other professionals interested in the adverse effects of maternal separation and deprivation, to read the available literature on these topics, and – most importantly – to organize his ideas on paper. He soon realized that the material he was gathering cried out for a theory that could explain the profound effects of separation and deprivation experiences on young children. Psychoanalytic thinkers had long been interested in these topics, but as Bowlby says ‘the theory was a mess. I wanted to contribute to the scientific role of psychoanalysis’.

Inspiration came from unexpected quarters. In 1951 a friend drew Bowlby’s attention to Konrad Lorenz’s work on imprinting. This had first been published in 1935, but had only now become available in translation. Not quite certain of the scientific respectability of ethology, Bowlby consulted Julian Huxley who was tremendously enthusiastic and lent Bowlby a pre-publication copy of Lorenz’s book King Solomon’s Ring  (Lorenz 1957b). ‘The more I read of this stuff, the more fascinating I found it’, Bowlby remarked (Senn 1977a). He was especially drawn to imprinting as a process underlying the formation of strong social bonds, but not linked to feeding. He also favored the ethological approach in general, because much of the work was based on field observations of animals going about their daily business, an approach that was very compatible with the methods already developed by Robertson. In 1953, he published the first theoretical paper incorporating ideas from ethology.

At this point Bowlby was fortunate to meet Robert Hinde, under whose ‘generous and stern guidance’ (see Bowlby 1980b: 650) he set about trying to master the principles of ethology in the hope that they might help him gain a deeper understanding of the nature of the child’s tie to the mother. In 1954 Robert Hinde began to attend regular seminars at the Tavistock Centre, and later drew Bowlby’s attention to Harlow’s work with rhesus monkeys (though this came too late to be incorporated in the first paper on attachment theory). The influence was not unidirectional, however. The contact with Bowlby was instrumental in Hinde’s decision to study mother– infant interaction and separation in rhesus monkeys that were reared in social groups (Hinde and Spencer-Booth 1967), a fact of which Bowlby is very proud.

Surprisingly, the various empirical papers that Bowlby published with his research team during the same period show no trace of his new thinking, because he was unable to convince them that ethology was relevant to the mother–child relationship (Bowlby, personal communication, September 1989). Mary Ainsworth, though impressed by John Bowlby’s nondoctrinaire approach to theory, was somewhat wary of the direction Bowlby’s theorizing had begun to take. One paper on which Bowlby and Ainsworth collaborated (Bowlby et al. 1956) and which deals with the effect on later development of early sanatorium experiences does not mention ethology at all. In historical terms, this paper is important because it prefigures later work by Mary Ainsworth. It is here that we find descriptions of three interaction patterns shown by children with early prolonged separations, and the classification of their different patterns of behavior during reunion  with parents to which Robertson had drawn her attention.

In addition to analyzing the data from the sanatorium follow-up study, Mary Ainsworth worked on a second observational data set also collected by Robertson. This concerned the pre-separation, separation, and post-separation experiences of children in three settings: a fever hospital, a sanatorium, and a residential nursery. The findings, though never published, provided much fuel for Bowlby’s theorizing as well as inspiration for Mary Ainsworth’s subsequent observational studies of individual differences in attachment patterns.

Bowlby’s first formal statement of attachment theory, drawing heavily on ethological concepts, was presented in London in three now classic papers read to the British Psychoanalytic Society. The first, ‘The nature of the child’s tie to his mother’, was presented to the Society in 1957 (published 1958). It reviews the then current psychoanalytic explanations for the child’s libidinal tie to the mother (in short the theories of Secondary Drive, Primary Object Sucking, Primary Object Clinging, and Primary Return-to-the-Womb Craving). Bowlby considered his new formulations to be closest to theories of primary object sucking and clinging, but in proposing that the human infant is ready to enter into social relations from the beginning he went far beyond these theories. To support his views he used research findings and personal observations. (Here it is important to point out that, for 20 years, Bowlby was involved in running a weekly mothers’ group at a local well-baby clinic where he made informal observations of a random sample of babies and young children interacting with their mothers, and where he learned much about the mothers’ day-to-day experiences with their children.)

Bowlby proposed that several instinctual responses that mature in the course of the first year, namely sucking, clinging, crying, following, and smiling, become organized into attachment behavior focused on a specific mother-figure during the second half of the first year. Of these, he believed clinging and following to be possibly more important than sucking and crying:


During the final synthesis of these many behaviors into attachment behavior directed toward a single mother-figure it may well be that some components play a more central part than others.... Clinging and following seem more likely candidates for this role.... The association which constantly impresses itself upon me is that between form and degree of disturbance and the extent to which the mother has permitted clinging and following and all the responses associated with them, or has refused them. 

(Bowlby 1958:21)



To buttress his arguments, Bowlby reviewed data from academic studies describing infants’ cognitive and social development, including those of Piaget (e.g. 1954). Having laid this groundwork, Bowlby introduced ethological concepts, such as sign-stimuli or social releasers that ‘cause’ specific responses to be activated and shut off or terminated (see Tinbergen 1951). He emphasized that the origin of such stimuli can be internal as well as external, and that instinctual responses are often organized into complex chains, or chain hierarchies that can be altered by learning. Lorenz’s (1935/ 1957a) work on imprinting is mentioned, but (as noted above) during the writing of this first paper, Bowlby was not yet aware of Harlow’s studies regarding rhesus monkeys’ preference for a cloth surrogate over a bottle-equipped wire surrogate mother. Harlow’s work (Harlow and Zimmermann 1958) is first cited in Bowlby’s subsequent theoretical paper on separation. 
Because the initial formulation of attachment theory focuses so strongly on attachment behavior, it has sometimes been overlooked that Bowlby also attended closely to the psychological experiences that accompany the activation, termination, and nontermination of instinctual responses (the latter leading to tension and anxiety).

The paper concludes by drawing a clear distinction between dependency and attachment, noting that psychological attachment and detachment are functions in their own right. Rather than being indicative of regression, attachment behaviors are said to perform a natural, healthy function even in adult life.

The paper on the child’s tie to his mother raised quite a storm at the Psychoanalytic Society. Even Bowlby’s own analyst, Joan Riviere, protested, and Donald Winnicott wrote to thank her: ‘It was certainly a difficult paper to appreciate without giving away everything that has been fought for by Freud’. Anna Freud, who missed the meeting but read the paper, wrote: ‘Dr. Bowlby is too valuable a person to get lost to psychoanalysis’ (Grosskurth 1987).

The next paper in the series, ‘Separation anxiety’, was presented in 1959 (published in 1960). It built on relevant observations collected by James Robertson (1953) and Chris Heinicke (Heinicke and Westheimer 1965) as well as on informal maternal reports. In this paper Bowlby pointed out that traditional theory fails to explain both the intense attachment of infants to a mother-figure, and young children’s dramatic responses to separation. In the course of his observations, Robertson (Robertson and Bowlby 1952) had identified three phases of separation response: protest (related to separation anxiety), despair (related to grief and mourning), and denial or detachment (related to defense). Bowlby emphasized that these responses were not confined to children whose relationship with their mother was already impaired, as some had claimed. After reviewing six psychoanalytic approaches to the problem of separation anxiety, he submitted his own hypothesis: separation anxiety is experienced when attachment behavior is activated but cannot be shut off or terminated. He distinguished anxiety from fright (fear of some external condition which sets off escape behavior), pointing out that young humans escape to a haven of safety, not just from a  frightening stimulus. Later, the child is able to experience expectant anxiety in circumstances where there is a likelihood of disagreeable or noxious stimulation or where his or her haven of safety is not likely to be available. The following quote must have sounded strange at the time, in fact it still does because it mixes experiential with explanatory language:


for to have a deep attachment for a person is to have taken them as the terminating object of our instinctual responses. 

(Robertson and Bowlby 1952:13)



Bowlby held that reactions to separation from loved ones will remain a closed book unless we understand why only a very specific ‘object’ can terminate the response systems mediating attachment and escape behavior. He also touched on the link between frustrated attachment behavior and hostility toward the loved object. Rejection by the mother, separation from the mother, or mother’s attention to someone else may all give rise to hostility and call primitive defenses into play. Bowlby argued that Freud was misled into thinking that a baby could have too much love because he had mistaken maternal pseudo-affection and overprotection without realizing that they represented a mother’s overcompensation for unconscious hostility.

Unlike other psychoanalysts, Bowlby advanced the view that excessive  separation anxiety is usually caused by adverse family experiences, such as repeated threats of abandonment or rejection by parents, or to a parent’s or sibling’s illness or death for which the child feels responsible. He also emphasized, however, that separation anxiety can be excessively low or be altogether absent. Such cases give an erroneous impression of maturity, but what looks like independence actually arises from defensive processes. A well-loved child, claims Bowlby, is quite likely to protest separation from parents but will later develop more self-reliance. Those familiar with attachment research will note that some of these ideas were further elaborated in Mary Ainsworth’s classifications of secure, avoidant, and ambivalent patterns of infant–mother attachment.

In the third major theoretical paper, ‘Grief and mourning in infancy and early childhood’ read to the Psychoanalytic Society in 1959 (published in 1960), Bowlby questioned the then prevailing view that infantile narcissism is an obstacle to the experience of grief upon loss of a love object. He disputed Anna Freud’s contention that infants cannot mourn, because of insufficient ego development, and hence experience nothing more than brief bouts of separation anxiety provided a satisfactory substitute is available. He also questioned Melanie Klein’s claim that loss of the breast at weaning is the greatest loss in infancy. Instead he advanced the view that grief and mourning appear whenever attachment behaviors are activated but the mother figure continues to be unavailable.

Five topics related to adult mourning were discussed: thoughts and behavior directed to the lost person, hostility, appeals for help, despair, and reorganization. Bowlby underscored the fact that all of these processes had been documented in children as well. Indeed, Robertson’s observations had demonstrated that in addition to longing (e.g. cries of ‘I want to see my mummy’), infants or toddlers frequently engage in violent aggressiveness and rejection of caregiving by others before they begin to seek and accept new relationships. There may be a propitious outcome if the child can become attached to a new mother figure, but an overly frequent succession of figures may result in inability to form deep relationships.

As with the first paper, many members of the British Psychoanalytic Society voiced strong disagreement. Donald Winnicott wrote to Anna Freud ‘I can’t quite make out why it is that Bowlby’s papers are building up in me a kind of revulsion although in fact he has been scrupulously fair to me in my writings’. Another analyst is said to have exclaimed: ‘Bowlby? Give me Barabbas’ (Grosskurth 1987).

By 1962 Bowlby had completed two further papers (Bowlby 1962a, b), never published, on defensive processes related to attachment. With them the basic blueprint of attachment theory was almost completely worked out, although it took until 1969 for the first paper to be expanded into Attachment, ntil 1973 for the second to be expanded into Separation, and until 1980 for the third (including material from the two unpublished papers on defensive processes) to be expanded into Loss. The original plan had been for a single book.

During this period, Colin Murray Parkes, well known for his research on bereavement, realized the relevance of Bowlby’s and Robertson’s work for gaining a deeper understanding of grief in adult life. While working with bereaved psychiatric patients, Parkes had come to realize how little was known about normal grief. After joining Bowlby’s research unit at the Tavistock in 1962 he was able to visit unselected widows in their homes in order to help chart the course of normal grief. The resulting findings led to a joint paper with John Bowlby (Bowlby and Parkes 1970) in which the phases of separation delineated by James Robertson for young children were elaborated into four phases of grief during adult life: (1) numbness, (2) yearning and protest, (3) disorganization and despair, and (4) reorganization. Before the publication of this paper, Parkes had visited Elizabeth Kubler-Ross in Chicago who was then gathering data for her influential book On Death and Dying (1970). The phases of dying described in her book (denial, anger, bargaining, depression, and acceptance) owe much to Bowlby’s and Robertson’s thinking. The founder of the modern hospice movement, Cicely Saunders, and Parkes used attachment theory and research in developing programs for the emotional care of the dying and bereaved. What they found particularly helpful in countering negative attitudes to the dying and bereaved was the concept of grief as a process toward attaining a new identity rather than as a state (Parkes, personal communication, 1989).

Let us now return to the research career of Mary Ainsworth. In late 1953, she had left the Tavistock Clinic, obviously familiar with Bowlby’s thinking about ethology but not convinced of its value for understanding infant– mother attachment. The Ainsworths were headed for Uganda where Leonard had obtained a position. With the help of the East African Institute of Social Research at Kampala, Mary Ainsworth scraped together enough money to do an observational study on mother–infant separation during weaning. At this point she was still sufficiently uneasy about Bowlby’s ethological notions to warn him, in a long letter, that his newfangled ethological ideas could ruin his reputation (Ainsworth, personal communication, October 1989). Although she experienced a change of heart once she began her observations, she did not inform Bowlby of this until several years later.

Thus it came about that the first study of infant–mother attachment from an ethological perspective was undertaken long before the publication of the seminal papers in which Bowlby laid out the ethological basis of attachment theory. Following in Robertson’s footsteps, Mary Ainsworth based her Ganda project on naturalistic observations and interviews, carried out in the family home. The study had been planned as an investigation of separation responses during weaning, but it soon became obvious that the old tradition of sending the child away ‘to forget the breast’ had broken down. Mary Ainsworth therefore decided to switch gears and study the process of infant– mother attachment.

At the beginning of the study, the babies ranged from 15 weeks to 2 years of age. All were observed longitudinally, for two hours per visit and, if possible, every two weeks, over a period of 9 months. Visits (with the aid of an interpreter) took place in the family living-room where Ganda women generally entertain in the afternoon. Observations were coded in terms of the occurrence and onset of specific attachment-related behaviors.



Refining attachment theory: Bowlby and Ainsworth (phase 2)

Upon leaving Kampala, the Ainsworths moved to Baltimore, Maryland, where Mary began work as a diagnostician and part-time clinician at the Sheppard and Enoch Pratt Hospital. Hence the data from the Ganda project lay fallow for several years. In 1958 Mary Ainsworth began to teach clinical psychology (with a later shift to developmental psychology) at the Johns Hopkins University. It was at this point that she received a reprint of ‘The nature of the child’s tie to his mother’ from John Bowlby. When Bowlby visited her in Baltimore in 1960, she was able to give him an in-depth account of the Ganda study. As a result, her subsequent analysis of the data from that project was deeply influenced by the renewed contact and collaboration with Bowlby. Conversely, Bowlby drew on many of Ainsworth’s ideas and findings as he elaborated and refined volume 1 of the future attachment trilogy (Bowlby 1969).

In examining data from the Ganda project, Ainsworth (1967) was particularly interested in individual differences. To tap into these, she devised a variety of ratings scales. Most important, in terms of her future work, was a scale evaluating maternal sensitivity to infant signals from interview data. The top rating of 7 was given to mothers who were identified as excellent informants and provided much spontaneous detail whereas low ratings were given to mothers who seemed imperceptive of the nuances of infant behavior. Individual differences in the babies were assessed by classification into three groups: securely attached infants who cried less, insecurely attached infants who cried more, and not yet attached infants who did not show differential behavior to the mother. Statistical analyses revealed that the three infant classifications were significantly correlated with the interview-based maternal sensitivity ratings and the amount of holding provided by the mother.

Mary Ainsworth first presented her findings from the Ganda project at the meetings of the Tavistock Study Group organized by Bowlby during the 1960s (Ainsworth 1963). Participants invited to these influential gatherings included infant researchers of diverse theoretical backgrounds (in addition to Mary Ainsworth, there were Genevieve Appell, Miriam David, Jack Gewirtz, Hanus Papousek, Heinz Prechtl, Harriet Rheingold, Henry Ricciuti, Louis Sander, and Peter Wolff) as well as animal researchers such as Harry Harlow, Robert Hinde, Charles Kaufmann, Jay Rosenblatt, and Thelma Rowell. Their lively discussions contributed much to the developing field of infant social development in general, but empirical studies reported and generated by these meetings also came to play a vital role in the elaboration of attachment theory. These papers were published in four volumes entitled Determinants of Infant Behavior edited by Brian Foss (Foss 1961, 1963, 1965, 1969).

It was in the early sixties that Mary Ainsworth embarked on the Baltimore Study. As in the Ganda project, she opted for direct observation, but interviews played a lesser role. Visits were made at 3- or 4-week intervals beginning in the first month and ending at 12 months. Each visit lasted 3–4 hours. During such prolonged visits the mother could more easily be induced to follow her normal routine and behave naturally. All visits for each quarter of the first year of life were grouped together for purposes of analysis. For each child there were altogether 72 hours of data collection. Raw data for the project took the form of narrative reports, jotted down in shorthand during the observations and later dictated into a tape-recorder for transcription.

Even more than in the Ganda study (Ainsworth 1967), methods of data gathering and analysis used in the Baltimore study were informed by attachment theory. In addition, Ainsworth became aware of the striking congruence between her old interest in Blatz’s security theory and Bowlby’s new approach. The Blatzian concept of the secure base was hence revitalized in the context of attachment theory. Ainsworth and her colleagues also elaborated and perfected the technique classifying infant and maternal behaviors in terms of behavioral patterns, rather than following the more traditional procedure of engaging in frequency counts of discrete behaviors. This methodology had roots both in Ainsworth’s dissertation work where she had identified patterns of familial and extra-familial security, but was also influenced by her collaboration with Bowlby and Robertson.

Most of the findings from the Baltimore project were published during the years following the appearance of Bowlby’s first volume on attachment in 1969. This volume contained elaborate, heavily documented theoretical chapters on ethology (especially on imprinting), on the appraisal function of emotion, on control systems theory, and of course, on the development of the infant’s tie to the mother, both in terms of normative changes and individual differences. Much of the theorizing on individual differences in infant– mother attachment relationships drew on pre-publication results of the Baltimore study.

At the same time, analysis of the data from the Baltimore study was deeply influenced by Bowlby’s ideas. There are papers on feeding (Ainsworth and Bell 1969), on mother–infant face-to-face play (Blehar et  al. 1977), on crying (Bell and Ainsworth 1972), on infant greeting and following (Stayton and Ainsworth 1973), on obedience (Stayton, Hogan, and Ainsworth 1973), and an unpublished study on close bodily contact (Ainsworth et al. 1971). All of them describe striking individual differences in how sensitively or not the mother responded to infant signals throughout the first year of life.

At this point I need to discuss the Strange Situation, a laboratory observation procedure devised by Ainsworth and Wittig (1969) with a view to studying the interplay of the attachment and exploratory behavioral systems under conditions of low and high stress, a topic in which Harlow (1961) had aroused their interest. Believing that the balance between attachment and exploratory behavior could more easily be observed in an unfamiliar environment, Ainsworth and Wittig devised a laboratory procedure in which the Baltimore infants and their mothers participated when the infants were one year old. The Strange Situation is a miniature drama with eight episodes in which mother, infant, and a stranger participate. Ainsworth and Wittig were interested in the infant’s exploratory behavior in the presence and absence of the mother.

Group data from the Strange Situation observations bore out Ainsworth’s expectations about attachment and exploration: babies did indeed explore the playroom and toys more vigorously in the presence of their mother than after a stranger entered or while the mother was absent. Though these results were theoretically interesting, Ainsworth became especially intrigued with the unexpected variety of the infants’ reunion behaviors. Some of the behavior patterns she observed reminded her of reunion responses Robertson had documented in children who had suffered prolonged separations. A few of the Baltimore infants observed in the Strange Situation were surprisingly angry when mother returned after a 3-minute (or shorter) separation. They cried and wanted contact, but could not simply cuddle or ‘sink in’ when picked up by the returning mother. Instead, they showed their ambivalence by kicking or swiping at her. Another group of children seemed to snub or avoid the mother upon reunion, even though they had often searched for her while she was gone. Analyses of home observation data revealed that those infants who had been ambivalent or avoidant of the mother on reunion during the Strange Situation had had a less optimal relationship with her at home than those (a majority) who sought proximity, interaction, or contact with the returning mother (Ainsworth et al. 1974). Thus originated the now renowned Strange Situation classification system (Ainsworth et al. 1978; p. 140, this volume).

Initially, many investigators disagreed with Ainsworth’s inferences regarding the meaning of Strange Situation behavior, most often because they overlooked that the reunion patterns had been validated against home observations. Frequently, the avoidant infants’ behavior was interpreted as independence. This situation began to change after the publication of Ainsworth’s book (Ainsworth et al. 1978) which drew together all findings from the Baltimore project and presented findings from subsequent studies showing links between attachment classifications and development in toddlerhood and early childhood (Main 1973; Matas et al. 1978). Now researchers not closely connected with Ainsworth or her collaborators began to take her classification procedure more seriously.

During this period, I attended the Johns Hopkins University as a graduate student. There we were fortunate to have hands-on experience of analyzing the narrative data from the Baltimore study and to read the second volume of the attachment trilogy, Separation, in manuscript form during our research seminar with Mary Ainsworth. Personally, I felt especially lucky to have access to Bowlby’s second volume because I had become intrigued with his concept of ‘internal working models’, e.g. mental representations which an infant builds of self and caregiver and with whose help he or she predicts, interprets, and plans attachment behavior. This concept, closely related to ideas proposed by Fairbairn (1952) and other object relations theorists, is briefly mentioned in the first volume (Bowlby 1969), but greatly elaborated in the second and third volumes of the attachment trilogy.

As professor at the Johns Hopkins University, Mary Ainsworth attracted many graduate students (amongst them Sylvia Bell, Mary Main, Mary Blehar, Michael Lamb, and Alicia Lieberman), but she also inspired many undergraduates whose first research training ground was the analysis of data from the Baltimore project. A number of these students subsequently wrote dissertations on attachment-related topics at their respective graduate institutions (amongst them Robert Marvin, Milton Kotelchuck, Mark Greenberg, Mark Cummings, and Everett Waters). When Everett Waters became a graduate student at the University of Minnesota in 1973, he introduced Alan Sroufe to the Strange Situation procedure. Until then Sroufe had only been vaguely familiar with attachment theory. Although he had read Mary Ainsworth’s theoretical article about object relations and dependency (Ainsworth 1968) he was not yet cognizant of Bowlby’s theoretical formulations (Sroufe, personal communication, 1988). Sroufe and Waters (1977) subsequently wrote an influential paper that made attachment as an organizational construct accessible to a much larger audience. Sroufe was also inspired to undertake a large-scale longitudinal study of attachment with an at-risk population (disadvantaged mothers). The Minnesota study, summarized in Sroufe (1983) but still ongoing, stands as the second major longitudinal study supporting the view that quality of caregiving is related to individual differences in attachment quality. The third and fourth large-scale longitudinal studies were conducted by Klaus and Karin Grossmann in Germany (Grossmann et al. 1985 and ongoing). The Grossmann studies also form part of an increasing body of cross-cultural attachment studies (for reviews see Bretherton and Waters (1985) and Van Ijzendoorn and Kroonenberg (1988)).

In other laboratories across the United States, much time was spent testing out Mary Ainsworth’s propositions regarding the meaning of the Strange Situation reunion classifications. Many researchers came to train with Mary Ainsworth or her former students to learn the procedure and classification system. Hundreds of studies using the Strange Situation appeared in print. Often it almost seemed as if attachment and the Strange Situation had become synonymous.



GROWING POINTS

Now the gears are shifting again. Attachment theory and research are moving forward along three major fronts, as follows.


	1. As a result of Mary Main’s Berkeley Study (Main et al. 1985) and, I think, the publication of the SRCD Monograph ‘Growing Points of Attachment Theory and Research’ (Bretherton and Waters 1985) we are now beginning to explore the psychological, internal, or representational aspects of attachment, including the intergenerational transmission of attachment patterns which had been at the center of Bowlby’s interests since his beginnings in psychiatry. At last, Volume III of the attachment trilogy (Bowlby 1980a), in which Bowlby elaborated his earlier (1962a, b) ideas of defense and representation, is coming into its own.

Interestingly, the inspiration for studies of individual difference in attachment at the representational level has come in large part from the translation of Ainsworth’s infant attachment patterns into corresponding adult patterns. In the Adult Attachment Interview devised by Main and her colleagues (Main and Goldwyn in press) parents were asked questions about their attachment relations in childhood, as well as about the influence that these early relations had had upon their own development. Close examination of the interview text as a whole revealed three patterns of responding: autonomous–secure individuals were able to give a clear and coherent account of early attachments (whether these had been satisfying or not); preoccupied individuals produced many conflicted childhood memories about attachment, but could not draw these together into an organized, consistent picture; finally, dismissing individuals often claimed that they could not remember much about relations with parents in childhood. They tended to idealize their parents on a general level, but to disclaim any influence of attachment experiences on their own development, or to report memories of rejection when they did manage to remember specific episodes. Not only did the Adult Attachment Interview classifications correspond to Ainsworth’s secure, ambivalent, and avoidant infant patterns at a conceptual level, they were also empirically correlated with them – e.g. a dismissing parent tended to have an avoidant infant, and so forth (Main et al. 1985; Main in this volume).

In addition, several representational measures of attachment were devised for use with children. A separation anxiety test for adolescents had been developed by Hansburg in 1972. In 1976 it was adopted for younger children by Klagsbrun and Bowlby (1976), and has now been revised and successfully validated against observed attachment patterns by Kaplan (1984) and Slough and Greenberg (in press). Attachment-based story completion tasks for 3- to 5-year-olds were validated against behavioral measures by Bretherton et al. (in press) and Oppenheim (1989). In these tests, emotional openness of responding tends to be related to secure attachment classifications.

Finally, several authors have created interviews that examine attachment from the parental as opposed to the filial perspective (e.g. Bretherton et al. 1989; George and Solomon 1989). In addition, Waters and Deane (1985) developed a Q-sort that can be used to assess a mother’s internal working models of her child’s attachment to her.


	 A related topic, the study of attachment relationships between adults, is also generating considerable research activity. It began in the early 1970s with studies of adult bereavement (Bowlby and Parkes 1970; Parkes 1972) and marital separation (Weiss 1973, 1977). More recently, however, interest in adult attachments has broadened to encompass mature attachment relations in marriage and similar relationships (Weiss 1982 and this volume). More recently, Shaver and Hazan (1988) have translated Ainsworth’s infant patterns of attachment into adult styles of interpersonal relating and compared these styles with childhood antecedents. Much of this research has been masterfully summarized by Mary Ainsworth (1989 and this volume) in a wide-ranging theoretical analysis of attachment across the life cycle. The topic has been further extended by examining attachment with respect to family interaction (Belsky, Rovine, and Fish in press; Howes and Markman 1989; Byng-Hall 1985 and this volume; Marvin and Stewart in press). Finally, Marris, whose work on widows (1958) influenced Bowlby’s early thinking about bereavement, has cast his net even wider by considering the implications of attachment for societal organization and vice versa (Marris 1982 and this volume).

	 Attachment theory and research are also making a considerable impact on the emerging field of developmental psychopathology (Sroufe 1988). There have been longitudinal attachment-based studies of families with depression (Radke-Yarrow et al. 1985; Radke-Yarrow in this volume), of families with maltreatment (e.g. Schneider-Rosen et al. 1985; Crittenden 1983), and families with low social support (Lieberman and Pawl 1988; Spieker and Booth 1988). Much of this work is represented in a volume on clinical implications of attachment (Belsky and Nezworski 1988). These topics hark back to some of Bowlby’s seminal ideas from the 1930s, but have been greatly enriched by Mary Ainsworth’s notions on the origins of individual differences of attachment patterns.




CONCLUDING REMARKS

In 1980 Bowlby published a paper about attachment theory entitled, tongue in cheek, ‘By ethology out of psychoanalysis: an experiment in interbreeding’. The time has come when the psychoanalytical origins of attachment theory are coming into sharper focus. Thus attachment theory can now more clearly be seen as a theory of interpersonal relationships in the lineage of object relations theory (Bretherton 1987), incorporating much from ethology, but also shedding new light on and reworking from a new and more rigorous perspective the issues in which Klein (1932), Fairbairn (1952), and Winnicott (1965) had also been wrestling. Bowlby’s remarks in the epilogue to the volume published in honor of his 75th birthday (Parkes and Stevenson-Hinde 1982:313) continue to apply eight years later:
 ‘Attachment theory is still growing. Its potential and its limitations remain unknown’.
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NOTE


	1 This chapter was presented as a paper at a meeting organized by the Tavistock Clinic in honor of John Bowlby’s eightieth birthday, June 1987.
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