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HEORETICAL EMPHASES IN PSYCHOANALYSIS HAVE CHANGED over the

years from classical drive theory to an increasing focus on the
role of object relationships and object representation in personality
development and psychopathology (e.g., Winnicott, 1960; Blatt, 1974;
Mabhler, Pine, and Bergman, 1975; Kernberg, 1976; Blatt & Lerner,
1983a). Central to object relational models is the concept of mental
representation of self and other. Mental representations are enduring
cognitive-affective psychological structures that provide templates for
processing and organizing information so that new experiences are
assimilated to existing mental structures. These mental schemas guide
an individual’s behavior, particularly in interpersonal relationships
(Blatt & Lerner, 1983b). These cognitive—affective schemas or mental
representations of self and other develop over the life cycle. They
have conscious and unconscious cognitive, affective, and experiential
components that derive from significant early interpersonal experi-
ences. These cognitive—affective schemas can involve veridical
representations of consensual reality, idiosyncratic and unique con-
structions, or primitive and pathological distortions that suggest
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psychopathology (Blatt, 1991, 1995). They also reflect the individ-
ual’s developmental level and such important aspects of psychic life
as impulses, affects, drives, and fantasies (Sandler and Rosenblatt,
1962; Beres and Joseph, 1970; Blatt, 1974).

This shift to object relations theories within psychoanalysis is
consistent with and, in part, influenced by research in infant develop-
ment (e.g., Emde, 1983; Litchenberg, 1985; Stern, 1985) and by
attachment theory and research (e.g., Bowlby, 1973, 1980, 1982;
Ainsworth et al.,, 1978; Sroufe, 1983; Main, Kaplan, and Cassidy,
1985; Main and Cassidy, 1988). Despite its historical links with
psychoanalytic and object relations perspectives, attachment theory
has been adopted primarily by investigators in developmental psy-
chology concerned about “normal” development and, until recently,
has been relatively neglected by psychoanalytic clinicians. The recent
theoretical and empirical work of Mary Main and her colleagues
(Main and Goldwyn, 1985; Main et al., 1985; Main and Cassidy,
1988; Main and Hesse, 1990), elaborating on the nature of internal
working models of attachment, provides further opportunity to
integrate attachment theory and research with object relational
theories of mental representations in psychoanalysis.

Mental representations in object relations theory are generally
analogous to the internal working models discussed in attachment
theory. Both attachment theory (e.g., Ainsworth, 1969; Bowlby, 1980;
Bretherton, 1985) and object relations theory (e.g., Fairbairn, 1952;
Winnicott, 1960; Jacobson, 1964; Blatt, 1974; Kernberg, 1976)
postulate that “mental representations,” or “internal working models”
of self and others, emerge from early relationships with caregivers and
then act as heuristic guides for subsequent interpersonal relationships
influencing expectations, feelings, and general patterns of behavior
(Slade and Aber, 1992; Diamond and Blatt, 1994). Despite their
convergences, psychoanalytic concepts of mental representations and
concepts of internal working models in attachment theory are different
in important respects. Mental representations and internal working
models are not just different terms that describe the same phenomena.
Compared with internal working models of attachment theory, the
concept of representations in object relations theory has a more epige-
netic developmental quality (Blatt, 1974; Diamond and Blatt, 1994;
Levy, Blatt, and Shaver, 1998). Mental representations in psychoana-
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lytic theory proceed through a developmental sequence, becoming
increasingly complex, abstract, symbolic, and verbally mediated
(Freud, 1914; Blatt, 1974, 1995; Horowitz, 1977).

This paper examines some of the ways in which object relations and
attachment theories can inform each other and thus provide a broad-
ranging theoretical model of personality development and psycho-
pathology across a wider developmental spectrum. Recent attachment
research provides a valuable heuristic framework for conducting
psychoanalytic research, enriching psychoanalytic clinicians and
investigators. And psychoanalytic concepts can inform and facilitate
theory and research in developmental psychology and attachment
theory to place their findings in a broad theoretical context. With this
in mind we review the current status of the attachment literature with
children and adults from both a developmental and social psychologi-
cal perspective. The primary purpose of this paper is to address the
importance of distinguishing among different developmental levels of
mental representations and how these differences can enrich and
extend our understanding of various attachment patterns.

Attachment Theory

Bowlby, a British psychiatrist, was trained as a physician and psycho-
analyst early in this century when object relations approaches to
psychoanalysis were first beginning to be formulated (see Karen,
1994, for an account of Bowlby’s intellectual development). Bowlby
was trained in the period when Anna Freud, Melanie Klein, and
Donald Winnicott and others were beginning to apply psychoanalytic
concepts to the study and treatment of children, during the period of
transition in psychoanalysis from a one-person, closed system
psychology primarily concerned with drive forces and discharge
thresholds to two-person, more open systems, object relational theo-
ries. Bowlby clashed with his supervisor Melanie Klein over the issue
of whether to involve the mother in the psychoanalytic treatment of a
child. This difference in focus was the beginning of Bowlby’s
eventual estrangement from the psychoanalytic community. In
contrast to object relations theorists such as Winnicott who retained
much of Freud’s emphasis on sexual and aggressive drives and
fantasies, Bowlby’s attachment theory focused on the affective bond
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in close interpersonal relationships. Bowlby believed that Klein and
other psychoanalysts overestimated the role of infantile fantasy,
neglecting the role of actual experiences. Moreover, Bowlby boldly
proposed that internal working models “are tolerably accurate reflec-
tions of the experiences those individuals have actually had” (Bowlby,
1973, p. 235). In contrast to Bowlby, Fairbairn (1952), Guntrip (1971),
and Winnicott (1965) retained enough ties to drive theory in terms of
unconscious fantasy and infantile distortion that they avoided the
banishment that Bowlby experienced. Additionally, in contrast to
most psychoanalysts of the time, Bowlby was also empirically
minded. Rather than draw inferences about childhood from the free
associations, dreams, transferences, and other mental productions of
adults primarily seen in psychoanalytic treatment, Bowlby wanted to
study and work directly with children. His focus was on the observ-
able behavior of infants and their interactions with their caregivers,
especially their mothers, and he encouraged prospective studies of the
effects of early attachment relationships on personality development.
In this sense he was again different than many of his object relations
colleagues who focused instead on adults’ mental representations of
self and others in close relationships, often revealed during psycho-
analysis and psychotherapy, although these colleagues also believed
that these representations were the result of early relationships with
parents.

While Bowlby was critical of certain aspects of classic psychoana-
lytic formulations, his work clearly falls within the framework of
psychoanalysis because he retained and extended many of Freud’s
clinical and developmental insights. Central to Bowlby, as with Freud,
is the view that notable early experiences have significant impact on
subsequent development. Attachment theory emerged from Bowlby’s
observations in England during World War II of the pervasive disrup-
tive consequences of deprivation of contact with the mother in
children temporarily separated from their primary caregiver (usually
the mother) because of the war; he observed that “the young child’s
hunger for his mother’s love and presence is as great as his hunger for
food” and that her absence inevitably generates “a powerful sense of
loss and anger” (Bowlby, 1969, p. xiii). Bowlby identified a clear and
predictable sequence of three emotional reactions that typically occur
subsequent to the separation of an infant from its primary caregiver:
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first, protest that involves crying, active searching, and resistance to
others’ soothing efforts; then despair, which is a state of passivity and
obvious sadness; and then detachment, which involves an active,
seemingly defensive disregard for and avoidance of the mother if she
returns. Successive, systematic observation revealed that the typical
infant checks back regularly, visually and/or physically, to ensure the
mother is available and responsive. If the mother moves or directs her
attention elsewhere, the child attempts to recapture that attention
through eye contact, smiling, vocalizing (babbling, crying), or return-
ing to her side (including clinging and following). When the attach-
ment system is strongly activated, most children cry and seek physical
contact with their primary caregiver. When the attachment system is
idle, children play happily, smile easily, share toys and discoveries
with their caregiver, and display warm interest in others. The attach-
ment system is especially prone to activation under conditions of
anxiety, fear, illness, and fatigue. These observations were further
elaborated by Bowlby’s (1944) classic study of forty-four delinquent
children.

Based on ethological theory, Bowlby postulated that the caregiver—
infant attachment bond is a complex, instinctually guided behavioral
system that has functioned throughout human evolution to protect the
infant from danger and predators. Secure attachment to the mother in
infancy derives primarily from the mother’s reliable and sensitive
provision of security and love as well as food and warmth. Consistent
differences occur, however, in the degree to which infant—mother
relationships are characterized by experiences of security. Some
mothers are slow or erratic in responding to their infant’s cries; other
mothers regularly intrude into or interfere with their infant’s desired
activities (sometimes to force “affection” on the infant at a particular
moment). The infants of these mothers cry more often and explore less
(even in the mother’s presence) than securely attached infants, and
they often mingle active seeking of the mother with overt expressions
of anger and seem generally anxious. In addition, some infants may
eventually try to avoid mothers who previously had frequently
rebuffed or rejected their infant’s attempts to establish physical
contact with her. These distinctions led investigators (e.g., Ainsworth)
to contrast secure attachment with two types of insecure attachment
that they called avoidant and anxious ambivalent.
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Bowlby (1973) and Ainsworth (1969) formulated that infants
construct mental representations or affective—cognitive schemas of the
self and of others, as well as develop expectations about interpersonal
relations based on transactions with their attachment figures. These
“internal working mental models” (Ainsworth, 1969; Bowlby, 1973),
or mental representations, are the building blocks of personality
development, and they direct and shape future interpersonal relation-
ships. The continuity of these mental models over time is rooted in the
nature of concepts of self and others, as well as interpersonal expecta-
tions constructed by the child. This internal working model of the
interaction between self and others guides subsequent interpersonal
relationships. For example, an infant whose needs are typically left
unmet may develop a model of others as unreliable and uncaring and
of the self as unlovable. Consequently, the neglected infant and child
may, as an adult, believe that each new person will prove to be
inaccessible, uncaring, and unresponsive. Conversely, the child whose
needs have been addressed in a consistent loving and supportive
manner may subsequently regard others as dependable and trustwor-
thy and the self as lovable and attractive.

Based on Bowlby’s attachment theory, Ainsworth conducted a
seminal study to observe the effects of childbearing techniques
employed by mothers on the development of a child’s attachment
patterns. Ainsworth and her colleagues (Ainsworth et al., 1978) devel-
oped a technique called the “strange situation,” which involves eight
standard episodes staged in a playroom through which the infant, the
caregiver, and a “stranger” interact in a comfortable setting and the
behaviors of the infant are observed. First, the baby has the chance to
explore toys while the mother is present. Gradually, a stranger enters,
converses with the mother, and invites the baby to play. Then the
mother leaves the baby with the stranger, returns for a reunion, and
then the baby is left alone; the stranger then returns, and finally, the
mother returns for a second reunion. Ainsworth was able to categorize
infants with considerable reliability into three distinct groups based on
their reunion behavior with their mothers after this brief separation.
Based on observations of infants and their caretakers, Ainsworth et al.
(1978) identified three distinct patterns or styles of infant—mother
attachment: secure (63% of the dyads tested), avoidant (21%), and
anxious—ambivalent (16%). All three types of infants are attached to
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their mothers, yet significant individual differences in the quality of
that attachment relationship can be identified and measured reliably.

The avoidant dyad is characterized by a quiet distance in the mother’s

presence, acting unaware of the mother’s departure, and avoiding the

mother upon reunion. The anxious—ambivalent dyad is characterized

by much emotional protest and anger on the part of the infant. The

baby acts extremely distressed on the mother’s departure and becomes

angry and resistant. The baby approaches the mother for attention but

angrily resists being picked up, yet is clingy, dependent, often crying,

and unable to be soothed and comforted upon the mother’s return. The

secure dyad is characterized by the child’s confident use of the mother

as a “secure base” (Bowlby, 1988) to explore the playroom with great

ease and comfort in the mother’s presence. This exploration dimin--
ishes upon the mother’s departure, but the child greets the mother on

her return with great enthusiasm and seeks proximity and interaction

with the mother, resumes exploration of the environment, and is able

to play again independently. These findings (Ainsworth et al., 1978)

have been replicated and extended by many subsequent investigators

in a number of different cultures (e.g., Waters, Wippman, and Sroufe,
1979; Erikson, Sroufe, and Egeland, 1985; Main et al., 1985; Sroufe

and Fleeson, 1986; see reviews by Bretherton, 1985 and Paterson and

Moran, 1988).

Consistent with Bowlby’s theory, these three attachment styles are
closely associated with differences in caretaker warmth and respon-
siveness (Ainsworth et al., 1971, 1974, 1978; Blehar, Lieberman, &
Ainsworth, 1977, Maslin and Bates, 1983; Belsky, Rovine, and
Taylor, 1984; Egeland and Farber, 1984; Grossmann et al., 1985;
Main et al., 1985; Goldberg et al., 1986; Smith and Pederson, 1988;
Crowell and Feldman, 1988; Pederson et al., 1990; Isabella and
Belsky, 1991; see van IJzendoorn, 1995, for metaanalysis). Ainsworth
and colleagues (1971, 1975) and Grossmann et al. (1985), in a German
sample, found that maternal sensitivity during infancy was strongly
predictive of the security of infants’ attachment to their mothers.
Other studies have also provided strong support for the link between
mother’s sensitivity and attachment security of her infant. For exam-
ple, mothers of securely attached, in contrast to mothers of insecurely

. attached, infants tend to hold their babies more carefully, tenderly, and

for longer periods of time during early infancy (Main et al., 1985).
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Additionally, mothers of securely attached infants respond more
frequently to their infants’ crying, show more affection when holding
the baby, are more likely to acknowledge the baby with a smile or
conversation when entering the baby’s room, and are better at feeding
the baby because of their attention to the baby’s signals compared to
mothers of babies later independently judged to be insecurely
attached. These findings are consistent with findings from studies of
maternal sensitivity (e.g., Crowell and Feldman, 1988) in which the
mother’s level of sensitivity to her infant’s communication signifi-
cantly predicted the infant’s attachment style (Smith and Pedersen,
1988).

A number of longitudinal studies have investigated the influence of
infant attachment styles on subsequent functioning and adaptive
potential. Securely attached infants as preschoolers are cooperative,
popular with peers, and highly resilient and resourceful (Sroufe, 1983)
and at age 6 are relaxed and friendly and converse with their parents
in a free-flowing and easy manner (Main and Cassidy, 1988). Insecure
avoidant infants as preschoolers appear emotionally insulated, hostile,
and antisocial (Sroufe, 1983) and later tend to distance themselves
from their parents’ and ignore their parents initiatives in conversation
(Main and Cassidy, 1988). Anxious—resistant or preoccupied insecure
infants are tense and impulsive as toddlers and passive and helpless in
preschool (Sroufe, 1983) and later show a mixture of insecurity and
hostile behavior in interaction with their parents (Main and Cassidy,
1988).

Two studies (Grossman and Grossman, 1991; Elicker, Englund, and
Sroufe, 1993) followed children for as long as 10 years after their
assessment in the strange situation and found central personality
variables and social behavior predictable over that decade. Elicker,
Englund, and Sroufe (1993) report that infant attachment style, even
after controlling for the infant’s adjustment and home environment,
reliably predicted the child’s social skill and self-confidence 10 years
later. Specifically, secure attachment in infancy predicted more
positive relationships with teachers and more socially adept, close
friendships with peers at age 11. Waters et al. (1995) followed 50
individuals for 20 years and found a 64% stability in attachment
classification (actually greater than 70% stability for individuals with
no major negative life events and less than 50% stability for those
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who lost a parent, endured parental divorce, etc.). Thus longitudinal
research, though still preliminary, suggests that attachment patterns
identified during infancy are stable over time (Bretherton, 1985), even
into early adulthood (age 20). Although the available evidence
indicates that attachment classifications are fairly stable over
extended periods of time, various factors contribute to their relative
stability and change, including temperament, continuing relationships
with the same family members, negative life events, change-resistant
internal working models, and behavior patterns that produce self-
fulfilling prophecies. All of these factors most likely play a significant
role (see Rothbard and Shaver, 1994, for a review of research on
continuity), but further research is needed to elaborate how and to
what degree these various factors contribute to the stability or changé
of attachment styles.

Adult Attachment

Based on Bowlby’s (1977) contention that the attachment system is
active “from the cradle to the grave,” various investigators (e.g., Main
et al., 1985; Hazan and Shaver, 1987, 1990; West and Sheldon, 1988;
Sperling, 1988; Sperling and Berman, 1991) independently began to
apply the concepts of attachment theory to the study of adult behavior
and personality.

Based on Ainsworth’s differentiation of types of patterns of attach-
ment, Main et al. (1985) developed an interview to assess adults’
internal working models—the security of the adult’s overall model of
attachment and of the self in attachment experiences—in order to
study the relationship of behaviors in adults to the quality of the
attachment to their parents. The interview inquires into “descriptions
of early relationships and attachment related events for the adult’s
sense of the way these relationships and events had affected adult
personality; by probing for both specific corroborative and contradic-
tory memories of parents and the relationship with parents” (Main et
al., 1985, p. 98). Three major patterns of adult attachment were
initially identified: secure, detached, and enmeshed; two additional
styles were subsequently identified: the disorganized style and the
unclassifiable style. The first three categories parallel the attachment
classifications originally identified in studies of children (Ainsworth
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et al., 1978), and the disorganized style parallels a pattern later
described in infants (Main and Solomon, 1990).

Attachment from a Social Psychological Perspective

In contrast to Main’s focus on the study of the relationship of adults
with their parents, Hazan and Shaver (1987; Shaver, Hazan, and
Bradshaw, 1988), from a social psychological perspective, applied the
childhood attachment paradigm to the study of adult romantic love.
Hazan and Shaver (1987) developed questionnaires to assess attach-
ment styles in adult relationships. They reasoned that the same three
attachment styles identified in children might exist in adolescence and
adulthood and have important implications for the formation of
romantic relationships (Shaver and Hazan, 1987; Shaver et al., 1988).
They translated Ainsworth’s descriptions of the three infant attach-
ment types into a single-item measure appropriate to adult romantic
relationships. Following Ainsworth et al. (1978), they labeled the
three types of adult attachments as secure, avoidant, and anxious—
ambivalent. Subjects were first asked to characterize themselves as
secure, avoidant, or anxious—ambivalent in romantic relationships
based on three descriptions; they were then asked to respond to ques-
tions related to their “most important” experiences of romantic love,
their mental models of self and relationships, and their memories of
childhood relationships with parents (attachment history). Hazan and
Shaver (1987) found approximately the same proportions of the three
attachment types in adolescents and young adults (secure—62%,
avoidant—23%, and anxious—ambivalent—15%) that Ainsworth et al.
(1978) had obtained in the studies of infants. Similar percentages have
been found in subsequent studies using Hazan and Shaver’s measure
in at least three different industrialized countries (Collins and Read,
1990; Feeney and Nollar, 1990; Muklincer, Florian, and Tolmacz,
1990).

Hazan and Shaver (1987) also found significant links between self-
reported romantic attachment style and the quality of interpersonal
relationships. Secure subjects’ experiences of love were characterized
by caring, intimacy, supportiveness, and understanding; avoidant
subjects by fear of intimacy; and anxious ambivalent subjects by
emotional instability, obsession, physical attraction, and the desire for
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union. Additionally, greater loneliness was found among insecure
subjects. In a subsequent study, Hazan and Shaver (1990) also
reported that secure subjects, in contrast to both groups of insecure
subjects, reported less depression, anxiety, hostility, and physical
illness than insecure subjects. Avoidant subjects tended to be satisfied
with work but not with their coworkers and, instead, preferred to work
alone. Anxious ambivalent subjects, in contrast, preferred to work
with others and did not enjoy the actual work but more the people with
whom they worked.

An important recent development in attachment research has been
the contributions of (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew and Horowitz,
1991) who noticed an inconsistency between conception of avoidance
in formulations of Main and those of Hazen and Shaver. Bartholomew °
noted that Main’s prototype of the adult avoidant style (assessed in the
context of parenting) is more defensive, denial-oriented, and overtly
unemotional than Hazan and Shaver’s avoidant attachment prototype
(assessed in the context of romantic attachment), which seems more
vulnerable, conscious of emotional pain, and “fearful.” Thus,
Bartholomew viewed Main’s avoidant style as predominantly dis-
missing, whereas Hazan and Shaver’s avoidant style seemed predomi-
nantly fearful.

Consistent with Bowlby, Bartholomew conceptualized adult
attachment styles in terms of the combination of the representational
models of self and others that purportedly underlie these styles. It
became evident to Bartholomew that the four attachment categories
(Figure 1) could be arrayed in a two-dimensional space, with one
dimension being the “model of self” (positive versus negative) and the
other being the “model of others” (positive versus negative).

For secure individuals, models of self and other are both generally
positive. For preoccupied or anxious-ambivalent individuals, the
model of others is positive (i.e., relationships are attractive), but the
model of self is not. For dismissing individuals, the reverse is true: the
somewhat defensively maintained model of self is positive, whereas
the model of others is negative (i.e., intimacy in relationships is
regarded with caution or avoided). Fearful individuals have relatively
negative models of both self and others.

To assess both types of avoidant styles, dismissing and fearful,
Bartholomew developed a four-category interview that parallels
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Figure 1 Bartholomew’s Analysis of Four Adult Attachment Styles in Terms of Two
Dimensions, Model of Self and Model of Other.

Model of Self
Positive Negative
SECURE PREOCCUPIED
Comfortable with Preoccupied with
Positive intimacy and relationships
autonomy
Model of Other
DISMISSING FEARFUL
Dismissing of Fearful of intimacy;
Negative intimacy; Socially avoidant

Counterdependent

Main’s Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) and a four-category self-
report measure that parallels the work of Hazan and Shaver. In a
number of studies, Bartholomew found that the personality styles of
the two avoidant types were quite distinct. Fearful avoidant individu-
als are characterized as low in self-esteem, hesitant, shy, lonely,
vulnerable, dependent, self-critical, afraid of rejection, and lacking in
social confidence. On the other hand, dismissingly avoidant individu-
als are characterized as high in self-esteem, socially self-confident,
unemotional, defensive, independent, cynical, critical of others,
distant from others, and more interested in achievement than in
relationships. Although dismissing avoidant individuals rated them-
selves as high in self-esteem, their peers saw them as hostile and
socially autocratic. This finding is consistent with Kobak and Sceery
(1988) who, using the AAI, found that avoidant subjects rated them-
selves as socially -adept and psychologically sound, whereas their
peers viewed them as more hostile and less ego-resilient. Thus,
fearfully avoidant individuals are characterized by a conscious desire
for relatedness which is inhibited by fears of its consequences,
whereas dismissing avoidant subjects are characterized by a defensive
denial of the need and/or desire for relatedness. Research is accumu-
lating that supports the importance of Bartholomew’s distinction
between fearful and dismissing types of avoidant attachment (see
Brennan, Shaver, and Tobey, 1990; Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991;
Horowitz, Rosenberg, and Bartholemew, 1993; Feeney, Nollar, and
Hanrahan, 1994; Levy, Blatt, and Shaver, 1998).
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Although the AAI category system, Hazan and Shaver’s three-
category typology, Bartholomew’s four-category typology, and
several variations of these conceptual frameworks are all rooted in
Bowlby and Ainsworth’s theory and research, they are not conceptu-
ally identical (e.g., some are more clearly dimensional than others, and
some focus on parenting whereas others focus on romantic relation-
ships), and they have generated different kinds of measures. The AAI
is scored primarily in terms of indicators of “current state of mind,”
such as awkward pauses, gaps in memory, incoherent discourse, and
other signs of defensiveness. The self-report measures, such as
Bartholomew’s and Hazan and Shaver’s, tap self-characterizations of
beliefs, feelings, and behaviors in romantic or other close relation-
ships. Comparisons between the AAI and self-report categories have
typically failed to correspond (Borman and Cole, 1993; Crowell,
Treboux, and Waters, 1993; Shaver, Belsky, and Brennan, in press).
Studies that have related the dimensional coding scales from the
AAI to the self-report measures, however, have found that they are
significantly related, even if the two categorical typologies were not
significantly related (Shaver, Belsky, and Brennan, in press). Addi-
tionally, while it is true that there was no criterion such as children’s
performance in the Strange Situation used in the development of the
Hazan and Shaver or Bartholomew measures, there is considerable
construct validity in the realms of personality and adult relationships
for these measures. In sum, a host of studies since 1987 like Hazan
and Shaver’s brief measure and various extensions of it have been
sufficiently precise (see Scharfe and Bartholomew, 1994) to generate
a large and coherent body of evidence supporting their construct
validity. Adult attachment styles have significantly predicted relation-
ship outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, breakups, commitment), patterns of
coping with stress, couple communication, and even phenomena such
as religious experiences and patterns of career development as well as
studies that make behavioral predictions (Bartholomew and Horowitz,
1991; Hazan and Hutt, 1991; Mikulincer and Nachshon, 1991;
Simpson, Rholes, and Nelligan, 1992; Feeney and Kirpatrick, 1995;
Fraley and Shaver, 1998; for reviews see Shaver and Hazan, 1993;
Hazan and Shaver, 1994; Shaver and Clark). Moreover, Rholes,
Simpson, and Blakely (1995) used self-report measures to assess
attachment in a study of the quality of mother-child relationships.

-
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Similar to studies relating the AAI derived attachment styles to
outcomes in the child strange situation, they found that avoidant
mothers did not feel as close to their preschool children as did more
secure mothers, and they behaved in less supportive ways toward their
children during a laboratory teaching task. Still there are no studies
relating the self-report measures to children’s attachment patterns
derived from the Strange Situation. Taken together; however, findings
using self-report measures are highly consistent with those using the
interview method, even if the two categorical typologies are not
significantly related (Crowell, Fraley, and Shaver, 1999).
Bartholomew and Shaver (1998) contend that recent examination of
several studies based on Bartholomew’s measures and either the AAI
or Hazan and Shaver’s measure suggests a rough continuum ranging
from the AAI (an interview measure focused on parenting issues
and coded categorically rather than dimensionally), through
Bartholomew’s parental attachment and peer/romantic interviews and

self-report measure, to Shaver and Hazan’s self-report measure.

Methods that lie close to each other on this continuum are more highly
related empirically, but factor analyses or structural equation models
based on several measures consistently indicate the presence of an
underlying latent construct (see Griffin and Bartholomew, 1994a, b),
which Bartholomew and Shaver (1998) interpret as reflecting a
common core that is established in childhood. These attachment
orientations may become differentiated with development and social
experience. Several other investigators have replicated and extended
the findings of Hazan and Shaver and Bartholomew (Levy and Davis,
1988; Collins and Read, 1990; Feeney and Noller, 1990; Mikulincer et
al.,, 1990; Simpson, 1990; Simpson, Rholes, and Nelligan, 1992),
demonstrating that these measures of attachment style in adults are
precise (see Scharfe and Bartholomew, 1994) and generated a large
and coherent body of evidence supporting their construct validity (for
reviews see Shaver and Hazan, 1993; Hazan and Shaver, 1994; Shaver
and Clark, 1994).

Adult attachment styles have significantly predicted relationship
outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, breakups, commitment), patterns of
coping with stress, couple communication, and even phenomena such
as religious experiences and patterns of career development, as well as
behavioral predictions (Brennan and Shaver, 1994; Feeney and
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Kirkpatrick, 1996; Hazan and Hutt, 1991; Kirkpartrick and Davis,
1994; Mikulincer and Nachshon, 1991; Simpson et al., 1992 ). Thus,
the findings of these studies do not seem to be a function of some kind
of a pervasive self-report response bias or set.

Developmental Levels of Representation and Attachment

While attachment theory is a developmental theory, attachment
theorists and researchers, have, ironically, neglected to integrate a
developmental perspective into this work, particularly when consid-
ering the concept of internal working models. Attachment styles are
described as essentially static, and thus, the concept of attachment
styles could be enriched considerably by the introduction of a devel-
opmental dynamic. Compared with attachment theory’s somewhat
fixed notion of “internal working models,” the concept of “representa-
tions” in object relations theory has a more epigenetic, developmental
quality (Blatt, 1974; Diamond and Blatt, 1994; Levy, Blatt, and
Shaver, 1998). Psychoanalytic theorists (Blatt, 1974, 1995; Freud,
1914; Horowitz, 1977) view modes of representation as proceeding
through a developmental sequence, becoming increasingly complex,
abstract, symbolic, and verbally mediated. Thus, psychoanalysis can
contribute to the study of attachment through the identification of
developmental levels of representation.

Blatt and his colleagues (Blatt, 1974, 1995; Blatt and Lerner, 1983),
integrating psychoanalytic theory and the cognitive developmental
perspective of Piaget (1952) and Werner (1948), suggest that the
cognitive and affective components of representations of self and
other develop epigenetically—becoming increasingly accurate, artic-
ulated, and conceptually complex. According to this approach, higher
levels of representation evolve from and extend lower levels; thus,
new representational modes are increasingly more comprehensive and
effective than earlier modes of representation. Following these epige-
netic principles, Blatt and colleagues stress that representations of self
and others can range from global, diffuse, fragmentary, and inflexible
to increasingly differentiated, flexible, and hierarchically organized.

These formulations are consistent with Kernberg’s (1976) view that
representations derive from relationships to primary caregivers
interpersonal experiences are stored in memory (internalized) and that
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Table 1 Differentiation-Relatedness of Self and Object Representations.

Description

Level/Scale Point
1. Self/other boundary
compromise
2. Self/other boundary
confusion
3.  Self/other mirroring

10.

Self/other idealization
or denigration

Semi-differentiated,
tenuous consolidation of
representations through
splitting (polarization)
and/or by an emphasis on
concrete part properties

Emergent, ambivalent
constancy (cohesion) of
self and an emergent
sense of relatedness

Consolidated constant
(stable) self and other in
unilateral relationships

Cohesive, individuated,
empathically related self
and others

Reciprocally related
integrated unfolding self
and others

Creative, integrated
constructions of self
and other in empathic,
reciprocally attuned
relationships

Basic sense of physical cohesion or integrity of
representations are lacking or are breached.

Self and other are represented as physically intact
and separate, but feelings and thoughts are amor-
phous, undifferentiated, or confused. Description
may consist of a single global impressionistic
quality or a flood of details with a sense of con-
fusion and vagueness.

Characteristics of self and other, such as physical
appearance or body qualities, shape, or size, are
virtually identical.

Attempt to consolidate representations based on
unitary, unmodulated idealization, or denigration.
Extreme, exaggerated, one-sided descriptions.

Marked oscillation between dramatically opposite
qualities or an emphasis on manifest external
features.

Emerging consolidation of disparate aspects of
self and other in a somewhat hesitant, equivocal,
or ambivalent integration. A list of appropriate
conventional characteristics, but they lack a sense
of uniqueness. Tentative movement toward a more
individuated and cohesive sense of self and other.

Thoughts, feelings, needs, and fantasies are differ-
entiated and modulated. Increasing tolerance for
and integration of disparate aspects. Distinguishing
qualities and characteristics. Sympathetic under-
standing of others.

Cohesive, nuanced, and related sense of self
and others. A definite sense of identity and

an interest in interpersonal relationships and a
capacity to understand the perspective of others.

Cohesive sense of self and others in reciprocal
relationships that transform both the self and
the other in complex, continually unfolding ways.

Integrated reciprocal relations with an apprecia-
tion that one contributes to the construction
of meaning in complex interpersonal relationships.
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through the process of internalization. Kernberg proposes that early
these memories consist of three parts: (a) representation of self, (b) a
representation of others, and (c) the affective tone characteristic of
these representations. For Kernberg, the degree of differentiation and
integration of these representations of self and other, along with their
affective valance, defines important aspects of the individual’s
personality structure. Development proceeds as representations of self
and others become increasingly differentiated and integrated. More
mature representations allow for the integration of positive and
negative elements and for the tolerance of ambivalence and contra-
diction in feelings about self and others. More integrated and mature
representations have greater richness and complexity.

Because internal working models of attachment research are limited '
to several prototypic attachment transactions, they lack the potential
intricacy, complexity, and detail of psychoanalytic concepts of the
representational world. In addition, internal working models in
attachment theory focus primarily on the content (i.e., positive versus
negative) of representations of self and others and not on the structure
of the cognitive schema. Although attachment theorists have forged
links between a Piagetian stage of object permanence and the consoli-
dation of internal working models of attachment (Bretherton, 1985;
Main et al., 1985), they have not explored the implication of such a
link for understanding aspects of the process of internalization in
secure and insecure internal working models of attachment relation-
ships. Different patterns of attachment not only involve differences in
the content of internal working models but also differences in the
structure of those models (e.g., degree of differentiation and integra-
tion), and it may be the structure of these models, more so than the
content, that results in different capacities and potentials for adapta-
tion. Thus, within specific attachment styles, internal working models
may vary in the degree of differentiation, integration, and internaliza-
tion (Diamond and Blatt, 1994; Levy et al., 1998). Even the concept of
narrative “coherence” from the AAI scoring system (Main et al.,
1985) is not linked to developmental processes and does not identify
differences in the structure of representation. The concept of coherence
of the narrative in the AAI is based on discourse usage as identified in
linguistic analysis (e.g., Grice, 1975) such as adherence to or violation
of four linguistic maxims (quality, quantity, relation, and manner).
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Integrating Psychoanalytic and Attachment Theory
Perspectives on Representation

A recent formulation of personality development provides a potential
basis for introducing a developmental perspective into attachment
research and theory. Blatt and colleagues (Blatt, 1974; Blatt and
Shichman, 1983; Blatt and Blass, 1990, 1995) propose a jbroad
theoretical model of personality development involving a multidimen-
sional dialectic interaction of two primary developmental lines of
interpersonal relatedness and self-definition. They posit that psycho-
logical development involves two fundamental developmental tas.ks:
(1) the establishment of the capacity to form staple, enduring,
mutually satisfying, reciprocal interpersonal relationshlps.ar}d (2) the
achievement of a differentiated, consolidated, stable, realistic, essen-
tially positive identity. Normal development throughout the life cycle
involves a complex, reciprocal transaction between these th dev'el-
opmental sequences. Meaningful and satisfying relationships
contribute to the evolving concept of the self, and a new sense of self
leads, in turn, to more mature levels of interpersonal relatedness
(Blatt, 1974; Blatt and Shichman, 1983; Blatt and Blass, 1990,.199.1,
1992; Blatt, 1990, 1995). The relatedness developmental line is
characterized by concerns with trust, warmth, cooperation, and
intimacy, while the self-definitional developmental line is ch‘aract.er—
ized by concerns with autonomy, initiative, self-worth, an.d 1deqt1ty.
Moreover, levels of personality and cognitive organization within
each of these two developmental linés or sequences range from
relatively undifferentiated and unintegrated to highly differentia.ted
and integrated levels. These two developmental lines not only prov1.de
a basis for considering personality development, but they have partic-
ular relevance for the conceptualization of psychopathology. Distor-
tions and exaggerated emphasis of either developmental line and the
defensive avoidance of the other leads to particular configurations of
psychopathology (Blatt and Shichman, 1983). Moreov.er, B%att and
Shichman (1983) contend that these two different configurations ar'e
related to several types of personality disorder behaviors.. In their
discussion, they posit that exaggerated and distorted emphasis on .the
interpersonal (or anaclitic development) is rela%ted to depression,
hysteria, and dependent and borderline personalities. In contrast, the
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self-definitional (or introjective) developmental line is related to self-
critical, guilty (introjective) depression, phallic narcissism, obsessive-
compulsive, paranoid, schizoid, schizotypal, and overideational
borderline personalities.

As indicated by attachment research, secure attachment involves
both a capacity to establish affective bonds and to tolerate and benefit
from separation. Secure attachment involves both increasingly mature
levels of interpersonal relatedness and of autonomy and individuation
as expressed in the capacity to both love and to work (Hazan and
Shaver, 1990). Thus, secure attachment represents an integration of
these two developmental lines and involves an integrated and coordi-
nated development of the capacity for establishing mature levels of
interpersonal relatedness and essentially positive and realistic senses
of self. These capacities are hypothesized to derive from the degree of
differentiation and integration of representations of self and others,
which allows for a nuanced, contextual, and diverse understanding of
one’s experience, the complexity of others, and the social world.

The application of this cognitive developmental, object relations
perspective to attachment theory could provide a broader elucidation
of interpersonal functioning from relatively less to more adaptive
manifestations within each of the insecure types, thus giving attach-
ment theory broader application to both nonclinical and clinical
populations. Recent theorizing has related the introjective and
anaclitic developmental lines to avoidant and preoccupied attachment
styles, respectively (Pilkonis, 1988; Blatt and Homann, 1992; Blatt
and Maroudas, 1992; Levine and Tuber, 1993). For example, the
interpersonal (or anaclitic) developmental line is characterized by
exaggerated attempts to establish interpersonal relationships similar to
anxious—ambivalent attachment with its fears of abandonment and
compulsive careseeking. A number of studies have shown that
anxious—ambivalent/preoccupied attachment is associated with the
anaclitic/dependent type of depression, characterized by concerns
with disruptions of interpersonal relations and fears of abandonment
and loneliness. Avoidant attachment has been associated with
an introjective/self-critical type of depression, characterized by
concerns about loss of self-esteem and feelings of worthlessness,

blame, and guilt (Kelly, Levy, and Blatt, 1994; Zuroff and Fitzpatrick,
1995).
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Developmental Levels within Avoidant Attachment

Bartholomew’s identification of two types of avoidant attachment
(fearful and dismissive) may actually represent two developmental
levels that can be differentiated within the avoidant insecure attach-
ment style. Levy et al.’s (1998) study of the relationship between
young adults’ attachment styles and the content and structure of their
mental representations of their parents found that the descriptions of
parents by dismissively avoidant subjects, as compared to descriptions
by fearfully avoidant subjects, were significantly less differentiated,
less conceptually complex, and less elaborate (had fewer attributes).
Though fearful avoidant subjects, in contrast, represented their parents
as more malevolent and punitive, their descriptions were more differ-
entiated and at a higher conceptual level than dismissive subjects; in
fact, the descriptions given by fearful avoidant individuals were
similar on these dimensions to those of secure subjects. Fearful
avoidant individuals expressed significantly greater ambivalence
when describing their parents than dismissively avoidant subjects,
primarily because dismissive subjects described their parents in
polarized terms as either highly idealized or as punitive, malevolent,
and lacking warmth. The ambivalence displayed in the descriptions of
parents by fearful avoidant individuals suggests that they have an
increased acknowledgment or awareness of negative aspects of their
feelings about their parents and an ability to tolerate contradiction in
others. In contrast, the lack of ambivalence in the descriptions of
parents of dismissing avoidant subjects suggests an avoidance of
conflictual issues in their inability to acknowledge both positive and
negative aspects of their parents—an essential step toward inore
differentiated and integrated representations. The descriptions of
dismissing individuals have a one-sided polarized quality—either
idealizing or denigrating, with relatively little complexity and expres-
sion of ambivalence. These findings are consistent with research on
adult attachment that has found that avoidant subjects have more
difficulty integrating both positive and negative qualities of romantic
partners (Hazan and Shaver, 1987) and of early relationships with
parents (Main et al., 1985). Additionally, Main et al., (1985), Kobak
and Sceery (1988), Hazan and Shaver (1987), and others (Mikulincer
et al., 1990; Simpson et al., 1992) all stress that dismissing avoidant
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subjects are unable to deal with emotions, particularly negative
emotions. These findings are also congruent with previous research on
mental representations that indicate that the complexity of representa-
tions of others allows for better tolerance and integration of negative
feelings toward others (Diamond et al., 1990; Gruen and Blatt, 1990).
The finding that secure and fearful individuals gave more articulated
descriptions (i.e., had more attributes) indicates a greater capacity for
emotional elaboration. Although fearfully avoidant subjects have
more ambivalent and more negative representations of their parents,
they appreciate the complexity of relationships and differentiate them-
selves and their parents more fully than do dismissively avoidant
subjects. These findings suggest that dismissive avoidance is a less
adaptive expression of avoidant attachment than fearful avoidance. ¢
Thus, these findings suggest a developmental differentiation within
avoidant insecure attachment based on the degree of differentiation
and integration of representations—fearful avoidant subjects appear to
be developmentally more mature than dismissively avoidant subjects.
Dismissive avoidance appears to represent a less integrated and
adaptive expression of avoidant attachment style.

Developmental Levels Within Preoccupied
Anxious—Ambivalent Attachment

Similar to the identification of two developmental levels of avoidant
attachment, a differentiation appears possible within the preoccupied
(anxious—ambivalent) style of attachment. Hazan and Shaver and
Main and colleagues describe the anxious pattern of attachment as
characterized by compulsive careseeking and a fear of abandonment.
West and colleagues (West and Sheldon, 1988), primarily from a
clinical perspective consistent with Bowlby’s original formulations,
discussed how a preoccupation with relatedness can be expressed as
either compulsive careseeking or compulsive caregiving. They devel-
oped a self-report measure for these two insecure styles and for two
other insecure patterns of insecure attachment (compulsive self-
reliance and angry withdrawal). Compulsive careseeking, as described
by Bowlby (1977), is characterized by urgent and frequent careseek-
ing behaviors in order to maintain a sense of security. Bowlby (1977)
hypothesized that this pattern develops from the infant’s experience of
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an unreliable, unavailable, or unresponsive caregiver. Compulsive
caregiving, in contrast, appears to reflect a more mature and integrated
expression or higher developmental level of a preoccupied attachment
style as compared to the less mature, unilateral, nonreciprocal,
compulsive careseeking. Compulsive caregiving, on the other hand, is
a pattern of attachment resulting from role-reversal, in which the child
assumes the role of the caregiving parent. This pattern emerges out of
an infant—caregiver relationship marked by the mother’s need for
symbiosis, in which the mother seeks to obtain need gratification by
using her child as an attachment figure. The compulsive caregiver
provides care in the way he or she wants to be cared for, and therefore,
this style may have greater potential for establishing a sense of
relatedness, eventually with reciprocity and mutuality. Compulsive
careseekers, in contrast, seem less mature because they primarily seek
unilateral relationships that provide contact, nurturance, gratification,
support, approval, and acceptance from others. Schaffer (1993) found
that compulsive careseekers reported significantly greater levels of
dependency, self-criticism, and anxiety, as well as a lower level of
self-efficacy than compulsive caregivers. Schaffer (1993) also found
that compulsive caregivers, as compared to careseekers, have more
adaptive forms of regulating affect. Specifically, compulsive
careseeking attachment is associated with oral/somatic and sexual/
aggressive ways of affect regulation, while compulsive caregiving
attachment is associated with cognitive and social/interpersonal
efforts of affect regulation, suggesting that the latter group has access
to more adaptive forms of affect regulation. Additionally, compulsive
caregiving subjects, like secure subjects, were more successful at
using interpersonal efforts to regulate affect and were generally more
successful at modulating affect than compulsive careseekers. Schaffer
also found that compulsive careseekers score higher than both
compulsive caregivers and secure subjects on measures oOf
alexithymia, indicating that compulsive careseekers may have diffi-
culty differentiating and describing their feelings. Compulsive
careseekers employ maladaptive action patterns and self-sacrificing
defenses, while compulsive caregivers used more adaptive defenses.
Thus, Schaffer’s (1993) findings suggest a developmental continuum
along the preoccupied/anxious—ambivalent spectrum, with compulsive
caregiving attachment reflecting a higher developmental level of
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~ attachment as compared to compulsive careseeking attachment.

Compulsive careseeking is characterized by the use of relationships
primarily for the gratification of one’s needs with little awareness of
the other as a separate individual with needs of his or her own.
Because of deficits in evocative constancy, compulsive careseekers
are more reliant on the presence of attachment figures. In contrast,
compulsive caregiving attachment reflects a relationship that is
centered around the gratification of the needs of the other. In order to
care for another, one must perceive and appreciate the needs of the
other. In this respect, compulsive caregiving requires greater differ-
entiation between self and other and thus represents a higher devel-
opmental level. Subsequent research should be directed toward
comparing the mental representations of self and significant others of
compulsive careseekers and compulsive caregivers.

Additional evidence for a developmental distinction within the
anxious—ambivalent/preoccupied style comes from research by Blatt
and colleagues on different types of depression. Blatt and colleagues
(Blatt, D’ Afflitti, and Quinlan, 1976) developed a questionnaire that
measures anaclitic (dependent) and introjective (self-critical) tenden-
cies (Depressive Experiences Questionnaire [DEQ], which assesses a
broad range of feelings and beliefs regarding the self and interpersonal
relationships. Specifically, three factors on the DEQ assess experi-
ences of dependency, self-criticism, and efficacy. These factors have
good levels of internal consistency and test—retest reliability and have
been replicated in other samples (Zuroff, Quinlan, and Blatt, 1991).
Numerous studies demonstrate the validity of the three factors (see
Blatt and Zuroff, 1992, for a review).

Recently, Blatt and colleagues (Blatt et al., 1993) identified two
subscales within the Dependency factor: (a) an anaclitic dependency
or neediness subscale characterized by items that expressed concerns
with feelings of helplessness, having fears and apprehensions about
segarateness and rejection and intense concerns about loss of gratifi-
cation and experiences of frustration; and (b) a relatedness subscale
characterized by feelings of sadness and loneliness in response to
disruptions of a specific relationship. Anaclitic dependency or needi-
ness had significantly greater correlations with independent measures
of depression, while interpersonal concerns had significantly higher
correlations with measures of self-esteem (Blatt et al., 1993). These

.-
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findings provide further evidence of a differentiation of several
levels of developmental maturity within the quality of interpersonal
relatedness.

Attachment Theory, Psychoanalysis, and Psychopathology

A major implication of these formulations is that an important differ-
entiation can be made within attachment categories based on the level
or degree of differentiation and integration of the underlying mental
representations or internal working models. These representations
occur along a developmental continuum ranging from lower to higher
levels of organization. These formulations provide a useful framework
for understanding the quality of interpersonal relationships based on a
fuller integration of attachment processes and psychoanalytic devel-
opmental theories of personality development and psychopathology.
Variability in the degree of differentiation and integration of mental
representations within attachment categories suggests that each
category encompasses individuals with different levels of object
relations and adaptive potentials. A number of studies (Alexander,
1993: Alexander et al., 1993; Levy, 1993; Anderson and Alexander,
1994: Rosenstein and Horowitz, 1996) have found that borderline,
histrionic, and dependent personality disorders are related to a preoc-
cupied attachment style. For example, Levy (1993) examined the
relationship between adult attachment styles, using Bartholomew’s
self-report attachment measure, and personality disorders, using the
Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory, in seventy-five college students.
They found that preoccupied attachment was related to measures of
borderline, dependent, and passive-aggressive personality disorders.
Fearful avoidant attachment was related to avoidant and schizoid
personality disorder. Dismissing avoidant attachment was related to
narcissistic, antisocial and paranoid personality disorders. Securely
attached individual’s reported less schizoid, borderline, antisocial,
avoidant, schizotypal and passive-aggressive traits. In a study of 60
hospitalized adolescents, Rosenstein and Horowitz (1996), using the
AAI, found that preoccupied attachment was associated with histri-
onic, borderline, schizotypal, and obsessive-compulsive disorder and
self-reported avoidant, anxious, and dysthymic personality traits on
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the Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory-II. Dismissing attachment
was associated with narcissistic and antisocial personality disorders,
and self-reported narcissistic, antisocial, and paranoid personality
traits. Alexander and colleagues (Alexander, 1993; Alexander et al.,
1993; Anderson and Alexander, 1994) in a sample of 112 adult female
incest survivors assessed the relationship between attachment and
personality disorders using both the AAI and Bartholomew’s struc-
tured interview and self-report as measures of attachment and the
Millon Multiaxial Clinical Inventory-II (MCMI-II; Millon, 1987).
Preoccupied attachment was associated with dependent, avoidant,
self-defeating, and borderline personality disorder. Fearful avoidance
was correlated with avoidant, self-defeating, and borderline personal-
ity disorder. Dismissing subjects reported the least distress, most:
likely due to their proclivity to suppress negative affect (Kobak and
Sceery, 1988). In terms of the AAI, unresolved subjects were the most
distressed and showed the greatest likelihood of avoidant, self-
defeating, and borderline personality disorder.

Further research (Levy et al., in press; Ouimette and Klein, 1993;
Ouimette et al., 1994) using the DEQ has also found that personality
disorders are related to anaclitic (anxious attachment) and introjective
(avoidant attachment) developmental lines. In an inpatient sample,
they found that the anaclitic developmental line was significantly
related to histrionic, dependent, and borderline features and signifi-
cantly negatively correlated with schizoid features. The introjective
developmental line was related to schizoid, schizotypal, narcissistic,
and borderline features. In addition, the difference between the corre-
lations of the anaclitic and introjective developmental lines were
significant for schizoid, narcissistic, and dependent personality disor-
ders. Ouimette and colleagues (Ouimette and Klein, 1993; Ouimette et
al., 1994) reported similar results in both a college sample and outpa-
tient sample.

The findings of these studies also suggest the value of conceptual-
izing degrees or developmental levels within attachment patterns.
Within the anxious- ambivalent/preoccupied/emeshed pattern or
anaclitic developmental line, borderline, histrionic, hysterical, depen-
dent, and infantile individuals are all concerned with bonding and
relatedness, however, these disorders represent a wide range of
functioning. Likewise, within the introjective developmental line,
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fearful avoidant attachment is related to obsessive-compulsive,
avoidant and schizoid personality disorders and dismissing avoidant
attachment is related to narcissistic, antisocial and paranoid personal-
ity disorders. Again, as with disorders in the anaclitic developmental
line, these disorders in the introjective developmental line represent a
wide range of functioning. Thus, the degree of differentiation and
integration or developmental level of representations may provide an
important basis for making distinctions within attachment categories
that helps explain the relationship of attachment classifications to
various types and degrees of psychopathology (Blatt, 1995).

In contrast, investigations in the Ainsworth tradition have specifi-
cally rejected the concept of levels of attachment in favor of the view
that everyone forms attachments and that individuals (and relation-
ships) differ in terms of attachment quality. That is, some individuals
are secure in their attachment while others are insecure avoidant or
insecure preoccupied in their attachment. The findings cited above
suggest that individuals differ, however, not only in terms of attach-
ment quality or style, but also in the level or degree of differentiation
of internal working models that underlie these attachment patterns.
Differences in attachment styles should be based not only on the
degree, quality, or strength of attachment, but also on the degree of
differentiation and integration of mental representations or internal
working models that underlie these attachment organizations.

In terms of representational systems, borderline pathology results
from a lack of differentiation and integration of multiple and often
disparate representations. Additionally, borderline patients have
difficulties in evocative constancy, that is—the ability to evoke and
sustain enduring representations of self and others, particularly during
stressful moments. Evocative constancy is the capacity to sustain a
coherent image of the object regardless of his or her perceptual or
emotional availability (Adler and Buie, 1979; Blatt and Shichman,
1983; Blatt and Auerbach, 1988). Psychoanalytic theorists such as
Mahler and Kernberg and others have linked borderline pathology to
failures to resolve the rapprochement crisis, a developmental process
that occurs with the consolidation of the capacity for evocative
constancy. Thus, when a significant relationship is disrupted or threat-
ened, the borderline patient experiences the other not only as disinter-
ested or unavailable, but often as completely lost. Disturbances in
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evocative constancy among borderline patients are also expressed in
an inability to maintain a cohesive, effective sense of self in the face
of criticism or rejection. Cognitive processes become fragmented,
idiosyncratic, and illogical (Blatt and Auerbach, 1988). Many aspects
of the symptomatic expression of borderline pathology center on the
failure of evocative constancy, including the vacillation between
clinging and repudiation of others; the polarized often horrific, images
of self and other; a pervasive sense of emptiness. Borderline patients
tend to feel irrevocably abandoned when others are unavailable or
unresponsive, and these patients are unable to sustain a stable sense of -
self or a benign sense of other in the face of criticism or rejection.
They have the propensity toward exaggerated emotional displays and
incessant emotional demands in order to sustain contact with the
object (Blatt and Auerbach, 1988). All the foregoing may function, as
“an attempt to vivify experiences to compensate for deficits in evoca-
tive schema” (Blatt, 1995, p. 452).

In contrast people with hysterical, dependent, and infantile person-
ality disorders are better able than borderline individuals to evoke and
maintain representations of self and others, however, these represen-
tations are not easily maintained and often feel tenuous. The infantile
and dependent individuals are concerned about being cared for, often
in terms of concrete aspects of the relationship. At a higher develop-
mental level, hysterical individuals are concerned about establishing
mutual relationships—wanting to love as well as be loved—and there-
fore are often concerned with the experiences and feelings of others.

The integration of psychoanalytic concepts with attachment theory
enables us to view attachment styles not just as static, separate, and
discrete types or categories, but also as based on the level of differen-
tiation and integration of the underlying representational system that
occurs along a developmental continuum ranging from lower to higher
levels of organization. These formulations derive from an integration
of attachment processes and psychoanalytic developmental theories of
psychopathology.

Conclusions

Attachment theory and psychoanalysis (particularly object relations
theory) can reciprocally inform and facilitate each other’s develop-
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ment. Attachment theory and research provides a powerful and
valuable heuristic framework for conducting psychoanalytic research,
testing psychoanalytic hypotheses, and enriching the perspective of
psychoanalytic clinicians and investigators. And conversely, psycho-
analysis can contribute to attachment theory with concepts such as
developmental levels of representation, thereby placing attachment
theory in a broader theoretical context. This integration of attachment
and psychoanalytic developmental theory provides a broad-ranging
theoretical model of personality development and psychopathology
across a wide developmental spectrum. Thus, psychoanalytic theory
and research can enrich, and be enriched in turn, by attachment theory
and research in understanding normal and disrupted developmental
processes. Attachment theory provides a useful framework for the
testing of psychoanalytic ideas, while psychoanalytic theory provides
a broader elucidation of internal working models. The integration of
these two bodies of knowledge can enrich our understanding of
personality development (Blatt, Auerbach, and Levy, 1997) and
psychopathology (Levy, 1993; Diamond et al., 1998) as well as the
therapeutic process (Blatt et al., 1996; Fonagy et al., 1996; Blatt,
Auerbach, and Levy, 1997; Slade, in press).
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