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Abstract

An unsettled question in attachment theory and

research is the extent to which children’s attachment

patterns with mothers and fathers jointly

predict developmental outcomes. In this study,

we used individual participant data (IPD) metaanalysis

to assess whether early attachment networks

with mothers and fathers are associated with

children’s internalizing and externalizing behavioral

problems. Following a pre-registered protocol, data

from 9 studies and 1,097 children (mean age: 28.67

months) with attachment classifications to both

mothers and fathers were included in analyses. We

used a linear mixed effects analysis to assess differences

in children’s internalizing and externalizing

behavioral problems as assessed via the average

of both maternal and paternal reports based on
whether children had two, one, or no insecure (or

disorganized) attachments. Results indicated that

children with an insecure attachment relationship

with one or both parents were at higher risk for elevated

internalizing behavioral problems compared

with children who were securely attached to both

parents. Children whose attachment relationships

with both parents were classified as disorganized

had more externalizing behavioral problems compared

to children with either one or no disorganized

attachment relationship with their parents. Across

attachment classification networks and behavioral

problems, findings suggest (a) an increased vulnerability

to behavioral problems when children have

insecure or disorganized attachment to both parents,

and (b) that mother-child and father-child

attachment relationships may not differ in the roles

they play in children’s development of internalizing

and externalizing behavioral problems.
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Attachment insecurities play a

role in all range of childhood and adult psychological

disorders as many have demonstrated via

clinical work (e.g., Brisch, 2012 ), longitudinal

developmental research (e.g., Grossmann,

Grossmann, & Watters, 2005 ), and meta-analytic

reports (e.g., Fearon, Bakermans- Kranenburg,

van IJzendoorn, Lapsly, & Roisman, 2010 ).
Direct effects of early attachment upon long-term mental

health are diffi cult to establish, often involving a

mediating or moderating role 
for attachment

rather than a direct causal role per se. This has

become evident from studies of the onset and

course of children’s externalizing disorders.
Infant–Parent Patterns

of Attachment

Attachment is a term with multiple meanings

including biological, social, and psychological

processes present in the human and other animals
from birth if not before (Bowlby, 1969 ). 
The term “attachment” is applied both to observable

behavior and to unseen internal mental and

affective processes. The “internal working

model” of self and attachment
 figures is

assumed to become consolidated, organized,

and stable in the fi nal quarter of the first year.
 Inthe 1-year old child, there is robust evidence

that individual differences in attachment patterns

are observable in the context of a filmed

20-min sequence involving child and parent in

a playroom-like setting, including a stranger,

and typically two separations from, followed by

two reunions with, the parent (Ainsworth,

Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978 ). 
This observational

paradigm is the gold standard measure of

attachment in early childhood (with 13, 169

citations to it in print as of March 2014, with

over 150 new citations appearing in the literature

with each passing month). Results based

on careful reviews by reliable raters of infant–

caregiver interactions in the Strange Situation

with a special focus on reunion behavior represent

a reliable and valid indication of the extent

to which a 1-year-old child has experienced

sensitive and responsive care over the fi rst year

of life with a given caregiver. And, looking forward,

there are signifi cant links from observed

behavior in the Strange Situation at 1 year with

mother (or father) to emotion-regulation, social

competence, and mental health throughout the

childhood and adolescent years (e.g., Fearon

et al., 2010 ; Lewis, Feiring, & Rosenthal, 2000 ;

Sroufe, 2005 ).

The normal developmental trajectory of

attachment from birth onwards includes an initial

period, up to about 6 months, where an infant’s

bids for contact/comfort are nonselective insofar

as she/he will typically accept sensitive ministrations

from an unfamiliar person (Bowlby, 1969 ).

But by 8–9 months of age, the healthy infant

shows stranger anxiety (Bowlby, 1960 ; Spitz,

1950 ). And, by 1 year in the Strange Situation,

signs of typical selective secure or insecure

(avoidant or resistant) attachments are reliably

observed (Ainsworth et al., 1978 )
The Three Main Patterns of

Infant–Parent Attachment

and Infant Temperament

The securely attached infant shows signs of a

clear preference of being with the parent, protests

separation, and settles quickly upon reunion

showing pleasure and a return to play. The infant

with an insecure-avoidant attachment shows a

lack of preference regarding mother or stranger,

is nonchalant regarding separation, and avoids

the parent upon reunion, looking away or moving

away. The infant with an insecure-resistant

attachment markedly prefers the mother to the

stranger, protests separation loudly, and is inconsolable

upon reunion in an angry or passive manner.

Interestingly, temperament, once hotly

debated as a possible cause of these differences,

is now widely seen as a possibly influential factor

upon the type of security or the type of insecurity

shown, not whether a child will be securely

or insecurely attached (see Belsky & Rovine,

1987 ; van IJzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenburg,

2012 , for a thorough account of this issue). 
By “type” of security or “type” of insecurity, the

focus is upon how inhibited or lacking in inhibition

a child will be when displaying his or her

pattern of attachment. Importantly, securely

attached children include a widely varying range

of temperaments including those lacking inhibition

and so are oriented toward exploration and

play who therefore show reserve in displaying

proximity seeking upon reunion. Whether this

reserve looks like avoidance (A) or security (B)

hinges on a comparison between how the infant

behaves with the parent upon reunion and how

he behaved with the stranger. If there is a clear

preference for the parent, security (B1 or B2) is

the valid conclusion. If the reserve shown toward

the parent is matched to or greater than the

reserve shown the stranger, an avoidant (A1 or

A2) attachment is the valid conclusion. Though

children with avoidant attachments tend not to

cry at all during separation, salivary cortisol

assays (obtained prior to, 15 min after and

30 min after the Strange Situation observation)
have confi rmed that they are nonetheless distressed

(Spangler & Grossmann, 1993 ), belying

the reserve shown, which should be seen as a

defensive (avoidant) posture.

At the other end of the temperamental spectrum,

there are some infants who are highly

inhibited, easily overwhelmed, and show excessive

crying upon reunion, yet some settle within

the 3-min reunions of the Strange Situation,

while others remain upset after 3 min. The latter

group of infants are said to have an insecureresistant

(C1 or C2) attachment, while the former

group who eventually settle within the 3 min are

said to have a secure (B3 or B4) attachment. So

while temperament does not determine a secure

versus insecure attachment, it may play a role in

infl uencing how a child shows his or her security

(in the range from B1 to B4) or insecurity (in the

range from A1–A2 to C1–C2).

With respect to the highly inhibited or easily

distressed child, individual differences in parental

sensitivity are likely to determine whether the

highly reactive child develops a resistant or

secure attachment. This has potentially long-term

implications for these high reactive infants

because should they develop insecure-resistant

attachments to mother, they are at signifi cantly

increased risk of later developing anxiety disorders

of the internalizing variety (Warren, Huston,

Egeland, & Sroufe, 1997 ).

Infant–Parent Attachments,

Prevalence Rates, Caregiving,

and Cultural Infl uences

Secure attachments arise from optimally sensitive

and responsive care, consistently seen in

55 % of community samples (van IJzendoorn &

Kroonenberg, 1988 ). Notably, a central feature of

this optimal care is prompt responsiveness on the

part of the caregiver to infant distress, where the

infant has had the common experience of repair

following rupture, recovery following distress.

The insecure patterns, avoidance and resistance,

consistently found in approximately 30 % of

community samples where familiarity with

disappointment in response to unduly neglectful

or intrusive care seem to be the normative childhood

experience (van IJzendoorn & Kroonenberg,

1988 ). In the avoidant case, the child opts for

fl ight in the face of distress—a strategy adopted

to deny or isolate distressing feelings, more common

in cultures that emphasize independence

over dependence, e.g., Northern Germany. In the

resistant case, the child opts for fi ght in the face

of distress, protesting loudly either with anger or

passivity—more often seen in cultures that

emphasize dependence of children and downplay

independence, e.g., Japan and Israel. Thus, while

proportions of security (55–65 %) are stable

across cultures, insecurity (avoidance versus

resistance) tends to vary somewhat across cultures

with avoidance being more prevalent in

northern Europe and America and resistance

being more prevalent in Japan and Israel (van

IJzendoorn & Sagi-Schwartz, 2008 ).
The Collapse of Attachment

Strategies: Disorganization

Importantly the Ainsworth Strange Situation has

also yielded reliable indications of the extent to

which disorganized-disoriented behavioral

responses, what Bowlby ( 1980 ) regarded as the

normal response to loss, prevail among some

infants as a likely consequence of overwhelming

fear felt in the primary attachment relationship

(Main & Solomon, 1990 ) and the still more

extreme and disturbing phenomenon of

attachment- disordered behavior (DSM 1980 ,

1994 , 1999 ; Zeanah, Smyke, Koga, Carlson, &

The BEIP Core Group, 2005 ). Disorganization

appears to refl ect a temporary breakdown of an

organized strategy (shown through freezing, crying

uncontrollably, and hiding from the parent).

Disorganized-disoriented attachments were

fi rst identifi ed by Main and Solomon ( 1990 ) and

have been extensively studied in the years since,

e.g., in 2006 a meta-analysis reported on the

causes of infant–mother attachment disorganization

in 851 families (Madigan et al., 2006 ).

Infant–mother disorganization is typically linked
to frightened or frightening caregiving and/or

abusive behavior ( Hesse & Main, 2006 ) and

unresolved states of mind concerning past loss or

trauma (Madigan et al., 2006 ). The anomalous

disorganized-disoriented infant response to the

Strange Situation is seen in 15 % of community

samples, but in 40–80 % of clinical samples, such

as depressed mothers or infants where maltreatment

is suspected (Lyons-Ruth & Jacobvitz,

2008 ). Disorganized attachments to mother at 1

year have been linked longitudinally to dissociative

symptoms during adolescence, assessed via

self-, peer, and teacher report (Carlson, 1998 ).

This indicates that fear in one’s earliest and most

important relationship can leave one vulnerable

to a persisting ease for entering trance-like states

that take one away from typical perceptions of

reality. A core emotional experience that would

appear to become overwhelming for the toddler

developing disorganized behavior would appear to

be profound shame. This suggestion is based in

part on the classic description of toddlerhood in

terms of the psychosocial dilemma between

shame/doubt on the one hand and autonomy on the

other (Erikson, 1951 ) and is also informed by the

description of shame discussed by Lewis ( 1992 ).

For Lewis, shame is that negative self- evaluative

emotion that “encompasses the whole of ourselves ;

it generates a wish to hide, to disappear, or even to

die” (Lewis, 1992 , p. 2). When the experience is

pervasive and feels inescapable, self-harm and

dissociative problems become inevitable. We take

up this point in the fi nal section of this chapter

where multiple models of attachment, within the

same individual, are discussed with respect to

reactive attachment disorder.

Interestingly, for toddlers who show

disorganized- disoriented behavior with a caregiver

in the Strange Situation, it has been possible

to readily assign a best-fi tting alternate

attachment strategy, avoidant, resistant, or secure.

However, making the assumption of a selective

attachment to the observed caregiver, easily

arrived at with community and clinical samples,

is often not a valid assumption with infants living

in institutional settings. In this latter case, serious

questions have been raised about the extent of

attachment formation on account of many infants

observed in institutional settings who show a

curious absence of attachment behaviors that

would otherwise be expected. This was initially

identifi ed by Elizabeth Carlson in her work

scoring Strange Situation responses among

infants living in Romanian orphanages (Zeanah

et al., 2005 ). In other words, early maltreatment

and neglect appear capable of disrupting the

normal biological, social, and psychological processes

involved in typical development from a

nonselective to a selective attachment, keeping a

child “stuck” in the nonselective phase prevailing

in—and typically limited to—the fi rst 6 months

of age (see Roy, Rutter, & Pickles, 2004 ).
Attachment Experiences and Risk

of (or Protection Against)

Psychopathology

This section provides an update to one of the

central claims of attachment theory, namely, that

there are near- and long-term adverse or benefi -

cial effects of early infant–parent attachment on

mental health outcomes (Bowlby ( 1969 /1982).

For purely illustrative reasons, the focus of this

section is upon externalizing disorders that affect

1–10 % of typically developing children.

The Case of Externalizing Disorders

Antisocial, aggressive behavior was the focus of

Bowlby’s initial ( 1944 ) report on how defi cits in

early caregiving may lead to an absence of

normative moral restraints and a corresponding

reliance on aggressive or delinquent actions.

The prevalence of such diffi culties, and the social

angst and economic costs they engender, has led

to extensive research on externalizing problems,

many that included assessments of the early

child–mother relationship. A recent meta- analysis

explored the extent to which insecure and/or disorganized

attachment may be linked to children’s

externalizing problems (Fearon et al., 2010 ).

Fearon et al. reviewed 69 samples ( N = 5,947)

which showed that insecure and disorganized

child–mother attachments signifi cantly increase

the risk for externalizing problems, d = 0.31

(94 % CI: 0.23–0.40). More pronounced effects

were found for boys ( d = 0.35), clinical samples

( d = 0.49), and from observation-based outcome

assessments ( d = 0.58). Robust as these effects

are, Fearon et al. point out that their meta- analytic

results cannot speak to issues of causality, do not

address the possible infl uence of child–father

attachments owing to too few studies included

with fathers, and the effects are “uncorrected for

the infl uence of relevant third variables….that

could amplify or attenuate the association between

attachment and externalizing problems” (Fearon

et al., 2010 , pp. 448–449).

As to the relevance of fathers, and a third variable

that may moderate or mediate the effect of

early attachment on later antisocial behaviors,

the role of heavy-handed and power-assertive

behavior by mothers or fathers has been implicated

in the longitudinal work of Kochanska,

Barry, Stellern, and O’Bleness ( 2009 ). Kochanksa

et al. found evidence for moderated meditational

effects such that in the context of insecure child–

parent attachments, parental power assertion predicted

children’s resentful opposition, which

then predicted antisocial conduct. Models of

effect looked similar for mothers and fathers.

This mechanism of infl uence was absent when

secure child–parent relationships had been

observed in infancy. The effects appeared most

marked in the context of early disorganized

attachments and support the Fearon et al. view

that other variables such as parental power assertion

are likely to interact with insecurity/disorganization

to produce externalizing problems.

Overall, early insecurity served as a catalyst

igniting a developmental journey toward adversarial

interactions with parents and childhood

externalizing behavior problems. In contrast,

early security was observed to defuse or moderate

this maladaptive trajectory. It may also have

been the case that parental insensitivity during

infancy and later parental power assertions were

responsible for the early insecurity and the later

externalizing problems—insofar as the context

that led to insecurity did not change and so the

aggressive correlates of early insecurity were

unaltered. In other words, as Lewis ( 1997 ) noted,

if the context remains the same, the child’s

behavior is likely to remain the same.

Two other studies of externalizing behavior

have implications for how we think about

attachment disorders since they looked at both

attachment and genetics (Bakermans-Kranenburg

& van IJzendoorn, 2006 ; Bakermans-Kranenburg,

van IJzendoorn, Pijlman, Mesman, & Juffer,

2008 ). This work speaks to the differential

susceptibility children have to the caregiving

environment, carried by one or other genetic

polymorphism (e.g., DRD4). For example,

Bakermans-Kranenburg and van IJzendoorn

( 2006 ) found that maternal insensitivity was

linked to oppositional and aggressive behavior,

but only in the presence of the DRD4 7-repeat

allele. There was a sixfold increase in externalizing

behavior in children with the 7-repeat allele

who were exposed to insensitive care, in comparison

to children with neither insensitive care

nor the 7-repeat allele. The differential susceptibility

hypothesis is that the very same long allele

which may lead to heightened risk in the context

of insensitive care will also hasten developmental

advances and resilience in the context of sensitive

care. To test this hypothesis, Bakermans-

Kranenburg and colleagues ( 2008 ) explored

whether children with the 7-repeat allele were

more sensitive to a systematic intervention by

manipulation of the caregiving environment than

children without the 7-repeat allele. They found

that children with the DRD4 7-repeat allele were

indeed more susceptible than similarly aggressive

children without the long repeat allele to an

intervention aimed at enhancing maternal sensitivity

and positive discipline strategies. In other

words, a heightened sensitivity to the caregiving

environment will be a “risk” factor when in the

context of insensitive care and a “resilience” factor

in the context of sensitive care or other favorable

experiences, including a supportive sibling,

friend, teacher, or therapist. This chapter next

considers the example of sustained pathogenic

care that may lead to children developing reactive

attachment disorder (RAD), a rare but perplexing

diffi culty.
The teacher–student relationship: teachers

as alloattachment fi gures
Applying the principles of adult attachment to the teacher–student relationship

reframes the way they can be viewed. Kesner (2000) cautions that while all attachment

relationships are close relationships the reverse is not always true. He also

reminds the reader that Bowlby (1984) pointed out that children form attachments

to signifi cant adults other than their parents, and that “Perhaps there is no other

nonfamilial adult that is more signifi cant in a child’s life than his or her teacher”

(Kesner, 2000, p. 134).

The powerful attachment bond some students feel toward the teacher, as a

signifi cant “other” in their life, is also felt by the teacher. This is true for many

people closely connected to each individual child. Hrdy (2009) describes this

powerfully in the concept of allomothers, who share care of infants in about half

of all primate species including humans. However, this reciprocal attachment bond

implies that the teacher also has needs in the relationship. The reciprocal attachment

between teacher and student, which we might label alloattachment, has an

attribute unique to the school setting. The teacher also needs students to show a

level of dependence, so that she can construct and maintain a professional identity:

there can be no teacher without students, no leader without followers.
Attachment and professional identity 3

The teacher needs at least one student to form a working relationship with to maintain

the professional identity of teacher . The professional identity, carried by the

teacher, cannot exist without the conception by that teacher of at least one student

and the relationship that exists between herself and the student. However, the dyad

is not a simple one because of uneven distribution of power for each of the roles,

along with the legalities and responsibilities that are not equally shared in the teacher–

student relationship. This suggests that t
The teacher–student dyad is a unique one.

A further unique complication to this dyad is that while the teacher depends on a

relationship with students to maintain a professional identity, this is not the case for

the students. This makes the teacher a care seeker from the students, thus placing

the student in the role of caregiver, a role that some students may not be ready or

willing to perform. A student can exist, and learn, with or without the presence of

a teacher.
 In fact much of teachers’ work is concerned with becoming redundant

by producing active, independent, resourceful students who will fl ourish on their

own. But this of course carries with it an implicit separation from the student, one

that the teacher might consider diffi cult to embrace.

Consequently, the relationship between the teacher and the student provides the

underpinning of a professional identity for the teacher, a learning identity for the students

and a professional working relationship for both.
 When this is viewed through

the adult attachment lens the students acquire a great deal of power in the relationship;

due to unconscious processes perhaps but powerful never the less. 
A threat of

separation from the class may come from an altercation in the classroom between

the teacher and a diffi cult student who is well liked by her classmates. This can be

unconsciously interpreted by the teacher as a threat to the teacher’s proximity to the

group as a whole, raising the level of separation anxiety in relation to the attachment

object, the class. 

The anxiety then instigates attachment behaviours including anger

and separation protest behaviours to arrest the perceived distancing.

The logic of this suggests that the roles of caregiver and care seeker are carried

by both parties in the classroom. In addition to the role of care seeker, the teacher

also maintains the role of caregiver to the students, by being older and wiser and

charged with the legal and moral responsibility for each of the students under her

care. The maintenance of these dual roles complicates the attachment behavioural

system in operation for both teacher and student in the classroom context.
Attachment to students: individually, the class collectively or both?

A further complication when using the dyadic attachment lens to view classroom

relationships is what constitutes the dyad when there is one teacher and

many students involved in the classroom situation? 

Does the teacher form a dyad with each student individually or is some variant of attachment or alloattachment operating in the classroom with the group? It appears that the answer is both.
There are multiple dyads in the classroom: teacher to individual students; student

to student dyads; and teacher to the group as an alloindividual.

the teacher often thinks of the whole class as a single unit.

 This is because teachers fi rst need to manage the class. 

Only then can they can deal with the individuals, even though the

class is made up of individuals. This is important in terms of how teachers view

both classes and individual students.
Applying the attachment lens, it seems that the whole class rather than individual

students becomes the attachment object for some teachers. What is unclear is

whether the individuals in the class become aspects of a single attachment object

for the teacher and/or parallel attachment objects in their own right.
Some students

are perceived as favourites and others avoided but it is the class as a whole

that the teacher seeks or avoids for the maintenance of a professional identity. This

type of thinking by the teacher, whether unconscious or consciously conceived, or

perhaps a mixture of both, accounts for the language that many teachers use when

describing their work. They often speak about a class as a single unit.

Teachers are often heard talking about their classes as a whole, but using the

language of an individual. “I have 8F this afternoon”, “Can you look after 9C

today?”, “I think I had a breakthrough with 10B this morning”, “I’ve got 8D

today. I hope they’re in a good mood”, “I’m sick of 9F treating me like that”,

“I love Grade 3”. This may point to an internal working model of the class as

representative of an individual, with each of the class members representing an

aspect of the collective personality.

Attachment to groups was researched by Smith, Murphy and Coats (1999)

who reported that group attachment, as distinct from relationship attachments and

group identifi cation, “predicts several important outcomes, including emotions

concerning the group, time and activities shared with a group, social support,

collective self-esteem, and ways of resolving confl ict” (Smith et al., 1999, p. 77).

They suggested that adults have multiple inner working models that vary in accessibility due to past relational experiences. These models include multiple models of group membership and affi liation.
For example a person may see themselves as a good team player or a loner, and

groups as “warmly accepting or as likely to coerce or reject the self”. These patterns

of expectation are likely to be context specifi c and operate on the two dimensions

of attachment to individuals: group attachment anxiety and avoidance (Smith et al.,

1999, p. 96). This has signifi cant implications for viewing the teacher–student

relationship.

Teachers who score high on anxiety and low on avoidance would be vulnerable

emotionally, when confronted with the stressful moments in the classroom, that

are also ambiguous. All teachers confront these situations regularly. Teachers who

have high levels of avoidance would also be vulnerable, albeit in a different way,

through defensive exclusion preventing them from reacting refl exively, and more

likely to be overly rule bound and rigid, particularly when dealing with misbehaving students. 
This has been empirically tested in situations other than classrooms by a

number of researchers 

who have noted changes in attention and memory formation

and retrieval that relate specifically to attachment avoidance functioning (Edelstein,

2006; Edelstein & Shaver, 2004; Fraley & Shaver, 1997). 

The questions that become

important for pre-service teachers and school leaders in the light of this context are:

�
Is there something in teachers’ developmental history that makes teaching

attractive as a career, or does something else attract people to the profession?

�
Are new (and experienced) teachers aware of this? And, does this make them

vulnerable to the trials and tribulations of the job or more resilient?
The fi ndings

The following summary outlines the differences between the various types of

teachers who participated in the original study:
• Pre-service and experienced teachers: Experienced teachers were signifi cantly less

avoidant of intimacy than pre-service teachers, accounting for 7.92% of the

variance. Experienced teachers’ levels of anxiety about close relationships

were signifi cantly lower than pre-service teachers, accounting for 12.85% of

the variance.

• P rimary and secondary teachers: Pre-service primary teachers were signifi cantly less

avoidant than pre-service secondary teachers, but this only accounted for 2.05%

of the variance. No signifi cant difference was found for level of anxiety. No

signifi cant differences were found for experienced primary versus experienced

secondary teachers, suggesting that experience is perhaps more powerful than

level (primary versus secondary).

• M ale and female teachers: Female primary teachers were signifi cantly less avoidant

of close relationships than female secondary teachers. Gender also interacted

with the experience and age groups.

• A ge group: This was a signifi cant variable for level of avoidance but not for

level of anxiety. However, it interacted with experience and gender. Young

teachers and older male teachers are signifi cantly less avoidant than their peers.

Young experienced females and males of all ages reported lower levels of

anxiety. This approached statistical signifi cance. 
This data may indicate that

there may be critical periods for receiving corrective emotional experiences

for female teachers, with younger females at greater advantage.

The interesting fi nding supporting the hypothesis that attachment is a useful

theory to examine teachers’ motivations was that all of the 307 participants in the

study were insecurely attached, using the sorting method developed by Brennan,

Clarke and Shaver (1998). The whole sample was distributed between only two of

the four dimensions shown in Chapter 2, Figure 2.1. Most teachers (80.8%) were

found to be in the fearful category, with the remaining 19.2% preoccupied. Many

interesting differences between the various types of teachers (experienced versus

pre-service, primary versus secondary, age and gender) were also found. In terms
Vygotskian

sense, although it has a number of similarities (Vygotsky et al., 1997, 1998). It is

not a structure erected at the zone of proximal development to be later dismantled

as the person moves out of that zone, but rather is the relational environment in

which people fi nd themselves.

The scaffolds are the outwardly functioning expression of inner working models,

and contribute to the sharing of emotional information and therefore the adjustment

of any individual’s model. In a sense the scaffold is the potentiality of each

individual to act and react to the emotional world guided by those who have been

entrusted with their care, because they cannot do it on their own. It is a useful term

in this context because it is a solid and yet transitory structure, semi-permanent,

rather than fi xed, changeable with will but unlike a foundation, able to be modifi

ed without destroying the structure itself. It is a good representation of that part

of the inner working model that mediates emotional responses to the environment.

In that sense it is also relatively predictable.

An example of emotional scaffolding may provide a clearer explanation of how

it operates. If one spends time watching young children at play, interacting with

each other and their parents, inevitably a child will slip or fall and hurt herself. As

long as the injury is not too severe the situation is ambiguous for the child and she

will look to the parent’s reaction to gauge the severity of the fall. Bowlby (1982)

suggested that what the child is seeking is a response set from her parent: guidelines

about how to behave in this new situation where the child feels the ambiguity as

discomfort. The child asks, in a glance to the parent, “Something has happened to

me and I am confused about how to react: Is this a fall big enough for me to cry

and feel hurt? Is it time for me to receive comfort from you because I have gone
beyond my level of self-soothing, or should I pick myself up, dust myself off and

go back to playing?”

Attachment theory proposes that the parent’s reaction to this new and ambiguous

situation, the fall, is the emotional scaffold. Importantly, it is the scaffold,

not the fall that determines the child’s response. As the child sees the parent’s

reaction to the fall, she incorporates that into her response set by creating a new

network of associations: the event the fall represents becomes associated with the

environmental and physical sensations and perceptions (bumps, grazes, cuts etc.),

and with the child’s perception of the parental response to them. In effect the child

is waiting for response cues from the parent that she will be able to replay in similar

events (if my parent seems agitated or frightened by the event, I should stop what

I am doing, cry and associate my new physical feelings (scratches, cuts or bruises)

with that level of response; if my parent seems untroubled by the event I should

return to play). As the child negotiates daily life with multiple caregivers to provide

the framework for emotional reactions to the myriad events of life, so the internal

working model is constructed and modifi ed over time through the scaffolding of

emotions evoked in response to ambiguous or neutral environmental stimuli.

Having outlined the broad constructs of childhood attachment, in the next

chapter the theory is expanded with the development of adult attachment. This

more complex model is outlined and the relevance of the theory for explaining the

dynamics of school classrooms and staffrooms should become clear.
�ΑΥΤΟ ΠΟΥ ΕΩΑΛΑ ΣΕ ΧΡΩΜΑ & ΕΝΤΟΝΟ ΝΑ ΤΟ ΜΕΤΑΦΡΑΣΕΙΣ ΙΩΝΑΝΑ 


�Θα σου εξηγησω τι σημαινουν αυτοι οι 2 οροι


�Θα σου εξηγησω





