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Abstract
Attachment theory has long considered the ways in which our close relatiosshipas a
source of security. Psychologists have recently begun to recognize that pempleriae similar
feelings of security from other sources. This paper builds on this work byrshtvait people
turn to material objects as a source of security, specifically whendheshtvith reminders that
close others are unreliable. In two studies, we find strong empirical supporsfpretiction,
suggesting that reminders of the unreliability of close others leads peopotogreater
attachment to objects (Study 1) and that this effect is mediated spécliicaln increase in
attachment anxiety, or concern that close others will not be sufficient to méeseadity

needs (Study 2).



Close others offer a number of important benefits for an individual. We might find that
new significant other offers new means of exploring our local environment (hyinggducing
one into new social networks), provides us with the opportunity to receive compliments from
others, and changes the ways we think about ourselves, etc. These bensitshenwever,
limited to our relationships with people. For example, a new car gives us reavs toeexplore
our local environment, provides us with the opportunity to receive compliments from others, and
may even give us new constructive ways of thinking about our identity (Dittmar, 1882ab)
2004).

One of the most well-researched and central features of our relatiowsthigsose
others is attachment (for review see Cassidy, 2008). Specificallynsuana believed to have an
innate system that leads us to seek out close others as a source of segyrtytaation from
dangers in the physical and social world as well as from threatening imingpstates such as
negative feelings of uncertainty or anxiety. While it is presumed that latioreships to other
people serve as a primary source of an individual’s sense of safety and lggltmgigoal of this
thesis is to investigate the ways in which people might use objects torsepplbe security
provided by relationships.

In particular, the goal of this project is to provide evidence that when peegkcad
with concerns about close others’ reliability, they will be motivated to cosgpe for that threat
by strengthening their attachment relations with material objébts hypothesis is novel in that
it does not seem intuitive that people would invest in their relationship with inanimattsob
a source of care, warmth, and connectedness. The following sections explainshoypttinesis

does indeed follow from an understanding of the versatility of the human attachstent.sy



Afterward, | assess this hypothesis in two experiments testing #a effincreasing the
salience of close others’ unreliability on attachment to material objects
Attachment: The Innate Need for Security

Attachment theory, developed by Bowlby (1958), maintains that humans have an innate
psychological system that leads us to derive security from relationshipiyBabserved that
children who had been forcibly isolated from their parents due to political upsteveadd
pronounced levels of anxiety and despair (1969/1982). Drawing on evolutionary the@ty as w
as psychoanalytic theory, Bowlby proposed that children had an innate attaskstent
designed to keep them in close proximity to their caregivers. Becaas¢siafe profoundly
dependent on others for their survival, those motivated to seek out and remain close to their
caregivers tended to receive the food, comfort, and protection from hazardsangtesurvive
and procreate, whereas those who were not motivated to maintain proximity igerarbgd
less reproductive success. Because of this innate attachment systeichaisliexperience
distress when they are separated from their caregivers.

The security provided by the attachment system is intended to be quite broadslafterm
physical security, Bowlby’s suggestion is that the attachment systdesigned to ensure
continued survival for the infant (and hence also for the caregiver's gehettaichment
system also serves to facilitate psychological security, which iglilesgly instrumental for
survival. Psychological security includes the relief of negative aftestates (e.g. anxiety,
uncertainty) and feelings of social support. The attachment system inaltitkesit-detector that
responds to physical or psychological threats by activating proximikyrgeleehaviors oriented

toward gaining and maintaining security (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008).



The attachment system leads humans to develop particular kinds of relationghips w
others, namelgttachment relations (or attachment bonds) which are distinct from other non-
security providing kinds of relationships that people have with others. Ainsvi®88), a
student of Bowlby’s, claims that attachment bonds are a specific type dfaftd bond.
Affectional bonds are: 1) persistent, 2) involve a specific target, 3) areosr@btisignificant, 4)
marked by a motivation to be with the target, and 5) cause distress at involuptaatisa from
the target (summarized in Cassidy, 2608) addition to these criteria, attachment bonds are
unique in that they add a sixth essential feature: the individual seeksysandrdomfort in their
relationship with the target (Ainsworth, 1989). The essence of attachmermtnziatthat they
provide security, physical or psychological.

While Bowlby and Ainsworth originally emphasized of the role of thelatteent system
in children, contemporary social psychological literature reveals thattdehment system
shapes people’s social relationships over the course of the life-span (sé¢azag & Shaver,
1987). In adolescence, as children begin to develop autonomy, the attachment systédragdivers
considerably (for a review, see Allen, 2008). In particular, people move froatedattachment
relations with caregivers to more complex strategies in which some faenm®hips serve key
attachment functions. For example, some friends might become importantoforeah
consolation, while other friends may help to encourage one to pursue novel tasks. Indsth cas
friends offer psychological security, but in one case in the form of reassurancetlb@aiher
case as a so-called “secure base,” facilitating exploratory bekdyiageassuring the subject.
Eventually, the attachment system becomes important to forming and maintainargicom
relationships (Feeney, 2008; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Pair bonds in adulthood ensure that

individuals have an attachment figure who consistently provides comfort and reassuranc



Taken as a whole, research demonstrating the diverse ways in whiclathenattt
system shapes friendships and romantic relationships in adulthood suggestsattathineent
system isversatile. Indeed, the system is so versatile that it has been proposed to underlie
people’s relationships with supernatural agents (Kirkpatrick, 2005). Whileaahiaignt relation
to a divine figure could never provide actual physical security (e.g. proviolag,freligious
beliefs can bolster the perceived symbolic proximity to a powerful agent who can prafeje s
and personal validation in the face of everyday anxieties and risks (Gratadgir&patrick,
2008). For example, research has shown that when children are asked about thedperceiv
closeness of a divine figure, they see a god as “closer” spiritually Wwhaeattachment system is
activated (by priming thoughts of death, illness, and pain; Grangvist, LjungdahtkéeDi
2007). Just as children are motivated to be physically close to caregiversawbémith threat,
we also observe that the attachment system leads them to be symbdbs#lto a divine figure
in the same way.

Interestingly, there is some empirical evidence to support the clairatthelhment to a
divine figure serves as a compensation for a lack of interpersonal attagfoneeview see
Grangvist & Kirkpatrick, 2008). In a sample of Swedish undergraduates, partcplantare
single (as opposed to those in relationships) reported significantly highksrdéveligious
activity, closer relationships with a god, and more emotional religiesign after controlling for
attachment style (Granqvist & Hagekull, 2000). The researchers sugaetis difference is the
result of a compensatory strategy: when people have insufficient attadionctode others, they
invest more into attachment with a god. In a comprehensive meta-analyseartheon
attachment and religion, it was noted that people who report sudden religious conveesions ar

less secure in their interpersonal attachments (Grangvist & Kirkpatrick,. Z0@})esearchers



suggest that people who lack stable attachment relations with close othesgsangly invest in
a religion as a means of compensating for a lack of interpersonal attachment.

If people learn to use non-human targets such as a god to compensate for a lack of human
attachment, might people also turn to their material possessions, such as carguters, to
satisfy their attachment needs? In other words, might people also deameeaof security from
their relationships with their material possessions? From an evolutionapggtars, it seems
that the benefits of the attachment system are really only realizatiie extent that the
attachment figure is human and can actually provide physical protection andreahoére.
However, research on the role of attachment in religiosity suggests that péeplfind security
in non-human attachment figures and that this can allow people to compensateKmfa lac
human attachment. Of course, it is commonly assumed that divine figurebgas with at
least some relevant features for interpersonal attachmentmslaps (e.g., compassion).

It remains an open question, therefore, as to whether people increase themeattdao
objects as a means of compensating for a lack of reliable security fssenathers. Before
turning to the research, | would like to briefly review research on the waysich wur
relationships with objects meet the key features of attachment rehafisnas noted by
attachment theory, so as to provide a theoretical rationale for the central higibthteseople
will compensate for threats to interpersonal attachment by strengtladnety attachment. In
particular, it would seem to be more likely that people would turn to their objects as
compensatory security sources if one’s relationships to objects met Aihsw®B89)
aforementioned criteria for an attachment bond. In the following sections Irexaath
criterion and review theory and evidence suggesting that object relatiooghipgieed satisfy

it.



Persistence in Object Relationships

Ainsworth has suggested that attachment relationships are persisterie tifearo
attachment figure is fairly stable across time. Relying on someayet through one stressful
situation is not sufficient to indicate an attachment relationship. In thetaseme central
attachment figures (e.g., a mother or father), the attachmenomnetaitn literally span decades of
a person’s life, and serve as a stable source of security throughout the cardiggegs of
more transient relationships. Research has shown, for example, that acthattiglgts of a
parent can reduce the defensiveness people usually show in response to rexhthders
mortality (Cox et al., 2008)

Do people have such persistent relations with objects? Arguably, people are under
immense pressures to have very short-term or disposable relations with objeotssianerism
motivates people to dispose old objects in search of newer fashions and models.

Collectors, however, demonstrate that people can and do have long-term relationships
with their objects. Collection, unlike many other forms of consumption, is markesl by i
persistence: the usefulness of collected objects is their extended posd=ioho05;

Mcintosh & Schmeichel, 2004). Unlike other more common modes of consumption, such as
single-use commodities (e.g., food from a restaurant) or access consumpting {pathe
experience, but non-possession, of a commaodity, e.g., an art exhibit or film; Chen, 2009),
collecting requires developing both a long-term and personal relationshitheiobjects in

one’s collection.

In interviews with over 200 participants, Belk (1995) has attempted to sysialyati
classify the behaviors and motivations of self-identifying collectoofiectors commonly see

their collecting behavior as essential to preserving personal or colleaimenyr a collection of



beer cans is more than just an accumulation of metal cylinders, but rathansetdésb the
development of a particular consumer culture. Collections can only serve ¢his thé extent
that the collector can maintain their role as “curator” in collecting and amnaiing the objects of
a collection.

It is not unusual for people’s long-term relationships with objects or tiolesco offer
people a sense of value. Collectors are willing to make sacrifices mamaand expand their
collections that are every bit as extreme as the sacrifices peopleamaketain their
interpersonal relationships.

The Sgnificance of Object Relationships

Another essential feature of attachment relationships is their emotignéicsince:
attachment relationships are central to defining our identity throughoutdabpdif. It is this
emotional centrality that leads, for example, to the unique forms of grigi¢bate experience
after the loss of an attachment figure (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2008; Shaveal&y2008). The
typical strategies of the attachment system, such as proximity gesldmrmaintenance, become
permanently frustrated by the realization of the loss of the attachmermt. figur

Do people have such emotionally significant relationships to objects? Thectesa
collection, discussed above, provides mixed findings on this point. Collection provides people
with a clear sense of their identity, with clear standards of self-wlathr(g a more complete
collection), and feelings of control (Belk, 1995). While collectors do value thé@ctohs, it is
typically the case that the value of a collection is derivative or extric@liections are often
valuable to collectors because of the recognition and support that collectors fewa the

community of fellow collectors (Belk, 1995).



One might even make the case that objects have very little intrinstoesad
significance at all. In their research on the meaning of belongindgsge@rmihalyi & Rochberg-
Halton (1981) interviewed hundreds of households in the Chicago area and consistently found
that the meanings people imbue to their objects derive from the interperdatahs@ips that
those objects signify. For example, a person may cherish her dinner table lhecdasdly
gathered there.

In contrast to these findings, a long tradition in psychological theorizogests that at
least some objects have intrinsic emotional significance. James (189Q) eadygoroponent of
the idea that objects in our environment play a valuable role in constitutingtireal self, that
is, the self as it is physically manifested in the world. This mategifissconstituted by not only
possessions, but also family members who are “bone of our bone, flesh of our fleshg and t
home itself. While we already know that family members can be emotior@iificant, James’s
inclusion of inanimate objects in the material self suggests the possikalityebple’s normal
relations with objects can carry their own emotional significance.slathueles to this
possibility when he says that, relative to our urge to affiliate with othensgdually instinctive
impulse drives us to collect property; and the collections thus made become, witntliffe
degrees of intimacy, parts of our empirical selves” (James, 1890). In supguostdaim, James
points out the sense of loss and harm that people experience when they lose their property

Converging with James, many philosophers have considered how people incorporate
objects into the self. For example, Husserl's (1913/1999) phenomenological apprikctity
suggests that the boundary of the self is determined by the boundary of onatsye¥frhile
other subjects may not do what we expect, some objects (e.g., tools, guitarsatens r

respond directly to the ego’s commands and thus can, temporarily, become a part bfffbe sel



the skilled tennis player or the carpenter, an object is, literally, inéeyirato the active self (for

a modern restatement and development of this position see, Gallagher, 2005). Adltbe lev
psychological action, extended mind theory (Clark & Chalmers, 1998) suggests it me
processes are functionally scaffolded by objects: an individual’'s mensamyfuactional system

for storing and retrieving information, includes not only neurons, but also cameras, checkbooks
Facebook pages, and even other people.

This inclusion of useful objects into the physical or psychological self has beentsdppor
by sociological theory on the relationship between identity and evocatieet®bpr objects that
make possible our actions and thoughts (Turkle, 2007). Turkle’s research on peoéigasar
of object use suggests that people often recognize the ways in which objectsemaletnt
identity possible. A synthesizer can create the possibility for creatjmession and musical
exploration, a new car can make possible a sense of autonomy and create thiecaoradiérans
for taking control over one’s situation (by coming and going when and where one pleases
Understanding who we are requires, at least in part, understanding the objectssgd’ e
become who we are.

Building on James, we can say that not only is our embodied self in part constituted by
objects (when, e.g. we swing a hammer), but objects also serve to constiaaeadself, or
our identity as constructed by relations to others (James, 1890). Dittns&egale on the
relationship between identity and material objects has provided strong suppboig fdaim. In
early studies on the emotional significance of material possessions, Cagkea participants to
name their five most valued possessions and to justify their selections (1991).fOrarin
function of these valued commaodities is to give us new social groups with whadmtify (e.g.

BMW owners, people who like crunchy peanut butter) (Dittmar, 1994; Dittmar, 2004).
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Commodities (e.g. bumper stickers, sloganed t-shirts, etc.) can also carataunir
membership in social groups, serve as reminders of our political ideals, demteomstnelative
social wealth, etc.

To summarize, converging lines of theory across diverse academic desipliggest
that objects play a valuable role in determining how people think about theiriegerthis
insight is consistent with the notion that objects have intrinsic emotional segraécIn other
words, things are not useful or valuable to us merely because they representysaalf
relationships. In addition to any social recognition, the possession of aioalleicobjects
represents the accumulated time and effort that the self has expended tmgajlecds. Such
objects can become a part of our very physical and social identities, beconmteges to
understanding ourselves as our relationships.

Specificity in Object Relationships

So far we have established that objects can be the targets of long-termotiodadn
significant relationships. But what are we to make of the requiremspeaficity? The child's
attachment to a mother is not an attachment to mothers or women generally, buyto a ver
specific person who provides security. Turning to material objects, it dbabtsur instrumental
relationships are often quite general. When getting a drink, we maaroegadto reach our goal,
but not any particular cup. Do we have relationships to objects that are ag gfseletfman
attachment relations?

The research on object use considered so far provides no clear answer on this point. For
the collector attempting to complete a collection, there both is and is not spedéitic
example, if someone were trying to collect the entire series of origiverXcomics, and had

all but #3, they would be motivated to find that particular comic, but this object is multiply
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instantiated: there are hundreds of copies of this comic and any one would complete the
collection. Likewise, with regard to the emotionally significant role oédisjin constituting the
self, people understand themselves as owners of a dgyaiof commodity. For example,
understanding oneself as a person who owns/drives a BMW requires the applicatcartam
object-related stereotype to perceive the self (Dittmar, 1994). Fotehedty/pe to be a
stereotype in the first place, what is true of a particular BMW-owner musidef all BMW
owners. In other words, there is nothing specific about the particular carmpéeosm owns that
makes them a BMW owner, beyond the brand of the car itself (and any partigiWamBuld
suffice to indicate membership).

However, not all of our interactions with objects are subject to the same level of
fungibility. Psychoanalysts (and parents) have long noted the intense emotactahaints that
children make to particular objects (e.g., blankets, stuffed animal§epgciWinnicott
(1953/1986) argued that certain objects become ‘transitional objects,ngehat one’s
relationship to them provides the developing individual with an opportunity to begin constructing
an understanding of how one can and should relate to the environment, including, ultimately, the
social environment. Transitional objects are said to be transitional to tim éneethey are
experienced as both idealized and subjective while still being actual and objeetegnizing
that some things we experience are internal (e.g. feelings, mejrantesthers are external (e.g.
objects, other people) is a developmental accomplishment made possible by theése objec
Transitional objects, unlike other things in the environment, are under the conopitete of the
child’s ego while still being tangible things. This is the essentialfealf transitional objects:
theyreliably respond to the whims of the child and are there for the child whenever their

presence is needed.
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From the perspective of psychological security, transitional objecis)pogtant because
children use these objects as a way of self-soothing. The transitioeet, dlke a blanket or
teddy bear, offers the child a way of comforting themselves in the facparhtien anxiety. In
many ways, the choice of transitional object is designed for this purposeidraisibjects are
often cuddled and are typically things that provide warmth, move, or “do somethisgé¢nas
to show it (the transitional object) has vitality or reality of its own”r{€ott, 1953/1986, p.
259). The transitional object is strategically selected for its aldligpproximate the caregiver in
a way that the ego can control: transitional objects provide a source ofystatris external
but reliable in a way that caregivers cannot be. This creates the ptssithiieaking the
continuity between the personal ego and the caregiver: the child’s egotteproside its own
comfort with the tools (e.g. blankets) available to it. By creating theyn#toon of the distinction
between subject and world, the transitional object creates the possibility of aytonom

There is in fact good reason to believe that transitional objects are int@utass the
lifespan. Therapists drawing on Winnicott have noted that transitional phenongena (e
uncertainty about the objectivity of perceptions) remain a prominent feature oixirées and
frustrations that clients face (Kahne, 1967). While it eventually becomesldgwo carry
around teddy bears and blankets, researchers have suggested that even traadititsal
objects are not uncommon and may play a significant role in helping the person ¢ope wit
distress (Bachar et al., 1998). In a correlational study of Israeli adates Bachar and
colleagues (1998) found that those participants who report higher levels of anxitify,hos
depression, and other negative mental health outcomes on a Brief Symptom Inveortory (fr

Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983) were more likely to report having an abjaicthey used
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specifically to cope with stressful events or sadness (a transitionat) dbget participants who
scored low on those outcomes.

Follow-up research has further validated that adolescents’ use of adralbject
significantly correlates with depressive symptoms. Erkolahti and®igs2007) argue that
adolescents who regress to transitional objects as a form of self-soothimgpdmspensate for
a lack of interpersonal attachment. People who find themselves increasithgiytwhe
resources to cope with depressive symptoms or anxiety fall back on more costrellatbns
with a transitional object to find security. Boys who are extremely avoiddatt show better
therapeutic outcomes when they are asked to use teddy bears to speak in a gmupabsicn
(Dockar-Drysdale, 1990). While self-disclosure or other interpersonal safrsesurity may be
threatening, the use of a transitional object, while non-normative, can provide aafource
security and comfort for young adults who otherwise lack a human source ofydecurit

While the research on collection and the relationship between possessions and identity
offers no direct support for the specificity of our relationships to objects, thd@itraakobject
literature does. The transitional object is, by its very nature, non-fungibleonelfetishized
object, namely the object under complete control of the ego, can effectivelydheup
transitional space between subject and world. This research on the role abtrahsiijects in
later life, as well as people’s practical investments in particulay lsaoks, guitars, etc. suggest
that people do have very specific relationships with objects. Again, not unlike our need to b
with particular close others, our attachment to objects can lead us to want to deekorafof
that mug or to weathat lucky shirt. The question of whether or not this is an attachment relation
will be passed over for the sake of this paper, though its theoretical import showltdte

Attachment Figures Need not be Subjects
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The research on transitional objects, besides illuminating the surprisinicgyext
some relationships with objects, critically highlights the ways in which objactgrovide
psychological security. To return to the question at hand: can objects serel@stiéhment
figures? Are people actually motivated to find security through their rabpeissessions?
Transitional object phenomena, while only studied in limited samples (i.e., childoeseents,
and case studies of adults), suggests at least a tentative yes.

Clinical work on hoarding behavior provides further evidence to suggest thag¢ fiedpl
security and solace in their belongings. Valuable insights come from gualitderviews
conducted with functional hoarders, people who self-identify as hoarders but are nosddg
with Obsessive Compulsive Disorder (OCD) or any other mental disorterr{(€ & Ponnor,
2010). The motivations that functional hoarders cite importantly include concesectoity.
Having a stockpile of anything from canned food to bicycle parts allows the htafdel that
they have the material resources to cope with an uncertain future.

Economists consider hoarding behavior a non-normative or extreme form of risk
minimization, a common prevention-focused strategy of consumption (McKinnan E9&b).
For example, consumers often purchase every day goods, such as surge protectosgcurity
devices, or condoms, for risk-minimizing reasons. Hoarding is, in essencerdmeesf this
fairly common strategy of stockpiling goods to reduce the threat of future risksofMcKinnon
et al., 1985). For hoarders, as well as for normal consumers, accumulating passessi
normal way of promoting physical and psychological security.

This motive for personal security or risk minimization that promotes hoasling i
indicative of broader concerns about one’s ability to personally confront tive {ffrost et al.,

2007). In a sample of undergraduates, Frost and colleagues found that more selbdeldied
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with greater interest in compulsive acquisition and materialism. Fittittgthe work on
hoarding, this research supports the claim that a fear of one’s one abilitge tevith the world,
or its future, ultimately leads people to acquire, stockpile, and hoard matexts tp reassure
themselves of their ability to face an uncertain future.

Finally, ethnographic research on the significance of the home has sdgbasthe
mere presence of one’s personal belongings can be a source of comfort, even wh#renot i
face of imminent uncertainty (Miller, 2008). Miller conducted interviews and olisamgan a
number of households in a residential area of London. While many of his findings sugipast cl
found in earlier ethnography, including the role of relationships in providing objetts wi
meaning (Czisksentmihalhi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981), the novelty of Miller’s apiplieao
chart the ways in which particular objects come to provide meaning and secultfitgifor
owners. Certain objects, such as holiday decorations, impose a meaningfutestaupeople’s
life narratives: their presence frames the memories people use to unddrstalnkes. To
understand a person’s life history requires, in part, interrogating theyhastthreir possessions:
the story of Christmas celebrations is framed in terms of gifts givermenita acquired, mugs
chipped, etc. As a result of this role, the very presence of these objects\dde prpowerful
sense of reassurance in the quality of one’s own life (or of its lack theyepifpimpting certain
narrative framings of one’s past. Having a book from a valued friend can proedenaer that
one has been supported, that one is loved, and that one is generally safe in the world.

To summarize, people do use their objects as a source of security and peopte seem t
have attachment relations with material objects. The criteria fatasheent relation can be
satisfied by material objects (persistence, emotional significaneefisfly), including the most

central feature, that people are motivated to find security through thenagtaichgure. While
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the attachment system may have evolved to protect children from dangeremvitbement,
the versatility of the system has allowed people to find new sources of satgotjtemporary
culture (more will be said about this in the discussion). The failure of attachesearchers to
consider the security providing role of material possessions is an oversigthtishpaper is
intended to begin the process of correcting.

The Current Research: Attachment to Objects as a Compensatory Srategy

We have established that people can have genuine attachment relations tphaltjects
why would they do so? Given that our first and most central attachments aregtoeraravhat
factors would lead people to attach to objects? Taking a page from the reseatabloneatt to
a god (Granqvist & Hagekull, 2000), | propose that people attach to objects as a way of
compensating for a lack of interpersonal attachment.

Some of the lines of research reviewed above provide indirect evidence that people
strengthen their attachment bonds to objects in response to a threat to theisoneatper
attachment. The transitional object research with adolescents provides saptost ¢laim:
those who cannot find security through close others turn to transitional objects yasfa wa
coping with distress (Erkolahti & Nystrom, 2007). Research on hoarding behavi@rfurt
suggests that attachment to objects correlates with a lack of attaictontiose others
(Nedelisky & Steele, 2009). Research on participants diagnosed with OCD witinigoa
(compared to those with non-hoarding OCD) showed that hoarders have systnhigicar
emotional involvement and attachment to objects as well as less emotional irmaiveriose
others.

But this correlational work cannot tell us which came first: are people usiegt®b)p

find security when others are not providing enough security, or does the use of objects for
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security drive close others away? While the attachment system iselksogfind security
through close others, | predict that people may redirect this system tmatariargets when
their efforts at human attachment are insufficient to meet theirisesaeds. Much like infants
derive a form of security from transitional objects, adults may turn totslge@ means of
establishing security when others disappoint them or are not as rekad@ected.
Sudy 1

The first study was designed to directly test the extent to which peopéekratnt to
objects is increased by the salience of close others’ unreliabilitysTthte hypothesis, we
randomly assigned participants to write about situations in which otherselial@y helpful or
unreliable. Inclusion of a condition priming the reliability of close otheoswaltl me to test
whether the hypothesized effect is specific to thoughts of close others beihgblmras |
expect, and not simply the result of thinking about close others. We also manipuiatednthe
targets of the prime were close or distant others (i.e., strangershute #éma the hypothesized
effect is not due to thinking about anyone being unreliable, but specifically chess.df my
hypothesis is correct, then people should be attracted to attachment relatioolgj@ats only
when they are reminded that their relations with close others (but not straargesigometimes
unreliable source of security, as this is the only condition that specifibadigtens the extent to
which a participants’ attachment relations can provide sufficient seclinisymanipulation was
developed following Winnicott: | believe that it is the (un)reliability afsg others that
determines whether or not people are motivated to find security through objects.

Method
A community sample of 99 participants, recruited online through Amazon’s Meeahani

Turk service, participated for a minimal financial incentive ($.40). All pigadints completed the
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study materials through Qualtrics, a web service for conducting online daetionll The
survey began with general demographic items and filler questionnaires, thd&gsself-
Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) and the Personal Need for Structurd Ismalespn,
Naccarato, & Parker, 1989; Neuberg & Newsom, 1993), designed to bolster thetoovéreat
we were studying the relationships between personality and people’ssexesti
Relationship Uncertainty Manipulation
Ostensibly as part of the study of people’s experiences, participaetshea asked to
complete a written task comprising a manipulation of relationship uncertaantigipants were
instructed that their responses to the written task would be content analyzedltdireeasions
about their personality, and they were encouraged to respond honestly and with aetaillias
they felt comfortable sharing. Participants were randomly assigned to tme pfompts in a 2
(Close v. Distant Others) x 2 (Reliable v. Unreliable) design. The promptsefeonditions
were designed to encourage participants to think about close or unknown others @vildergpr
or failing to provide assistance during a time of need:
Close OthersReliable
Sometimes people who are close to us are there for us when we need them the most. For
example, perhaps recently you were stressed out and a close friend helped petiehe
Or perhaps over the past couple months one of your parents or siblings gaveyyou ve
helpful advice about a personal problem.
Think of THREE recent times when someone close to you was there for you inad time
need. In each space below, write a couple sentences about what happened and how it
made you feel at the time. Your personal, honest responses are appreciatelll, and wi
remain confidential.
Close OthersUnreliable
Sometimes people who are close to us “let us down.” In other words, they are not there
for us when we need them the most. For example, perhaps recently you were stressed out
and a close friend failed to give you any support. Or perhaps over the pastroonfiis

one of your parents or siblings wasn't there when you really needed advice about a
personal problem.
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Think of THREE recent times when someone close to you let you down in a time of need.
In the space below, write a couple sentences about what happened during ONE of those
times and how it made you feel. Press enter when you are finished. Your phérsoest
responses are appreciated, and will remain confidential.

Distant Others Reliable

Sometimes strangers are there for us when we need them the most. Foe ggarhpps
recently you asked a stranger for directions and they helped you. Or perhaibe @ast
couple months a nurse called in a prescription for you, or a store clerk helpetigou w
you needed assistance.

Think of THREE recent times when a stranger was there for you in a timedofim¢lee
space below, write a couple sentences about what happened during ONE of those time
and how it made you feel. Press enter when you are finished. Your personal, honest
responses are appreciated, and will remain confidential.

Distant OthersUnreliable

Sometimes strangers "let us down." In other words, they are not there foemnisw

need them the most. For example, perhaps recently you asked a stradgections

and they rudely ignored you. Or perhaps over the past couple months a nurse forgot to
call in a prescription for you, or a store clerk was rude to you when you needed
assistance.

Think of THREE recent times when a stranger let you down in a time of need. In the
space below, write a couple sentences about what happened during ONE of those time

and how it made you feel. Press enter when you are finished. Your personal, honest
responses are appreciated, and will remain confidential.

After each prompt, participants were provided with three boxes on the website inavhich t
describe their experiences.
Attachment to Objects

Attachment to objects, our primary dependent variable, was assessed usingkiM&del
Steele’s (2009) measure of attachment to objects. This measure is aatiodifof the
Reciprocal Attachment Questionnaire (RAQ; West, Sheldon, & Reiffer, 1883t & Sheldon-
Keller, 1992), a measure of attachment relationships that assessesamwp@ients of the
attachment relation. Nedelisky & Steele’s (2009) measure ohattt to objects, referred to as

the RAQ-A, substitutes “belongings” for the human attachment figureredfeo in RAQ items.
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This was used because, as far as | know, it is one of the only self-report meaatteeshofent
to objects in the literature.

The RAQ-A contains 9 separate dimensions. One is intended to be a single,ithce val
item that measures the extent to which objects fulfill an attachment rdteefparticipant: “I
turn to my belongings for many things, including comfort and reassurance.éiagning 8
subscales are split into two groups: 1) features of the attachment relati@amsh}); appraisal of
the attachment relationship.

Four subscales measure the degree to which certain features of an attaelatemnship
are present. The first uses 5 items to assess the extent to which people liess of their
possessions (Feared Loss, e.g.” | worry about losing my belongings™3etbed dimension (4
items) measures the degree to which people are motivated to maintain prextimiheir
belongings when they feel threatened (Proximity Seeking, e.g. “Wherahgious | desperately
need to be close to my belongings”). The third dimension (4 items) measurestitaexthich
possessions serve to provide persistent reassurance (Secure Bases@.qidtih more insecure
or vulnerable when | am away from my belongings”). The fourth attachmatioredhip
dimension (4 items) measures the extent to which people protest or are made anxious b
separation from their belongings (Separation Protest, e.g. “I feel vulneradlel\am away
from my belongings for a few days”). Two of these dimensions were higrdiples Proximity
Seekingo = .88 and Secure Baser .92, while the others were only somewhat reliable, Feared
Loss,a = .74, and Separation Protest; .76.

The remaining subscales are designed primarily to assess theawaysh people
construe their attachment relation with objects. The first dimension (1 me@gures anger

about attachment to objects (Angry Withdrawal; “I get really angmneelf because | think
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taking care of my belongings takes up too much time”). The second dimension (8 items)
measures participants’ motivation to reciprocate care towards their giossg€Compulsive
Care-Giving, e.g. “It makes me feel better when | spend time takregp€any belongings.”).
The third dimension (9 items) measures people’s dependence on their attachmatt$o obj
(Compulsive Care-Seeking, e.g. “l would be helpless without my belonging&ijther
subscale (3 items) was intended to measure people’s motivations to be slf@dmapulsive
Self-Reliance, e.g. “I feel it is best not to depend on my belongings”) bititles for these care-
giving and —seeking scales were sufficient: Compulsive Care-Giving79, Compulsive Care-
Seekingo = .79. However, the Compulsive Self-Reliance scale was lacking relialo#itg8.

Given the poor reliability of many subscales in the RAQ-A, and the weaknesses of
single-item measure of attachment to objects, we averaged acrossld¢iseasca better measure
of people’s overall attachment to objects. Reverse-scoring compulsivelseitze (which
indicates rejection of the attachment relationship) and considering thennegrsuibscales
provides a much more reliable measure of people’s attachment to obpe@$s, Participants
mean scores on this were used as a measure of their overall attachment to objects

Results

Participants’ scores on the Attachment to Objects measure weretedaimia 2 (Close v.
Distant Others) x 2 (Reliable v. Unreliable) between-subjectysinaif variance (ANOVA). We
observed a significant main effect of closen&s,, 95) = 4.79p = .03,5° = .05. However, this
was qualified by a significant Closeness x Reliability interacfiofi,, 95) = 4.42p = .04,7* =
.05 (for the pattern of means, see Figure 1).

Pairwise comparisons (using Fisher’s LSD) revealed that parttsipamed with

unreliable close relationships scored higher on object attachMenB8(16,SD = .94) than
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participants primed with reliable close relationshids«2.66,SD = .90),p = .046. Also
supporting hypotheses, participants primed with unreliable close relapsnspiorted being
more attached to objects than both those primed with reliable distant dfher3.65,5D = .90),
p = .045, as well as those primed with unreliable distant otMersZ.41,SD = .92),p = .002.
No other pairwise comparison reached significapse; .30

Discussion

The results of Study 1 show that people do in fact increase in their motivatiorctotatta
objects when threatened with the unreliability of close others. Consistenthwitlypothesis,
participants increased in their attachment to objects as a way of compgiisiad lack of
reliable security from close others, while no differences were obserweddrethe remaining
conditions. These data support the claim that the effects of this unreliabitigy @re specific to
close others, and are not the result of merely any uncertainty about other peeyidemased by
the comparison between the close and distant unreliable conditions. Moreover, simphgthinki
of close others did not increase (or decrease) attachment to objects, aaw@adieant
difference between the close others reliable and unreliable conditions.

It is also important to recognize that the pattern of means observed in tHese/otbers
conditions is not the result of decreased attachment to objects when primed withderehat
close others are reliable. There were no significant differencegéetive close others reliable
condition and the two distant others conditions. While we might think that participayfts m
detach from objects when reminded of the reliability of close others, we seetthia paresults
was not supported.

Although the results of Study 1 support our broad claims about the psychological

function of object attachment, they do not directly assess the mechanism proposedi® unde
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these effects. Specifically, our guiding analysis suggests that coatermghe unreliability of
close others will cause a threat to one’s sense of security, which will thect pmeteased object
attachment. Study 2 directly assesses this hypothesis.

Sudy 2

While Study 1 provides an important first step in supporting the hypothesis that
attachment to objects is a defensive reaction designed to cope with insufficiertyseom
close others, we must importantly test the mechanism underlying thiggtifaddowing
Nedelisky & Steele’s (2009) insight that decreased attachment to otberseiated with
increased attachment to objects in a clinical sample, we should expebetbatil be
important relationships in a non-clinical sample between attachmens®atloers and
attachment to objects. Given that people show increased attachment to objectw¥edtendd
with uncertainties about their close relationships (Study 1), Study 2 was designgydiore the
extent to which peoples’ attachment relations to close others might predicittaeihment to
objects.

We believe that attachment anxiety is the mediating variable underlyrejféct
observed in Study 1. Specifically, we predict that as people are increasingbriced about
abandonment and rejection, they will turn to objects as a source of attachment.iffo tosf
assumption, we conducted a pilot study in which 50 undergraduate participants completed the
39-item RAQ-A used in Study 1 and the Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised scale
(ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000), which, as described more futhyvpebnsists of 18
items assessing attachment anxiety (93) and 18 items assessing attachment avoidarre (
.96). Participants’ scores on the measure of attachment to objects weresubsimple

regression analyses to test the extent to which their scores might beegrégiatdividual
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differences in interpersonal attachment. As predicted, attachmentyanage significantly and
positively associated with object attachmégnt(.22,SE = .08,t = 2.65,p = .01, whereas
attachment avoidance was npt.06,t = .76,p = .45).

This pilot study supported our assumption that attachment anxiety, but not attachment
avoidance would predict object attachment. Thus, in the full study we testeddiational
hypothesis that the salience of close others’ unreliability will incrataehment anxiety, which
will in turn increase object attachment. This suggests that people who aasingty anxious
about abandonment or isolation are attracted to the use of objects for attachrtiensyela
presumably because objects lack the capacity (specifically the agerdgrtdon the individual.
One feature of objects that makes them attractive sources of secunibyeddy theorizing on
transitional objects, is the fact that they are reliable and controllable.

Study 2 also builds on the previous studies by invoking a stronger comparison condition.
In Study 1, the distant others unreliable prime may not actually prove alteatdning to
participants since many people may not, in fact, expect strangers to belgdytihelpful in the
first place. In this study we attempted to use a comparison to a conditiorathdirectly self-
relevant. Moreover, because attachment anxiety is typically understood asieenggdting
model of the self (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), a control condition that directhaténs
participants with a negative view of their own capabilities provides a morpetiomy
comparison for the specific effect of attachment anxiety on object aathmthe close others
unreliable condition.

Method
A community sample of 48 participants, recruited online through Amazon’s Meahani

Turk service participated for a minimal financial incentive ($.25). As in Studyl participants
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completed the study materials through Qualtrics. The materials again W& general
demographic items and filler questionnaires (again self-esteem and N&tditbure) designed
to bolster the cover story that we were studying the relationships betwsenalgy and
people’s experiences.
Relationship Uncertainty Manipulation

Again using the cover story from Study 1, a study of personality and people’s
experiences, participants were again asked to complete a writterotagksing a manipulation
of relationship uncertainty. They were again instructed that their resptundee written task
would be content analyzed to reveal dimensions about their personality, and they were
encouraged to respond honestly and with as much detail as they felt comfortabbg shar
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. Half of thapzartecwere
provided with the Close Others Unreliable prime from Study 1, while the resteda Self
Unreliable prime:

Self Unreliable

Sometimes we “let ourselves down.” In other words, we fail to do something that we

need to do for ourselves. For example, perhaps recently you promised yibatsghiu

would stop stressing out about something, but you kept  stressing out. Or perhaps over

the past couple months you failed to solve a personal problem that you told yypawself

would solve.

Think of THREE recent times when you let yourself down in a time of needcin e

space below, write a couple sentences about what happened and how it madeagou feel

the time. Your personal, honest responses are appreciated, and will cenfalantial.
This comparison is not only more impactful, but also more effectively controls faiiveega
affect and personal relevance than the distant others unreliable prime usedyith.S
Experiencesin Close Relationships-Revised

Participants then completed the Experiences in Close Relationships-Reuaise(EE€R-

R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). The ECR-R measures two key dimensidtecbfzent
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style. Of the 36 items, half measure participants’ degree of attachwogtidrece, i.e. the extent
to which participants resist attachment to others (“I get uncomfortable wheraatiopartner
wants to be very close,” “I feel comfortable depending on romantic partneessgdy’). The
remaining 18 items of the ECR-R assess participants’ attachment angidtye extent to which
they fear abandonment or insufficient love (“My desire to be very close sormettares people
away,” “When my partner is out of sight, | worry that he or she might become teténes
someone else.”). This scale was used because the reliability and valitity ®fale are well
established (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley, Fischer, & Liu, 2005). As an important inoteever,
this is a trait measure of attachment style, thus any change by conslitiin our sample,
responses to the two subscales showed good relialbiityifnce= -97; danxiety = .93).
Attachment to Objects

Attachment to objects was then assessed using the RAQ-A. Once agaaald¢ise
showed a range of both acceptable and dubious reliabilities. Two dimensions wgre hig
reliable, Proximity Seeking, = .92 and Secure Bases .90. Other scales were only somewhat
reliable, including Feared Loss= .75, Separation Protesat= .76, Compulsive Care-Giving,
= .73, Compulsive Care-SeekingF .80. Once again the Compulsive Self-Reliance scale was
lacking reliability,a = 63. Scores on the subscales were once again averaged to provide a better
measure of people’s overall attachment to objects92.

Results

Initial tests were conducted to assess the effects of priming conditiotachna¢nt
anxiety, attachment avoidance, and object attachment (see Figure@®fucion of the relevant
means). Following predictions, attachment anxiety was significantlehighen participants

were primed with unreliable close otheks £ 3.58,3D = 1.06) than with personal unreliability
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(M =2.80,SD = 1.11),F(1, 46) = 6.04p = .02,n° = .12. Attachment avoidance was also
significantly higher when participants were primed with the unreltstwh close othersM =
3.52,9D = 1.52) than themselve®l(= 2.70,SD = 1.10),F(1, 46) = 4.54p = .04,n% = .09.
Critically, we also found that attachment to objects was significanthehighclose others
unreliable conditionNl = 3.17,3D = .94) than the self unreliable conditiavi € 2.51,3D = .70),
F(1, 46) = 6.53, p = .0° = .14.

To test the hypothesis that attachment anxiety mediates the effgohofg condition on
object attachment, we first tested whether or not attachment anxiety gdealizichment to
objects and found that it was in fact a significant predigter,33,5E = .10,t = 3.17,p = .003,

R? = .18. We tested the predicted model in which the effect of the prime on atta¢hrobjects

is mediated by attachment anxiety (Figure 3). Using Preacher &3Bgotstrapping procedure
(2008) and a bootstrap of 5000 samples, the mediation model was found to have a confidence
interval ranging from (.02, .50). Because this confidence interval does not c@ntgiwe can

be confident at. = .05 that the effect of the close others unreliable prime on object attadement
mediated by an increase in attachment anxiety.

Finally, to test the specificity of this proposed model, another mediationgbmsnahs
conducted using attachment avoidance in place of attachment anxiety. Unliken i isethe
pilot study, in these data attachment avoidance was found to be a significartbpgdic
attachment to objectf,= .26,SE = .09,t = 3.02,p = .004,R? = .17. However, the mediational
analysis, again with a bootstrap of 5000 samples, results in a confidencd inbenv@.02, .45).
Because this interval includes 0, we must reject the hypothesis thatettteoéthe close others
unreliable prime on object attachment is mediated by an increase in atachmidance

Discussion
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The results of Study 2 provide a substantive explanation for the results observeg in Stud
1. We observed in the first study that when participants were primed with thaugthttose
others are unreliable, they increased in their attachments to objetite relall comparison
conditions. The question we were left with was simple: why? In the pilot stusiyidy 2, we
observed that attachment anxiety significantly predicted object attathwieereas attachment
avoidance did not. Study 2 provides further support for both sets of findings by offeringph ca
model for explaining the effects of Study 1: the effect of priming the unrélyadii close others
increases attachment to objects by increasing attachment anxiety, thubogh an increase in
attachment avoidance.

Initial comparisons between the two conditions in Study 2 showed that the close others
unreliable prime was increasing both dimensions of attachment measured irRitie &Cwell
as object attachment. When patrticipants think about how unreliable close othbes tieey
become simultaneously more concerned about abandonment (attachment anwiellyass
more detached from those relations (attachment avoidance). Moreover, we obdeheytha
become more motivated to find security in their belongings.

But what is the mechanism that leads people to have attachment relatioobjects? |
have argued that the fundamental motivation behind this attachment strategttesngm @ find
attachment figures that are reliable and controllable in a way thatatlueses sometimes are not,
as a way of compensating for a lack of sufficient interpersonal attachfhenmediational
analyses in Study 2 provide strong support for this hypothesis by directhgttdstiextent to
which concerns about rejection and abandonment mediate the effects of the close others

unreliable prime on attachment to objects. When we are reminded of how closeathansi do
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abandon us, we become more anxious in our attachment, and thus more motivated to seek out
attachment figures that can provide the security that we fear close otherst.w
General Discussion

The primary goal of this paper was to explore the motivations behind the use of abjects
attachment figures. Prior research in consumer psychology, sociology, psychisaiaalg
clinical psychology has supported the claim that people do in fact find seoutisii
possessions, and some of this research has even begun to offer potential explangiens f
phenomenon. The goal of these studies was to test one specific explanatigviriroocott’s
transitional objects theory: that people are motivated to find security througtsolfesn close
others fail to serve as sufficiently reliable sources of security.

In Study 1, this hypothesis was tested directly by manipulating whethieigeants were
primed with reminders of ways in which close (or distant) others were utee{@ reliable).
Notably this prime only increased attachment to objects in the close otherahlaretindition.
Merely thinking of close relationships does not increase people’s attactoradnects, as
evidenced by the comparison between the close others reliable and close othatdeunrel
conditions. Moreover, not all threats about the unreliability of others drive usth &b objects,
as shown by the comparison between the close v. distant others unreliable conditions.

Study 2 tests the extent to which attachment anxiety serves as theigalyoachanism
underlying the relationship between the threat of unreliable close othettseanioserved
increase in attachment to objects. Through the mediational analyses naedtationly
attachment anxiety, and not attachment avoidance, significantly mediaeftettieof the prime
on attachment to objects.

Limitations
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A potential limitation to these studies is the measure of object attachrherRAQ-A
that Nedelsky & Steele (2009) developed contains a number of subscales mdeaatuieg of
the attachment relation between people and their belongings. Unfortuh&edgale substitutes
“belongings” into the RAQ-A, which is problematically general. Attachmelattions are much
narrower than this. We cannot know which objects people have in mind when completing the
scale, or even if they are thinking of a specific attachment relation to ant.dtje subscales of
the RAQ-A also consistently showed poor reliabilities. While the compaoisiteese subscales
provided a reliable measure of attachment to objects in these studies, this uninterafatiss
scale may not be the most straightforward measure of attachment to objeztter Addf-report
measure, as well as more subtle indices (e.g. behavioral) of attachmentts, olpeald greatly
strengthen the results of these studies.

A further concern with these studies is the fact that all data weretedllesing a
computer. While this would be a non-issue for the vast majority of psychologieatchsit may
serve to influence how people think about their belongings in the studies. Given the relative
centrality of computer use in our everyday work and leisure, computers offezra satmple
of an object that is particularly useful. As a result, it may be that thidom#ye most salient
object people have in mind when completing the attachment to objects measure. histdoe
necessarily undermine the findings, though it does suggest that potentialligth®kthe prime
is narrower than it has been interpreted.

Future Research

These studies suggest a number of avenues for future research. Futesersigioli

consider the importance of other outcomes in the object attachment proceaashihant to

objects is fulfilling fundamentally the same purposes as attachment to dlesg, ete should
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expect that situational and dispositional attachment to objects might predietrdelings of
security and efficacy, as well as reducing perceived threat in th@emeant.

Moreover, and following Study 2, we might expect that increased attachmentdts obje
could serve to reduce future feelings of attachment anxiety and poteavi@iiance. If
attachment to objects gives us a new source of psychological securityywsenais new
secure base as a foundation for taking the risk of trusting close othershgstiof us are not
continually threatened by the unreliability of close others, so some work should be done on the
ways in which attachment to objects allows us to re-establish trust in dhese. dtor example,
we might consider the importance of a longitudinal study of the ways in whichragat to
objects might rise in response to threat, but ultimately serve to protecinshagis over time.

Furthermore, work can and should be done in developing the construct of attachment to
objects. The RAQ-A used in this study is designed specifically to meaisachment to objects
as a parallel to attachment to other subjects (by replacing subject widrdbelongings” in the
RAQ), but this may be inappropriate. For example, does object attachmentnefiresame
two dimensions as attachment to subjects, i.e. object attachment avoidanceiety@ Anx
there object attachment styles? Are there other important (and orthogjomatsions to our
attachments to objects, such as features of the objects that should be considered?

The specificity of attachment relations to objects is also an open questitachmeaent
with a spouse or a caregiver, the attachment relation is quite specific. Hoageweted, over
the course of development, people also learn to strategically use a varregpads to fulfill
specific attachment functions. Is it the case that people attach to a padigata? Do they
have different objects for different attachment roles, e.g. a car that asraesecure base and a

blanket that serves to console one after distress?
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On this note, research should consider the specific features of objectskbahem
more or less attractive as attachment figures. For example, one mighecons effects of
anthropomorphism in changing how people attach to objects. Objects that are matelikebje
should be attractive to those who are seeking a subject as an attachment figethevdame
subjectivity might be threatening to someone who is temporarily anxious about other

In this thesis, it was assumed, following Winnicott, that the reliability jabd makes
them attractive but clearly there are many other important differenteedresubjects and
objects that might make them attractive sources of psychological seRelibility in this
sense is the result of a cluster of features: objects lack agency,spegdédo the individual,
they are controllable, etc. Some of these features may be more impaatanthers, even within
the reliability construct. Other features outside this construct should beexkpdadetermine
which features of objects lead people to find security through them.

Finally, this thesis has only considered attachment to objects as a compesisatiegy.
Research on attachment in religion has suggested another path that leads pewptetwifity
through a divine figure: namely correspondence (Kirkpatrick, 2005; Granqvist & Kidpat
2008). Some evidence has been found that people with secure interpersonal attacbonents al
show a secure attachment to a god, suggesting that attachment to godu(aly sttached
individuals) often mirrors their attachment to an attachment figure.

Is it possible that a similar process might play a role in object attachiftesit, is it
possible that people might attach to objects as they do close others? This sugapistdly
different pattern of attachment than that which has been shown in this thesis, inainsran
open possibility. Given the extent to which our objects are infused with social sigodic

(Miller, 2008), it may be that a subject’s attachment to a close other leadfsise ditachment
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relations with things associated with the attachment figure. If, for exxammpé finds comfort
from a loved one, an article of the loved one’s clothing (e.g. a jacket) mmhtersecurity as a
marker of the attachment figure. Further research should be conducted on thisgbatte
attachment to objects.

Conclusions

At no point in this thesis has any effort been made to problematize attachmeuetts,obj
and this is wholly deliberate. Following Winnicott (1953/1986), it is important tom#éaethat
our ability to find security through objects is an early addition to our psychologatkit, and
one that is not intrinsically pathological. While instances like hoardingrepagsent extreme
cases, work on transitional objects and consumerism suggests that our attachoigatts are
an inevitable aspect of life in consumer culture. The strategic use of dbjéalfl security
needs is so inherently human that children spontaneously acquire the skill, andpgudiyitsas
well, albeit with more complex motivations and more resources.

We as subjects will often be threatened with the unreliability of a close atiteour
ability to find new sources of psychological security should be seen, in geseaaharker of
the creative ways that people protect themselves. Certainly the persaamhpsource of
security is a collection of stamps or a particular cell phone might represastio which the
costs outweigh the benefits. For most of us, however, the ability to temporarilypfirfdrein
reliable computers, books, cars, etc. provides a benefit that we cannot find through other
subjects. As much as we may invest in close others, objects still fulfilgae and important
role that supplements, but need not preclude, our relationships with close others.

But of course, the recognition of this usefulness must be taken with a consideaable

of salt. We might worry about the extent to which people’s needs for semugity be used to
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exploit consumers by appealing to this core psychological motive. As weolgkets that can
afford us psychological security in the face of unreliable support from clogs,atbasumers
will be attracted to commodities that can ensure comfort and securitglial@de manner,
particularly in contexts in which the unreliability of close others is paditusalient. The
marketing of products such as cell phones (e.g. ads that promote the reldliséityice or the
responsiveness of a network) may exploit people’s basic need for reliabilippmext in which
the reliability of a close other may be called into question. We never know quitefliendaor
family member may receive a phone call or a text, and this intrinsic uncertagtgttract
people to commodities.

Finally, as people in Western settings find themselves increasimagije (Schug et al.,
2009; Schug, Yuki, & Maddux, 2010), maintaining stable and reliable relationships is
increasingly difficult in contemporary society. The highly mobile contex¢lationships makes
them increasingly uncertain, e.g. by increasing the possibilities thahd or family member
may move away or increasing the chances that a close others may be tcayfay beva reliable
source of security. In this context, attachment to objects may become, fomsoraedhan just a
strategy for temporarily compensating for insufficient reliabilitjhhuman attachment because

this reliability is so much harder to find.
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Figure 1: Attachment to Objects by Condition in Study 1
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Figure 2: Differences in Attachment by Condition in Study 2
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Figure 3: Mediation of the Effect of Relationship Uncertainty on Obj&eicAment by Anxiety
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Total Effect (c): B = .66**
Direct Effect (c’): B = .46, n.s.

Note. The direct effect coefficient represents the effect of the independent
variable after controlling for the effect of the proposed mediator.

Total adjusted R? for the model = 24, F(2,44)=7.11,p< .01
* Significant at p < .05
** Significant at p <.01
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! There are other ways of classifying the distinginigHeatures of an attachment relation. For exanf#&man &
Hazan, 2008 suggest four criteria: 1) Proximity menance, 2) Separation distress, 3) Safe Haver4)a8ecure
Base. The first two of these are among Ainsworthieria, and the latter two fall, roughly, undeiterion 6: that

the individual is a source of temporary (i.e. wiered with threat) and dispositional security. Ansth’s criteria
were selected for the purposes of this paper bedhey are general enough to be somewhat all-iivelus other
definitions, and because her considerations oflath@nt are foundational to contemporary research.

2 Winnicott’s transitional object theory is a vall@supplement to attachment theory. Transitionanpimena need
not entail the denial of attachment relations wittaregiver, but merely suggest that children bgects to find a
degree of autonomy by providing some psychologealrity for themselves. We rely on attachmentrégudor the
security needs we are incapable of fulfilling olwves, and a fully developed attachment theory aersithe
relative autonomy of the subject in determiningettiment style. For example, anxiously attachedriddals are
often characterized by their over-dependence oerstior security (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991)fdlure to
use objects to self-soothe may contribute, ultilgate over-reliance on close others for securigds.

% This raises the interesting problem of the refatfop between attachment and transitional objeehpmena.
Some see transitional objects as a temporary deéereplacement for poor interpersonal attachmeifdropoor
parental bonding (Bachar et al., 1998; Erkolahtgstrém, 2007). There is certainly a sense in wlitransitional
object relationship bears a number of importanties of attachment relations, such as being pdatiand being a
source of psychological security. In other respduisvever, the relationships are quite differerd:,d@ransitional
object relationships are always presumed to be deanp (Winnicott, 1953/1986). The goal of this pdjis to
specifically look at attachment to objects, defimadrowly as a relationship to objects that is nedien
attachment relations to subjects. The importanstie of how distinct this is from transitional eb} use is
noteworthy, but can be set aside for the purpoktssproject.

* Subscale reliabilities on the RAQ-A ranged consitigr. Proximity Seeking was very reliables .90, as was
Secure Basey = .82. Separation Protest£ .75), Compulsive Care-Seeking= .72), and Compulsive Care-
Giving (o = .69) were lacking in reliability. Feared Loss<.63) and Compulsive Self-Relianee< .34) were
particularly problematic.

Given the wide range of reliabilities within thebscales, a mean of the subscales was once again
calculated for each participant. This measure tafchiment to objects once again proved far morablithan the
individual subscales; = .89. This internal reliability, as in the preus study, was not improved by the removal of
any subscale and hence all were included in forrmingmposite measure of attachment to objects.

> Testing a model with attachment avoidance and anxiety simultaneously eliminates the effects of both. This is due
to the high multicollinearity between the two predictors: r = .49, p <.001. The ECR-R is known to inflate the
correlation between between the two attachment dimensions and hence, this analysis will need to be reconsidered
using a different measure of attachment.



