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168 Fanrbairn and Macmurray: psycheanalync studies

rejected libidinal-anti-libidinal relationship may be reviewed for its reality
based badness or desirability.
{1991: 608-9)

The powers that were split-off and repressed into the subsidiary selves are
retrieved and remiegrated into the repertoire of the now more realistic central
sel{ and the dearee of splitting 1s reduced comncident with an mnerease in the
capacity for objectivity of the central seif and 1ts now more realistic ideal
object/ego 1deal.

[ have argued that there 18 a distinetive thread of Scotlish object relations
thinkimg that could be developed by cnificaily comparing the work of lan D.
Suttie, Ronatd Farbarn and John Macmurray. This work probably has s
roots 1 the Scottish Enlightenment. This perspective, which I call Personal
Relations Theory, a term sugpgested by Farbairn but never used, m order
to distmguish 1t from object relations theory, which s more immediately
associaled with Klein than Farbawrn, could, 1 believe, provide the basis for a
psychoanalytic theory that 1s consistent with critical realism.

As a final comment I wouid like to draw attenfion fo the importance that
Roy Bhaskar has ptaced upon the 1dea of unconditionat love in his discussion
of ethics where he says, “we may yel win through to a world i which we can
live 1n a stance of unconditional love for ourselves and each other and for
every other bemg (or for that matler non-being) i our environment’ {2000
18). The reason this 1s important for me 1s that at the begmning of Farbarrn's
development of his mature theory (in the early to middle 1940s), hus 1940
paper on ‘Schizoid factors i the personality’ argues that the worst thing that
can happen to a newborn mfant short of death s to come to feel, ‘(a) that he
1s not really loved for limself as a person by his mother, and (b) that his own
love for tus mother 15 not really valued and accepted by her’ (1952a: 17). This
irawma 18 at the seat of all subsequent schizowd manifestations 1 the person’s
thought and experience. Unconditional love, on the other hand, 15 an essen-
tial component 1n the care of children and in the prevention of pathological
splitting whose long-term consequences can be so devastating to our ways of
thiniing and bemng.

Chapter 9

The politics of attachment
theory and personal relations
theory: Fairbairn, Suttie

and Bowlby

By the mid-1990s attachment theory was a weli-developed and successful,
scientifically based, research programme into forms of attachment — their
distribution across the population and the variety of their forms - and,
reflective functionmg — the ability to achieve a consistent and coherent narra-
tive about your own life, self and experiences with significant others. In
The Politics of Uncerrainty (Marris 1996) and The Politics of Atrachmem
(Kroemer and Roberts 1996) these developed findings were used Lo look at
the consequences for national politics and the development of the welfare
state. The overall conclusions, that secure attachments make for a happier
and more productive civil society, is beginning to be recogmsed 1 the meas-
ures that the UK government is taking to protect children, n particular, from
poverty and deprivation. In 1996, in her ntroduction to The Politics of
Artachment, Patricia Hewitt! wrote, ‘The free marketeers forgot sometlung
witich Adam Smith himself never forgot: that markets depend upon non-
markel institutions, on trust, on relationships between people and within
communities, on norms of good behaviour, on social capital. Destroy that
and not only do you damage efficiency, you also destroy the conditions for a
good life” (Kroemer and Roberts 1996).

In regard to attachment theory ! will be arguing that Bowlby was directly
and fundamentally mfluenced by both Suttie and Fairbairn and that, as we
have already seen, mfant development researchers like Trevarthen {2002) and
Stern (1985), whose work 1s often cited 1 support of Bowlby, were directly
influenced by Macmurray whose worlk 1s also strongly related to both Suitie
and Fairbairn, As such it 18 perhaps curious that when attachment theory
is discussed 1 relation to national politics by psychoanalytically orented
commentators (Holmes 1996; Rustin 1996) the connection with the work of
Suttie, Fairbairn and Macmurray 1sn’t acknowledged. Perhaps worse 1s the
[ailure Lo mention Fairbairn or Suttie m connection with the development of
‘British object relations’ and apparently to incorporate Bowlby Lo an €38en-
tially Klemian tradition (Rustin 1996). Bowlby himseif is a much better guide
to hus own antecedents and affiliations in his foreword to The Origins of Love
and Hate, where he writes ‘[Suttie, Ferenczi, Hermann and the Balints]
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saw the infant as striving from the first to relate to his mother, and hus future
mental heaith as turning on the success or [ailure ol this first refationship.
Thus was the object relations version of psychoanalysis born’ (Bowlby 1988a:
xvi). Regarding another deep-runmng debate psychoanalysis concerning
tne role of ‘reai-life events and situations’, Bowlby gives a further briel
account of the development of object relations psychoanalysis as hie sees i

Influenced in varying degrees by the mnitiative of the Hunganan analysts,
the main advocates of the object relations paradigm have been Melante
Klemn and a number of native-born Britons given to mdependent think-
mg, of whom Ronald Farrbairn and Donald Winnicott are the best
known. In addition to Ian Suttie, another in the group 1 Harry Guntrip
and I count mysell yet another. In North America Harry Stack Sullivan
and Heinz Kohut are the best known representatives. With the notable
exception of Melanie Klem, all those named have held explicitly that
most differences n individual development that are of consequence to
mental health are to be traced either to differences in the way children
are treated by their parents or else to separations from or losses of
parent-figures to whom the children have become attached.

{Bowlby [988a: xvi)

While Holmes in his book on attachment theory (1993) acknowledges the
influences of Suttie and Fairbarn on Bowlby, m lus contribution to The
Polities of Atraciunent (Holmes 1996) he quotes Winmicott: “Thus adults and
infants are programmed to bond to one another for survival’s sake’, para-
phrasing Suttie’s much earlier conciusion, which 15 rehearsed by Bowlby i hus
foreword, ‘Instead of an armament of instincts latent or otherwise . . [the
child] is born with a simple attachment-to-mother who 1s the sole source of
food and protection . . the need for mother 1s pnimarily presented to the child
mund as a need for company and as a discomfort 1 isolation® (1988a: xvii).

The first part of this chapter shows how Fairbairn's model of mind and
Bowlby’s mternal working models of mother might be reconciled and pro-
vides a personal relations view of both forms of attachment and reflective

functionmng. From there the use of object relations theory as political theory

will be considered. Ceniral 1o this process will be an attempt to show the
relevance of Fawrbairn’s tdea of mature dependence for personal relations
theory as political theory.

SINGLE OR MULTIPLE SELVES: FAIRBAIRN AND
ATTACHMENT THEORY

There 1s a history of tenston between attachment theory and psychoanalysis
even if, or perhaps because, the principal proponent of attachment theory m
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(he late 1950s was John Bowlby, a practismg analyst. Bowlby always saw
attachment theory as a variety of object relations theory {Bretherton 1998:
132) and continued to practise as a psychoanalyst throughout s profes-
sional life (Steele and Steele 1998a: 96). Bowlby’s ideas on attachment theory
ied to what one commentator (Slade 2000: 1148) has called lus “virtual expil-
sion” from the British Psychoanalytic Society. However, empinically based
work on attachment theory by developmental psychologists, and the mtro-
duction of new concepts and tools into the research by Mary Amsworth and
Mary Mai, among others, has meant that there 15 a rich body of scientific
work concermng the early development of children and thewr relationship
with significant others that could be of great benefit to psychoanalysis as a
supplement to both ts theory and practice. Recently there has been a call for
a rapprochement between attachment theory and psychoanalyss { Steele and
Steele 1998a). Thus call recognises the overtapping concerns of the fwo disct-
plines and asks for some consideration of the mplications for psychoanalysis
of the development of this scientific work over the past 40 plus years.

1 am interested in this rapprochement because I believe that Bowlby’s
theory 1s closer Lo Fairbairn’s “psychology of dynamic structure’ than to any
other psychoanalytic theory,” and that this paralle! s inadequately under-
stood by some of the people discussing this rapprochement. Bowlby himsell
always recogrsed the similarity of perspective between himself and Fairbairn,
as 1 will demonstrate later, Because Fairbarrn’s model s not widely under-
stood, however, the deeper parallels have for the most part gone unnoticed.
Indeed, so little known 1s his work in some quarters that 1n recent discussions
Cassidy couid argue that “The object relations theorists were able to acknowl-
edge the importance of carly refationships with significant people while at
the same time maintamng a place for Freud’s drive theory’ (Cassidy 1998:
121). This 1s not true of Fairbairn or Suttie, wito explicitly opposed Freud’s
drive theory long before Bowlby formulated attachment theory. Similarly
Lyons-Ruth can maintamn that ‘Previous object relations theorsts had been
deferential to the need to emphasise the distortions of intrapsyctuc fantasy
and too respectful of the need to develop more fully the theoretical mmplica-
tions of a break with drive theory. While many contempiated the cliff, only
Bowlby made the leap’ (1998: 128). Again, not true, as Farbawrn and Suttie
not only opposed drive theory bul also opposed Klein’s 1nsistence upon
mnate aggressive and envious tendencies, as we have seen 1n previous chap-
ters. The fact that Steele anc Steele, in thewr call for rapprochement, only
consider Anna Freud, Meiante Klein and Margaret Mahler is unwitting tes-
{imony to the success with which the Freudian and Klemian wings of the
British Psychoanalytic Society have kept major aspects of the Independents’
legacy from a wider public, and 15 a further Justification for attempting to
draw attention to Fairbairn and Sutue’s work.

When Farbairn does get considered explicitly, and his influence on, or
paratlels with, Bowlby are discussed, as is the cdse of Inge Bretherton {1987,
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1998), his full model 1s not used. Only a hgh level characterisation of
Farbamrn’s model is used, and it is differences at this level that are considered.
Important as these may be, the appropnate level of companson, as far as 1
am concerned, would involve, at the very least, a discussion of the relation-
ship between the mternal working model of mother, one of the fundamental
mechanisms of attachment theory, and the muitipie dynamic structures of
Frirbairn which resoive themselves mto three alternative selves, cach based
upon object refationships with mother or principal caregiver. It 1s only when a
comparison at this level has been carried out that the deep parallels between
the two approaches — Bowlby's and Fairbarrn’s — can be seen. It 1s1n this light
100 that Mam'’s essay on multiple models (1991) considering Bowlby’s own
call for muttiple miernal working models of mother (1973: 203-9) can begn
to suggest a different model to that of a single internal working modet of
mother and thus be compared to Farbairn's multiple-self model. As Mamn
herself notes, Bowlby sees multiple mternal working models of mother, some
of which are unconscious, as directly parallel to the notion of an inner reality
with a dynamuc unconscious: ‘the hypothesis of multiple models, one of
which 15 hghly influential but relatively or completely unconscrous, 1S no
more than a version, in different terms, of Freud’s hypothesis of a dynamic
unconscious’ (Bowlby 1973: 205). In Chapter 3 [ considered the work of
Donald Davidson on pathologies of irrationality i which ke argues for the
partitioning of the mind mto self-consistent person-like entities with coher-
ent beliels and desires in a model which 1s based m Frend’s structural theory
but, as I argue, closer i tone to Fairbairn’s own structural theory.

In A Secure Base Bowlby poimnts to the similarity between an internal work-
ing model of mother and an internal object and to the ways in which, with
multiple internal working models of mother, the processes of splitting and
internal dynamics can manifest themselves (1988b: 120n). Main’s paper sug-
gesls reasons why muitipte nternal working models of mother or primary
caregiver might arise and the way that this might provide insight nto the
insecure~-avoidant form of attachment. Steele and Steele (1998a) argue that
Klem has provided us with an account of the mternai world of the insecure-
disorgamsed infant. If we were to adopt a similar approach, 1t may be argued
that Fawrbairn’s multiple-self model 1s a good account of the internal world
of the msecure-avoidant and/or the msecure-ambivalent child. Shouid this
sort of argument be pursued we would have a variety of different attachment
patterns, each assoctated with a different psychoanalytic theory, and the exist-
ing and manifest contradictions between these psychoanalytic theories wouid
militate against any coherent psychoanalytic model of attachment behaviour
as a whole. 1 believe that there ts an alternative to this and in order 1o illus-
trate it I will use the diagram of an mternal working model of mother (see
Figure 9.1), as developed by Inge Bretherton (1987), as part of a representa-
tion of an inner reality like that described by Fairbairn, aiready familiar from
earlier chapters. In other words there will be three mternal working models of
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ﬂ Sensory system

!

Libidinal self Central self Angi-libidinat self

Effector system

/_\ /w\ /_... Arrachment behaviour

AF's responses

A dizgram of multiple nternal worling models based on Bretherton’s 1987 diagram and
orgamsed in a similar way © fairbairn's model of inner reality divided into three separate
selves each based upon a worling model ot mother.

Figure 9.1 Bretherton’s {1987) madel madified to emulate Farbairn’s model ot inner
reality.

mother operating n paraliel and outputting thew resuits onto the same

effector space or vector. N .‘
Input via the senses goes 0 all the internal working models and each

independently, and 1 parallel, decides what action fo ﬁ:ﬁ. Each workmg
model outputs signals to the effectors as and when 1t feels it 15 necessary. If
each of these mternal working models of mother was of equal power and
importance but based upon significantly m:ﬂammmm.am@mom&cmm and responses
due to previous patterns of object relationsinps then you nught get a stream
of contradictory signals to the effectors that would produce mﬁvm‘_‘nmzz con-
tradictory behaviours. This would be more like the pattern a disorganised
attachment behaviour. If the central self, based upon good object relations,
was well established and the relative strength’of the subsidiary selves was
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low, then the frequency and likelihood of contributions {rom the less well
established subsidiary selves interfering with the central sell’s ability for
secure atlachment would be small. Insecure-avoidant and insecure-ambrvalent
patterns might arise if one or other of the subsidiary selves, based upon
over-cxciting or over-rejectmg object relations, was both well established
and triggered by arcumstances. The suggestion here 1s that there 1s no need
to dichotomise coherent and ncoherent responses into single or multiple
working model theories.

Fairbairn’s theory suggesis that some degree of splitting 1s inevitable, and
the attachmenl behaviours that are clearly documented and explored may all
be the product of a modei of multiple mternal working models, where,
because of prior object relationships, the different mnternal working models
are differently developed and more or less well repressed. Splitting of the self
1s a matter of degree, and Farrbairn’s theory of development suggests that the
internal working model of mother and significant caregivers lad down 1n
early childhood can be undone iater by making the split-off selves conscious
and producing a central self of greater coherence by remtegrating the split-off
object relationshups 1to that central self. This also seems to me to coincide
@E the idea that developmental psychologists have suggested, of developing
better models of others as part of the necessary development of the child.
In this case, however, 1t isn’t just a matter of developing specific skills but
a process of reordering essentiaily primitive working models of sell and
(m)other into a coherent view of things. Psychic growth i this model means
that the centrat self grows at the expense of the subsidiary selves. It 1s also
worth mentioning that each ol these putative selves offers a locus of control
that can give rise to precisely the forms of narrative, coherent or mcoherent,
explored usmg the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) (George ef al. 1985).

Steete and Steele argue that there is ‘no unified perspective which may be
called the contemporary psychoanalytic form’ {1998b: 138-9), but I am sug-
gesting here that there Is considerable overiap between Bowlby and Fairbairn,
mnvestigation of which could perhaps provide such a perspective. The following
is a short list of some of the most striking parallels between the two theories:

I agamst drive theory and for a relational theory

2 notion ol sell and other based upon the internalisation of object rela-
tsons with real mother or prunary caregiver

3 importance of real-world relationships and experience

4 defensive splittng of self and repression of alternative sub-selves m
order to preserve good relations with primary caregiver

5 internal structure based npon multiple internal models of relations with

maother or primary caregiver

6 lifetong importance of earfy object relations with significant others

7 mmé_om:ﬁm: as a malter of remterpreting and remtegrating previously
rejected (primitive) object relations based sub-setves mto centrat sell.
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The single central and important difference between Fairbairn and Bowlby
is that Bowlby saw attachment as a biological process or mechanism while
Farbairn opposed Freud’s drive theory and any other biologically based
theory on the grounds that 1t was not a psychological and personal explan-
ation, that is, 1t was not at an appropriaie level for the subject matter under
mvestigation - a person. This is a view he shared with John Macmurray who,
in Persons in Refanon, puts forward a developmental schema that might well
provide useful common ground Lo poth approaches (see Chapter 8). Of par-
sicular interest in the fight of the arguments about the importance of fear
the development ol the insecure-disorgamsed pattern (Hesse and Mam 2000)
1s Macmurray’s argument that hatred s a derived and not a fundamental
aspect of human beings” motivation (1995b), which he 1dentifies as love and
fear. This has siriking parallels with Fairbairn’s argument concerning the
derived nature of aggression and is in both cases diametrically opposed (o the
Klemian account of these issues.

FAIRBAIRN AND BOWLBY

There 15 no doubt that attachment theory was miluenced by Fairbairn’s
object relations theory. John Bowlby acknowledges as much in the founding
text of attachment theory, his three-volume work Artachment and Loss
(1969-80). In the second volume, Separaiion, Bowlby explicitly acknowledges
{he similarities between his own position and Fairbawn’s. In relation to the
iden that aggression 1§ a response to [rustration he writes, “The position con-
sistently adopted by the present wrier . . is close o Farbairn's’ (256). And
in regard to the general concept that psychopathology 1s directly refated to
separation anxiety he writes that, ‘Fairbairn’s mamn theoretical posiion . . . 13
in all other respects consistent with the theory of frustrated atlachment
ndvanced here’ (397), the differences being “peripheral’ to Fairbarrn’'s maim
theory. In relation to Fairbairn’s developmental schema of the move [rom
nfantile to mature dependency, Bowlby notes that s theoretical position of
a ‘secure base and strong family support’ as essential to maturity *has much i
commeon with positions adopted by a number of other psychoanalysts, espe-
cially those who give substantiai weight to the mfluence of the environment
on development’ (360). His first example 18 Farbamn and he quotes approv-
ingly Fairbairn’s (1952a) argument that * “any theory of ego-development
that 15 to be satisfactory must be conceved in terms of relationships with
objects” . [and] that durmg an ndividual's development “an oniginal state
of mfantile dependence .. 15 abandoned In favour of a state of adult or
mature dependence” * {360-1).

Attachment theory 1s an intra-personal theory; it 1s about the dependence
of people upon each other and the ways that thetr ability to cope with the world
realistically and creatively ean be disturbed and damaged by a disruption of
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their attachments to significant others. These patterns of attachment are
established during mfancy but operate throughout life. There 1s relerence to
an mira-psychic component in the form ol internalised working models of
mother and mfant but this remains underdeveloped. Fawrbairn’s theory also
stresses the crucil mmportance of significant others, our objecl-directedness,
which he calls dependence, and the importance of dependence throughout
fife. But, he also has a well-developed model of inner reality with internalised
working models of mother and child as part ol the endopsychic structure
he argues 15 common to us all. There 15 a direct relationship between
endopsychic structure and dependence and the move from infantile to mature
dependence involves changes in endopsychic structure.

FAIRBAIRN'S PSYCHOLOGY OF DYNAMIC
STRUCTURE AND ATTACHMENT BEHAVIOUR

I will be arguing that the different forms of attachment can be seen to be
specific configurations and economies of a dynamic endopsychic structure.
This provides a unifymg overview of these phenomena within personai
relations theory which are accounted for withm attachment theory by an
essentially biological concept of attachment and mternal working models of
mother or the primary caregiver.

In hus late work, 4 Secure Base, Bowlby (1988b) still refers to the concept
of ‘working models of self and other as the underlying mechanism and
structure of inner reality that would provide an explanatory [ramework for
the different patterns of attachment. Fairbairn's psychology of dynamic
structure s founded upon the dea that the central ego and 11s ideal object,
the ant-libidinal ego and sts {rejecting) object and the libidinal ego and s
{exciing) object are all based upon nternalised relationships of sell to
mother or primary caregiver, with appropriate affective colouring. And given
the pomacy of the emotional i these approaches 1t would be truer to say
they are situated emotionai relationshups; that, in short, splitting makes these
dysamie stroctures nto three different working models of the (emotionai)
relationship with mother.”

Attachment theory and associated research have discovered that different
forms of attachment to different significant others 1s possible. For example,
the imfant might be attached differently to mother and lather. As discussed in
Chapter 2, within Fairbairn’s theory this 1s both accounted for, and enabled
by, a process m witch the child is actvely discriminating, and internalises and
organises aspects of 1ts relationships with significant others, among these
three internai stractures. Farrbairn describes this most clearly i his discus-
ston of the Oedipus sttuation, which he sees as a sccial situation. Here the
many and varied internalised relationships with mother, father and others
are sorted and orgamised between the different selves (central, bidinal and
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anti-libidinal) and the resuiting configuration can mimic the conventional
Oedipus situation (1944) but is also capable of producing a varety of other
configurations. In this way the gender identification of the child 15 related
to both patierns of attachment and the child’s own active chroice amongst
alternative ways of being that i1s, however, socially constramed.

In my view Fairbairn's psychology of dynamic structure is a strong candi-
date for a clear and coherent mode! of inner reality based upon ‘working
models of self and others”. This theory then should have something to say
about the underlying mechamsms producing the observationally determined
variety of patterns of attachment. In Fairbawrn’s view the degree to which the
pristine ego {self) becomes split mto central, libidinal and anti-libidinal selves
18 directly related to the early relationship with mother or primary caregiver.
Since splitung 1n this case 15 not just a splitting of the object mto acceptable
(good) or over-exciting or over-rejecting (bad) aspects but also a splitting and
repressing of aspects of the ego too, the degree of splitting will also reflect the
degree of pathology, m the sense of powers {resources, abilities) no longer
availabte to the infant because repressed. All structure generating splitting is
a dimmution of the powers available to the self (central). Splitung here 8
a defensive move to protect and sustain the crucml relationship with the
primary caregiver.

Within the category of secure attachment one could argue that the degree
of splittg, the harshness of the splitung, the degree to which the repressed
limdinal and anu-libidinal selves are active, is mmmal. The central self 13
dominant and available and determines the overall response of the child to
the s:tuation without any undue mterference from the subsidiary sefves. (1t 1s
worth noting here that this 1s close to the ongmal activity of the pristine ego
in that it 1s directed towards an outer object on wiich 1f 1s aiso dependent.)
This process 15 always going to be subject to wider cultural constraints and
does not represent an absolute since 1t 1s possible that in some cultures even
the normal protest of a securely attached infant could be regarded as patho-
logical and social mores could be different. The differences between a culture
m which crying was (a) good for the baby, (b) bad for the baby or {c) a
potential communication from the baby, would produce quite different ways
of handling the situation (and the baby). So, 1n @ non-absolutist way, secure
attachment would be the equivalent of a low degree of splitting m the
endopsychic structure.

What then of the other forms of attachment that have been described; can
they ioo be represented usmg Fairbairn’s model of endopsychic structure? 1
would argue that they can, smce a higher degree of splituing between the
different structures reflects a greater degree of inconsistency, or difference, n
the ways the child has been responded to, and consequently a greater degree
of autonomy to the split-off selves, so that one or other, or both, might be
activated by the ‘Strange Situation’.

The underlying model for the Hbidinal self is over-excitmg reiationships
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and the underlying modet for the anti-libidinal sell is over-rejecting relation-
ships, so different sorts of behaviours would be produced by one or other of
these dynamic structures beconung ascendanl m response 10 a real-world
situation. Anxiously attached nfants exhibit a variety of forms of behaviour
that i aftachment theory are ciassified as avordant or ambivalent. In avoidant
attachment the infant treats mother’s behaviour as a rejection and then stsell
mirrors this behaviour by rejecting mother upon her return. In ambivalently
attached children there 1s an oscillation between behaviour that 1s similar to
secure attachment and behaviour that is sumilar to avoidant attachment. This
suggests that there are different degrees of splitting between the avoidant and
the ambivalently attached chikd, depending upon the degree to which the anti-
fibidinai self has been developed through relationships with the caregiver, the
avordant child being more used to feeling rejected and consequently more
likely to reject the caregiver m order to avoud the risk of bemg rejected agam.

In the case of disorganised attachment which has also been recogmised as
a category of behavioural response to the ‘Strange Situation’, the infant
doesn’t respond consistentty to separation but produees a variety of different
responses to the situation, some of which appear bizarre. This sort of
response suggests that there is no clear dominance of any one of the dynamic
structures of inner reality. This could mean that the endopsychic structure 18
more radically spiit than n the other cases and that the locus of action 1S
peing transferred between the three selves to some degree or another, Tlus
can be compared to the mamc phase that precedes the establishment of the
basic endopsychic structure discussed earlier in the book. However, 1t could
also be argued that the so-called bizarre behaviour of the disorganised mfant
18 the product of the ascendancy of the libidinal {over-exciting) seif and that
the techmique adopted 15 a form of exciting behaviour where one can forget
one’s anxiely by distracting onesell from it.

At this pomt it would be useful to consider Gergely and Watson's (1596)
work on bio-social feedback and affect-mirroring to see if aspects of thew
research into emotion regulation might be used to give some clearer descrip-
tion ol the types of relationship with the primary caregiver that could be
argued to form the core of the dynamie structures of Fairbarn’s psychology.
It 1s the creation of the basic endopsychic structure through the splitting and
repression of subsidiary selves that 15 the major mechanism of emotion regu-
lation at this stage of development m Farbairn’s theory, following an initial
period of primary identification and mcorporation. In Gergely and Watson's
paper the notions of mirroring (Winmicott 1971} and contamung {Bion 1962)
are described as ‘affect-murroring’ and the process 1s described m such a way
that particutar forms of aflect-mirroring can lead to both the calming of a
distressed mfant and an mcrease n that infant’s sense of self-control over 1ts
own emotions. The processes of ‘contingency detection’ and ‘maxmusation’
elegantly account for such results and could be posited as the processes of the
core relationsiup mmiternalised by the central selll

Attachment and personal relations theories 179

Gergely and Watson also 1dentify two pathologies of affect-muirroring, one
in which distorted or mconsistent mirroring takes place, and the other 1n
which mirroring 1s absent and the caregiver responds with a display of thew
own emotion. In both these cases one can see how the response of the care-
giver could be mnterpreted as a rejection or a frustration. Not being seen
for who one s or bemg responded fo by the other 1n an angry, depressed
or a distracted way, a way that is not interactive, would create the core feeling
of frustration and rejection that 1s charactenstic of the anti-libidinal self.
Lnking this back to an nterpretation of attachment behaviours in terms of
Fairbairn’s model, we could argue that good enough affect-mirroring (infan-
tile dependence in Fairbairn’s terms®) will encourage healthy development of
the central sell and that pathologies of affect-mirroring will encourage devel-
opment of the anti-libidinal self. Drawing on Farbairn’s model and assum-
ing that the absence of mirroring is more {rustrating and rejecting than not
being mirrored realistically, we might speculate that the difference between
ambivalent and avoidant attachment could be at least partly accounted for
by the degree to which absence or unpredictability of mirroring 1s prevalent
in early experiences of the caregiver: detachment, unwillingness, or mability
to mirror, signifying potential pathology in the caregiver. The Adult Attach-
ment Interview identifies the form of attachment that the parent or potential
parent of a child has from the coherence or otherwise of the narratve they
are able to provide of their own lives and attachment figures. Long-term
studies suggest that the unborn child’s future attachment patterns at one
year are predictable from the expectant parent’s AAI responses, and that
inter-generational transmission of attachment patterns takes place predomi-
nantly through attachment to mother despite the fact that different forms
of attachment can develop mn reiation to different attachment figures, for
exampie mother and father. It 1s 1n this way, 1t 15 argued, that attachment
patterns, secure and Insecure, are passed on from parent to child.

When it comes to the development of the libidinal self, with the notion of
over-exciting relationships at its core, 1t 15 1ateresting to note that Gergely and
Watson describe another strategy of emotion regulation called ‘distraction-
soothing’ that would seem to be a candidate for the core relattonship of the
libidinal ego. When distraction-soothing is a predominant {orm of engage-
ment, some form of exciting or shockimg impingement upon the mfant is
used to try and distract them from their current concerns. This apparently
works to some degree but also mcreases the sense of impmngement on the
infant by outside forces and when taken to extremes might be consistent with
disorganised attachment and ifs associated bizarre behaviour.

I suggest that it 1s useful to think about the connections between such
strategies for emotion regulation and the dynamic structures associated with
Farrbairn’s model of endopsychic structure and ways these nught he used to
account for different categories of attachment. In particular the strategy of
distraction-soothing does seem to be a precursor to both mame ways of
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dealing with conflict and the development of aspects of creative activily
where apparently unconnected Calegories or COn{exts are mnvoked and juxta-
posed for the creation of new sights, humour or play. It 1s important Lo
stress that under normal circumstances these different strategies of emotion
regulation do not mn and of themselves inevitably lead to splitaing; 1t 18 a
degree of repetition, predemnance and severity that s likely to confribute to
that. The sort of disturbed behaviour that produces disorganised attachment
is severe and traumatic; a biack parody of distraction-sootinng as described
by Gergely and Watson. Some of the phenomenology of expenience within
extreme sports seems to {it this model: the presence of a force that s much
more powerful than yourself, that picks you up and couid dash you down and
1iil you, but which, as in the case of the child thrown into the air and then
caught, produces fear followed by a rush of good feeling at having survived
such a potentially life-threatening situation.

THE POLITICS OF ATTACHMENT AND PERSONAL
RELATIONS THEORY

Having demonstrated how, within personai relations theory, a psychoanalytic
interpretation of both attachment and reflexive function are possible, 1t 18
now {ime Lo consider what 1 this light they might mean. Rustin (2001) has
argued that both the Strange Situation and the Adult Attachment Interview
{AA]) are powerfui and legitimate scientific tools, but given the personal
relations theory nterpretation of them, what 15 1t that they are measuring?

I believe that what the Strange Situation and the AAI measure is the degree
of splitting in the inner reality of the person, what other strands within object
relations psychoanalysis might call the degree of infegration. Underlying this
interpretation 1s the view that secure attachment 18 a precursor (o, m the case
of the infant, or an idicator of, 1n the case of the adult, mature dependence,
or more accurately the capacity for mature dependence since, as I will argue,
mature dependence is a social and communal relationship of people to each
other which, 1n any particuiar social formation, may not be readily available.
It should be noted that secure attachment 1s wndependent of family form,
social class and national or cultural origins or location.

What then of the *politics of attachment’? In works that address the ques-
tion directly (Marris 1996; Kroemer and Roberts 1996) the clear subtext 18
related to ‘security” and ‘uncertainty’ This seems to be prompted in the main
by Bowlby’s characterisation of ‘a secure base as 1t 1s expanded to mciude all
of the mstitutions of society. However, the UK remains a class-divided society
where the gap between rich and poor s still widenmg. In her mtroduction o
The Politics of Attachmeni Patnicia Hewitt writes:
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The neo-liberat account of individuals — rational, self-interested, atom-
1zed — also turns out to be less than the whole story. The left has always
had a different, more optimustic view of human nature, knowing people
to be selfless as well as selfish, alirumisac as well as self-interested. The
rich tradition of developmental psychology and attachment theory -
particularly well developed m this country since the 1950s — brings to
an impoverished polilical debale the fundamental nsight that we are,
each of us, necessarily sociai bemgs, mndividuals created through rela-
tionsiups with others. The need for attachment, for an 1dentity rooted
m belonging, 15 aboul as far {rom 'no such thing as socety” as 1t 15
possible to be.

{Kroemer and Roberts 1996)

However, the provisions of even the most forward-loolng British politicians
hardly mateh existing social welfare measures already in place in Scandinavian
countries. The recrientation of the British state towards the model of a
Scandinavian state could be supported, 1 part at least, on the basis of argu-
ments from attachment theory and personal relations theory, but there 1s little
evidence that this 15 on the government’s agenda.

That there 15 still room, and the need, to make such changes s at least
partially supported by recent studies. Anecdotally, Philip Pullman, whose
‘Dark Materials’ trilogy was jomt winner of the third Astnd Lindgren
Memortal Award n 2005, 15 quoted as contrasting the Swedish and UK
governments, saying {hat the Swedish government "genunely stands up for
children and the world of the child, and children’s nights m every sense’
{Edemariam 2005). George Monbict (2005), m a recent comparisen of the
performance of the Swedish and the British economies, quotes The Econonust
which refers to the UK as a ‘pioneer of neoliberalism’ and Sweden as ‘one of
the last outposts of distributionism’, He reports that by conventional meas-
ures of economic success like GDP per capita, current account balance
and mflation, Sweden, pursuing ‘policies designed Lo narrow the inequality
of conditions between social classes’, usmg measures described by The
Econonnst as ‘punitive taxes’ and ‘grandiose programs of public spending’,
appears to have ensured its ‘economic competitiveness while ensuring that the
poor ebtam a higher proportion of nationai income’. In Sweden, according
to the UN, the richest 10 per cent earn 6.2 times as much money as the
poorest 10 per cent; i the UK that ratio 15 13.8. However, it 15 1n terms of
human welfare that the quality of life in Sweden 15 most clearly supertor 10
that in the UK: ‘According to the quality of life measure published by The
Econonust . . . Sweden ranks third 1 the world, the UK eleventh, Sweden has
the world’s third highest life expectancy, the UK the twenty-nimth. In Sweden
there are 74 telephone lines and 62 computers per hundred people; in the UK
just 59 and 41.” Monbiot reports that the UN’s Human Deveiopment Report
for 2004 shows that 1n Sweden 6.3 per cent of the population live below the
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poverty line for developed nations (311 a day) whereas in the UK the figure 1s
15.7 per cent. In Sweden 7.5 per cent of the population are functionally
illiterate, just over a third of the UK's figure of 21.8 per cent. He adds that
m the UK, according to a separate study, you are three times as likely to stay
in the economic class into which you were born than you are i Sweden. In
another recent study by the Geneva-based World Economic Forum (Ward
2003) the UK ranks eighth 1 a global league table of countries measured
according to the gender gap between women and men: ‘In a study of 38
countries, assessing patterns of inequality m areas mcluding economic status,
political empowerment, health and education, Britain 1s pipped only by the
four Scandinavian countries — with Sweden at the top of the chart — and by
Iceland, New Zealand and Canada.” However, these figures are skewed by
Margaret Thatcher's I1-year premuership and based primarily on the UK’s
success 1n educating girls to secondary and higher education levels. When it
comes to economic opportunity, ‘a measure based largely on access to the
labour market through maternity rights and availability of government-
provided childeare’, the UK 1s 41st behind countries including India and
Cotombia. Tiis 18 based upon 1998 figures so does not mclude recent
improvements to Britain’s matermuty pay and leave. However, the UK ‘comes
21st 1n the category of economic participation, measuring the proportion of
women 1n the labour force and the gender pay gap, which is still 18 percentage
polnts adrift i Britain 30 years after the Equal Pay Act’. Britamn also only
ranks 28th on the scale of femaie health and well-being, ‘a category including
teenage pregnancy as well as maternal and mfant mortality rates and the
effectiveness of government efforts to reduce inequality’. All of which 18
further support for the argument that there is considerable work to be done
on transforming the UK social order if we are to produce the sort of object
relationships appropriate for secure attachment.

Other general aspects ol the social order that have been referred to by
people usmg attachment research as thewr guide are the creation of com-
mumty and changes to local democratic control, addressing poverty and
the differences 1 material wealth, and securing a more caring and sensitive
soctety with a transformed moral base. If a society was ordered o maximise
secure altachment 1t would be both more secure and more certain and pre-
dictable than today’s society, bui is this the most important lesson that we can
learn from attachment theory?

OBJECT RELATIONS PSYCHOANALYSIS AS
POLITICAL THEORY

In a recent paper, relevant to the whole thrust of this book, Gal Gerson
(20042a) has identified the analysts and thinkers [ have been proposmng as the
mam representatives of personal relations theory, as members of & coherent
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object relations theory, different from but related to Melanie Klemn, whose
underlying psychoanalytic theory can be usefully considered as a putative
political theory. This group comprises Suttie and Fawbairn as well as Bowlby
and Winnicott but does not include Macmurray, who 1s not an analyst. Gerson
clearly differentintes this group as a whole from Klem on three counts, ali of
which will already be familiar. These are first. “the primacy of sociability” -
the fact that for these authors 'relationship is the personalities axiom” and that
‘the quest for recognition . . . 1s constitutive of the self’s structure’. Second, as
has been stressed several imes before, it 15 the child’s real retationships with
their real carers, without whom they could not survive, that deternnes the
nature of inner reality. In general 'in both theory and treatment, thss viston of
psychoanalysis takes on a stronger social aspect, turmng from the 1solated
patient to the environment’ (774). The third difference Gerson identifies 1s
“The relation between mtegration and the environment’ for which he uses
Winnicott’s model ol the mother mirroring the mfant. As has already been
discussed, the whole process of the relationship between mother or primary
caregiver and mfant is the basis for the splitting of the pristine sell and the
devetopment of the basic endopsychic structure in Fairbairn’s theory. In the
previous chapter I discussed how thus relates to both Suttie and Winntcott by
lookimg at the parallels between Famrbairn and Macmurray. Earlier in this
chapter the process of splitting and the degree to which it was necessary was
related to ways of handling the infant, amongst which would be mirrornng.
As we saw 1 Chapter 5 on creativity there are sirong parallels between
Winnicott’s view of mirroring and the internal reality Fairbairn describes.

For a flavour of Gerson's compiex argument I will quote from his abstract
of the paper:

Ohject relations psychoanalysts . percerves dependence as the natural
state of all humans . . . fand] . . percetves humans m theiwr original state
as aiready grouped and driven by an urge to assoctate. Company (rather
than private property or political participation) stands out as the basic
right, and all the other nights follow on 1t as mstruments for fulfilling 1t.
The primacy of care lends itself to the justification of distributive meas-
ures meant 1o bolster family coheston and individual confidence at the
expense of Lhe open market. The theory s therefore compatible with the

premises of the social-democratic welfare state.
(769)

As we shall see, thus last sentence 1§ also regarded by Gerson as represeniing
one of the theory’s limitations, but first let us look at his argument, from the
object relations theory shared by Bowliby, Suttie, Fairbairn and Winnicott {o
the political theory Gerson deveiops.

Gerson considers the state of nature theories of Locke, Hobbes and
Rousseau 11 some detail m order to be able to show how this object relations
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view differs [Tom these. Gerson starts from the shared starting point of infan-
tile dependence — ‘the individuai n the state of nature . fis} .. primarily
sociable rather than fearful or hungry” (777), ‘in the state of nature there 1S NO
well-defined [social] individual yet® (777) — to argue that this differentiates
the object relations view from other ‘state of nature’ pofirical theories, m
particular Hobbes and Rousseau.

Gerson goes on lo consider the question of mdividual rights, and what
rights might necessarily follow from the view that ‘object relations psycho-
analysis percerves humans as structured by tie search for company as soon as
they are born’ (780}, Here Gerson specifically argues for a difference between
this object relations theory and that of Loclke:

The psychoanalysts’ state of nature 1s populated with mnfants who seek
proximity to others rather than property or privacy. Biblical God plays
1o role here, but evolution does by drving mfants 1o attach themselves to
parents for therr survival. Attachment 1s universal and belongs to the
species survival. The pattern of attachment, on the other hand, 1s not a
natural course that is identical in all cases. It is a specific process that
mouids each mdividual into a umque personality. The formation of the

adult personality belongs to society and history rather than to nature.
(781)

Gerson argues that this approach reverses Locke's liberalism: ‘In Locke’s
account, the individual 15 the starting point, political society forms through
aduits’ decisions to enter the social coniract, and politics 18 structured by rules
set by tins chorce; in object refations, society is the premise and mdividuality
is product” {781},

It hus discussion of the development of separateness and agency {rom the
relationship with the primary caregiver, Gerson uses Winmicottian disiilusion,
which was exammed in relation to the paralleis between Fairbairn and
Macmurray in the previous chapter. Gerson argues that in the object relations
theory he 1s discussing ~ what I have been refernng to as personal relations
theory - ‘Attachment . . precedes other motivations such as matenal gain
and explorative curiosity, sexualily and aesthetic pursuit . . 10 become fully
human and capable of agency 1t 1 first necessary to be held by a specific other

_object retations starts with commumty and proceeds towards the distinct
ndividual’ (784} a view that I hope by now can be seen as totally consisient
with the personal refations theory ol Suttie, Farrbairn and Macmurray.

Gerson argues that when it comes to individual right, simce the mfant self is
prisiing, it 15 the environment within which the infant grows and develops that
is crucial: ‘the subject of right is the family environment that makes personal
mtaeration possible’ (785). He goes on Lo argue that the object relations view
of rights concerns ‘what one has m common with others rather than what one
nolds back [rom others® (785), and that the fundamental nght 1o relationship
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is not exclusive ‘but declares that individual’s entitlement to engage with
others® {785). At the same time the object relations theory views mndividual
mntegration as the end of nurture and education and so cannot advocate the
merging of the individual within society: “Differentiation 1s for object relations
a medium for maintaimng community’ {786). This 15 where the parallels with
Macmurray are most obvious and where his views might usefully supplement
the developed theory.

Basing hus account on Suttie’s work, Gerson (781) describes the process
of the mfant moving out from exciusive concern with mother to fuller par-
ucipation 1 the wider world m terms that rehearse Suttie’s view “that play.
co-operation, competion and culture-nterests generally are a substitute
for the mutually caressing relationship of the child and mother, By fhese
substitutes sve pul the whole social environment m the place once occupied by
mother’ (Suttie 1960: 16). Using Farrbairn, Winnicott and Bowlby, Gerson
goes on to look at the question of social reform, welfare, law enforcement and
education. He quotes Fairbairn (1952a: 85), noting that health for object
relattons theory s a “matier of object relations within the social order
(2004a: 787). He notes the object relations arguments, that breaks i care,
separation from attachment figures, parental neglect or abuse, poverty, war,
etc. ali prevent the emergence of healthy antonomous people; that ‘failure m
the family afflicts society’ (787), as he puts it, and that stability and cohesion
ol the political order presupposes integrated citizens: “The political framework
that object relations theory shores up operates to secure conditions for attach-
ment. From the individual’s perspective society 1s charged with safeguarding
nis or her right to be held and cared for. From society’s perspective, its
own good depends on the presence ol benevolent, sociable and autonomous
mdividuals” (788).

This process of producing benevolent, soctable, autonomous mdividuals
operates through two distmet levels of activity: one within the family strue-
ture is satisfied by a specialised caring agent — the primary caregiver who 18
usually the biological mother and who, m part, guaraniees the appropriate
attachment and development; the other, which Gerson says 1s argued less
often in the object relations literature, 1s the explicit argument for particular
forms of social welfare:

Society 1s charged with fostermg individuality, which can only emerge
from a supporting environment. . The fluctuating and complex mod-
ernt economy does not constitute a carnng environment; unless balanced
by other nstitutions, 1t invades the home o malke parents anxious and
undermine their capacity to hold their children. The market therefore
needs the welfare apparatus to produce the agents who are capable of
playing i the market. This involves active defence of the family through
social measures such as allowances and professionai services.

’ (788)
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This echoes the conclusions of people [amiliar with attachment theory and
the necessary consequences for the social order of taking attachment theory
seriously {Marris 1996; Kroemer and Roberts 1996). It seems to me that 1t 1s
not just a matter of defending families from the worst predations of an
unbridled market economy but of changmmg the basis of the society towards
more decentralised power structures into locally based, participatory and
communal forms.

In his conclusion Gerson summarises the argument he has put forward
based upon his mterpretation of the object relalions view he has dentified:

Object relations percetves dependence as the fundamental condition ail
humans share. The sense ol separation that classical liberalism ascribes
lo mdividuals 1s a product of early attention. In aduithood, separate
individuality allows for communication with others through relation o
the external world of material things, knowledge and culture. Accord-
mgly, the right to relate and be cared for is the first right. Respect for
separate mdividuality does not overnide the rght to engage with others,
but 1s instead an extension of that right. Politics focuses on mamtaining
the soctal unit where care is best given, a unit that the theory identifies
with the family. Accordingly, the household 1s both supported by the
broader sociely and exposed o 1ts gaze through experts and officials. As
the right to engage with others does not mnvolve a notion ol exclosive
privacy m the way that Lacke’s concept of property does, there should
be no objection to government’s mterest i the home. This active mterest
is meant, first, to protect the primary individuat rght, and second, to
ensure that society’s constituents would be autonomous agents capable
of engagement with each other. No aspect of human life 15 seen as
presocial, and no stage in life is seen as a break from the quest for com-
pany. Rather than beng split into the private/natural and socialfpolitical
spheres, the world as seen Dy object relations theory 18 concentric, extend-
mg from the nfant’s first cry to the broadest achievements and failures of
civilization. A single set ol principles pervades these expanding circles:
Human individuality 1s driven and formed by relationships. Society and
sociability are the premise, autonomous agency the end; 1t is the end,
however, because in adult life mdividual autonomy 1s the means of
healthy communication that 1s not aimed at donunating, ignoring, or

mcorporating others.
{790)

Despite recognising and acknowledging m a number of places within the
paper that significant contributions to tiis object relations theory pre-date
the devetopment of the welfare state in Britain after the Second World War,
one criticism of the theory put forward by Gerson 1s that it comes ont of
and reflects “The type of family and gender differentiation . and the level
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of ECONOMIC and social complexity the refatively consensual industrial
society of the 1930s with 1ls largely male workforce occupying steady jobs
and entrusting many aspects ol 1ts life to government agencies and therr
scientific and socal-scientific experts’ (791). His warning 1s that anyone seek-
ing to develop this theory ‘should be aware of the extent to which the schooi’s
principles reflect the context in which they first appeared’ (792).

Suttie’s worlk was first published in the 1920s and 1930s, Fairbairn’s mature
theory was published initially during the Second World War, so 1t could be
arpued that rather than reflecting the development of the welfare state they
were one of the many contributing factors towards its development. The
tater collectron and publication of work by Suttie, Fairbain, Bowlby and
Macmurray m the 1950s can be seen as the further development of work
completed before the welfare siate was in existence and certaimly before the
1950s as argued above. It may well be that this work was published because 1t
was consistent with the development of the welfare state; but that would be a
different argument.

. There are two other main criticisms that Gerson develops, both ol which
amww:g upon his ongmal argument, One relates to gender and family and
the other to what he describes as an ‘inability to perceive sharp disagreement
as a normal social crrcumstance” (791). Regarding the second criticism,
érmnw Gerson expands upon as follows: “Although it attempts to cut
through assumptions of consensus back to a psychological core that pre-
cedes any context, object relations writes off hostility between social seg-
ments, competing value systems and alternative family structures as patho-
logical symptoms® (791}, I do not recognise Suttie, Farbairn or Macmurray
in this description. There 13 an existential aspect to both Fawbairn and
Macmurray that sees the sociat order in which the infants find themselves as
contingent. Suttie, who was fiercely critical of Freud and Adler for treating
socially conditioned aspects of personality as if they were immutable
mnstincts, argued that a matriarchai society would totally change the Oedipus
situation since 1t would remove the need to give up mother and repress the
tie to ler that we all experience and value at some level. Fairbairn saw the
Oedipus situation as a socrl situation that we constitute for ourselves based
upon the prior development of the basic endepsychic structure, and mflu-
enced by our real experience of parents and others within the family. Mac-
murray was engaged m trying to think about and develop alternative com-
munai forms of social organtsation, and the logic of Farrbairn’s concept of
mature dependence is that even a liberal market-based economy, where
attachment needs are protected, s a long way short of a society in which
mature dependence would be the product: what Gerson calls ‘benevolent,
sociable and autonomous’ mdividuals. If we consider attachment research
and EN:R a simplistic assumption that secure attachment 1s the same as
mature dependence then we only have about 60 per cent securely aitached
people anyway. .
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The need for attachment, for care, 1s not dependent upon the form of the
social order through which that care 15 provided. As has been argued, the
provision of care durmg infancy 1s paramount but the exact type of family
grouping is contmgent. It may be that Bowlby and Winnicott were referrng
directly to the nuclear family they were expeniencing in their daily life but that
doesn’t mean that their theory was restricted to that family form. The condi-
tions for supporting mfantile dependence and encouraging autonomy would
remain constant across all social formations.

This takes us on to the objection to the theory on gender grounds. This
follows from the assumption that this theory simply reflects the society ol its
supposed first appearance, something I have just argued against 1n relation to
family form. Similarly I don’t think there 1s anythimg in the need for some
spectalised mothering that requires women (o revert to some old-fashioned,
retrograde, subservient position if they want to be mothers. It depends upon
the arrangements society makes to achieve 1ts goal of specialised mothering.
There are possibilities that the process of child bearing mught be uncoupled
from women and given to men or machmes but this is for the most part
science fiction and the reality is that, in general, the physical reproduction of
the species 1s going to have to be carried out by women. But not women alone,
or excluded, or underprivileged, as is sometimes the case today. One can
casily imagine a sociely where the role of mother was a highly valued and

responsible position that was economically rewarded, Less dramatically, the
conditions surrounding birth and early care could be made considerably
easier for everyone by allowing more maternity and paternity leave, better
maternity pay, more flexibility in working hours, more work-based créches,
ete. One of Gerson’s arguments which he expands upon m a paper cnticisimg
Winnicott (2004b) is that the ‘specialist mother” s a second-class citizen
because dependent upon another for economic support. This I thunk talkes us
into a consideratton of Famrbairn’s 1dea of mature dependence. Mature
dependence as conceived by Fairbairn seems to me 1o have witiin it a radical
concept of the soctal order i which equality, fraternity and reciprocity are of
fundamental importance. This 1s what stops his view from stmply reflecting
1950s Britam, as Gerson argues.

Mature dependence 18 Farbairn’s equivalent of the Freudian ‘genital char-
acter’. Buf it 1s tmportant to remind ourselves of the discusston in Chapter 3,
that we are concerned primarily with self-enlargement here, to forms of social
orgamnisation consistent with the development of all of our powers to therr
fullest extent under our own direction. According 1o Fairbairn, mature
dependence 1s characterised by the fact that all external objects are treated as
differentiated others. There 1s an absence of the projection and introjection of
mternal objects. For Fairbairn thiss an 1deal and perhaps unatiasnable limi
where the unconscious selves have disappeared, where everything can be
thought about consciously and rationally. Here the internal object would be
potennially conscious and represent a realistic reflection of outer reality: the
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