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Abstract


This research investigates the relationship between life positions  (Berne, 1962) and the attachment prototypes of Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) since these two constructs were perceived by the present authors to have a one-to-one correspondence. I’m OK—You’re OK was hypothesized to be correlated with secure attachment; I’m not OK—You’re OK with preoccupied attachment; I’m OK—You’re not OK with the dismissing attachment prototype; and I’m not OK—You’re not OK with fearful attachment.

The results of a canonical correlation analysis yielded R = .59, χ2 = 92.92 (df = 16), p <  .01. showing a reliable relationship between the two major constructs under investigation. The squared canonical R was .348. This indicates that almost 35% of the variation is shared by life positions and attachment. At a specific level, secure attachment positively correlated with I+U+, r = .44, p < .05. Dismissing attachment correlated reliably with the parallel life position, I+U-, r = .20, p < .05, while the fearful attachment also correlated well with I-U-, r = .40, p < .05. Preoccupied attachment did not correlate with its conceptual parallel—I-U+, r = .05, p > .05 and this is the only hypothesis that was not supported. The conceptual parallelism between the two constructs is argued although their theoretical differences are also recognized. 

In a previous article describing the construction of a life position scale (Boholst, 2002), a factor analytic procedure came up with two factors—one neatly containing all the I items and the other all the U items. At the later part of the article a question was asked regarding the clustering of the I/U items and why the items were not “those regarding a sense of OKness and not-OKness.” (p.31-32). It was suggested at the end of the article that the resolution to such an issue might shed light on the developmental aspects of TA in the context of a person’s differentiation or individuation.

Our efforts to clarify these issues led us to the written literature on attachment theory—most of which trace their theoretical bases to Bowlby’s (1973/1980/1982) writings. As a psychoanalyst who was influenced by the object relations theory and who also took insights from other scientific fields such as ethology, cognitive psychology, and developmental psychology (Levy, Blatt, & Shaver, 1998), Bowlby posited that children’s early attachment experiences with caregivers, significantly impact on and serve as a model for their later relationships. These early attachment interactions provide a stable and fundamental model of feelings and thoughts pertaining to children’s sense of self-worth and interpersonal trust (Bowlby, 1973). These fundamental feelings and thoughts about self and others take form as mental representations and become internalized prototypes or models of self and models of others—both of which could either be positive or negative depending on the nature of the children’s previous interactions with attachment figures or caregivers. If caregivers treat children with respect, support, and provide reliable nurturance, children would develop positive models of the self and of the other. If, on the other hand, caregivers are unresponsive to children’s needs or if children are given care inconsistently and treated abusively, negative models of self and other are likely to develop.

Attachment theory has been very well researched and elaborated based on more than a thousand empirical papers. Typologies of attachment such as those of Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978) have classified infants as securely attached, anxious-ambivalent, or avoidant. These attachment types have also been argued to be observable among adolescents and adults—in the context of romantic and marital relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Furthermore, children’s attachment categorizations can even be predicted (with 80% accuracy) based on their parent’s description of their own interactions with their parents (Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). As an important aside, this should provide strong support for the scripting process in the transactional analysis literature. 

A four-category model of attachment styles was later proposed by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) who argued that attachment could be classified into four (and not three) basic styles or prototypes of attachment. What picked our interest was that the attachment categories they described seem to have a one-to-one correspondence with Berne’s (1962, 1972) life positions. The secure attachment style for instance describes adult individuals who have a sense of lovability about themselves and that others will be accepting and responsive. This essentially describes the first life position in the TA literature—I’m OK—You’re OK or I+U+. Preoccupied attachment style describes individuals who view themselves negatively but other people positively. This is strikingly similar to the depressive’s position or I’m not OK—You’re OK (I-U+). Adults with the dismissing style of attachment view themselves in a positive light and others with suspicion as in I’m OK—You’re not OK (I+U-). Lastly, individuals with the fearful attachment style view themselves and others negatively as in I’m not OK—You’re not OK or I-U-. Attachment styles with negative models of either self or others were found to be associated with particular patterns of interpersonal problems. This finding also seems congruent to Boholst’s (2003) doctoral dissertation that found reliable effects of the “not OK” life positions on certain psychopathologies and positive mental health variables.

The present study

This research hoped to verify whether life positions might be viewed as attachment prototypes or if these two constructs are basically independent. It is hypothesized that the attachment prototypes described by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) have parallels with the four life positions originally described by Berne in 1962. This is an important issue that needs to be addressed because life positions as a construct has not captured the same interest among researchers in the field as attachment has and consequently has not amassed the empirical evidence desired by the present researchers. Instead, one sees the proliferation of variations and elaboration of the life positions construct—all of which are intuitively plausible and may even be clinically verifiable but without the harness of operational definitions, the guidance good measurement theory, and the validation of replicable empirical evidence. If the attachment measures can statistically account for a reliable and considerable portion of life positions then we may gain some insights about the latter construct by looking into the advancements made by attachment research. On the other hand, and who knows, we might catch the attention of attachment researchers and they could also look into both the past and the current theorizing on life positions and use them to shed light on their own research paths in attachment.

Method

Participants


The participants of this research were 189 college students coming from both private and state universities in central Philippines. The mean age was 18 years with a standard deviation of 1.4 years. There were 70 males and 119 females. Ninety-seven came from the University of San Carlos—a private Catholic university in Cebu City and 92 from a state university—the University of the Philippines-Cebu College. Pretests in the life positions between sexes yielded no significant differences except for the I’m OK—You’re not OK (I+U-) position where the males (Mean = 28.8, SD = 5.6) reliably scored higher than the females (Mean = 27.1, SD = 4.5), p < .05. Attachment scores on the other hand revealed males to be more secure (Mean standard score = .42, SD = 1.6) than females (Mean standard score = -.298, SD = 1.7), p < .05. The schools that the participants came from did not have any effect on both life positions and attachment, nor did it interact with sex. 

Instruments

Life positions. This variable was measured using the Life Position Scale (LPS) constructed by Boholst (2002). This is a 20-item questionnaire designed to measure the different convictions (I+, I-, U+, U-) posited by Berne (1972). The method that was used for extracting life positions, however, was different from the one described in Boholst’s article. In the present research each participant were scored on each of the four life positions. This stands on the assumption that the life positions are not mutually exclusive, that each individual has certain degrees of OKness and not-OKness, and that there seems to be no clean-cut categorization for the life position of each person. This was also an attempt to create a parallel scoring for the Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) attachment measures—wherein each participant was scored in all the attachment types. The scores for I’m OK—You’re OK for instance were computed by simply adding I+ and U+ scores for each individual; I- scores were added to U+ scores to get the scores for the I’m not OK—You’re OK life position. For the subsequent canonical analysis, standardized scores were used. 


Attachment. The composite score of two self-report scales were used to measure attachment: the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) and the Relationship Scale Questionnaire (RSQ) (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). 

The RQ is made up of four paragraphs—each describing the four attachment prototypes. Participants are asked to give a rating to each attachment style on a scale of 1 to 7 based on his or her perceived degree of correspondence with each style. The highest score presumably describes an individual’s most dominant attachment category. 

The RSQ is a 30-item questionnaire answered on a 5-point rating scale. Particular items represent each attachment style and the scoring is basically a straightforward summation of these items. These two attachment measures are posted on the website of Dr. Kim Bartholomew (http://www.sfu.ca/psychology/groups/faculty/bartholomew/research/).

As suggested by Bartholomew (2002) the composite scores for the attachment prototypes were computed by first converting all the scores of each participant into standardized (Z) scores. Then the standardized scores for a particular prototype of the first attachment measure were combined with the Z scores of the same prototype from the second attachment measure. For example, to get the composite score for the secure attachment style, the Z scores of the RQ secure attachment style were combined with the Z scores of the RSQ secure attachment style. 

Data analysis: A short note on canonical correlation analysis

Canonical correlation analysis is a multivariate technique that measures the relationship between a set of predictor variables and a set of criterion variables while holding the error at a constant level. These sets (also called variates or linear combinations) of predictor and criterion variables are presumably “latent” constructs that are represented by manifest variables. In this present study the canonical variates are attachment—represented by the four attachment prototypes and life positions—represented by the four life positions. Very important information is provided by the canonical correlation coefficient (R), which represents the relationship between these two variates. The squared canonical correlation coefficient (R2) is the proportion of the variance in the dependent variable (DV) that can be explained or that can be accounted for by the independent variable (IV). However, there is no theoretical justification for an IV-DV relationship between these two variables since they are argued to be essentially the same construct and the objective of the research was to find out if this is so. The R2 in this context can then be thought of as the shared variance between attachment and life positions. 

Individual correlations between the manifest variables of both variates and within the manifest variables of each variate are also computed in the canonical analysis and the number of significant canonical roots that are extracted may describe the patterns of interrelationships between and within the variates. For a more comprehensive discussion of this statistical technique, see Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995).

Results


The results of the analysis revealed a canonical R = .59, χ2 = 92.92 (df = 16), p <  .01. This shows a reliable relationship between the linear combinations of the attachment and life position constructs. The squared canonical R was .348. This indicates that almost 35% of the variation is shared by life positions and attachment. Furthermore, the canonical procedure produced only one significant canonical root with an eigenvalue of .346—indicating that there seems to be only one way of interpreting the intercorrelations of both constructs and this should be along the line of the hypothesized parallel variables.


Table 1.0 presents the intercorrelations among the life position and attachment variables. The correlations within both constructs can be observed on the upper-left and lower-right hand parts of the table. The intercorrelations among the life positions and attachment constructs (see upper-right part of the table) yield a general pattern that seems to support the research hypothesis. Parallel variables under each construct that were hypothesized to correlate—did so reliably except for one pair. Secure attachment positively correlated with I+U+, r = .44, p < .05. Dismissing attachment correlated reliably with the parallel life position, I+U-, r = .20, p < .05, while the fearful attachment also correlated well with I-U-, r = .40, p < .05. Preoccupied attachment did not correlate with its conceptual parallel—I-U+, r = .05, p > .05. This is the only hypothesis that was not supported. 

Table 1.0 Life Positions and Attachment Correlation Matrix

	
	Life Positions
	Attachment

	Life

Position
	I+U+

1
	I-U+

2
	I+U-

3
	I-U-

4
	Secure

1
	Preoccupied

2
	Dismissing

3
	Fearful

4

	1
	1.0
	
	
	
	.44*
	-.21
	.08
	-.40*

	2
	-.04
	1.0
	
	
	-.02
	-.05
	.04
	-.02

	3
	  .51*
	.05
	1.0
	
	.07
	-.11
	.20*
	.03

	4
	-.31*
	  .15*
	.27*
	1.0
	-.31*
	.18*
	.03
	.40*

	Attachment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	
	
	
	
	1.0
	-.25*
	-.16*
	.49*

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	1.0
	-.04
	.38*

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.0
	.17*

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.0


* significant at alpha level = .05.

One possible explanation for this lack of correlation, aside from the omnipresent measurement error, is the fact that both these variables had very low canonical weights (See Table 2.0). Canonical weights provide data about the relative importance or contribution of a particular variable under a construct. This suggests that the two variables under question may not have contributed to the linear combination of their respective variates and in maximizing the correlation of both constructs. The I-U+ position, also known as the depressive’s position and the preoccupied attachment style will remain to be a theoretical prototype and will have to be further investigated in a future research. One possible route for a future investigation would be to look into the fact that Bartholomew’s preoccupied attachment style, the style that supposedly has a negative model of self and positive model of others, has been reported to correlate with suspiciousness and hypervigilance (Shaver 2003). The contention that this attachment style is characterized by a positive model of others may now be questioned.

Table 2.0. Canonical Weights and Loadings

	
	Weights

	Attachment Styles 
	

	       Secure
	.548

	       Preoccupied
	.003

	       Dismissing
	.237

	       Fearful 
	-.635

	Life Positions
	

	       I+U+
	.892

	       I-U+
	.102

	       I+U-
	-.253

	       I-U-
	-.360


Discussion


This research basically wanted to investigate the relationship between life positions and attachment—not in the context of a causal relationship but whether life positions can be viewed from the theoretical perspective of attachment or the other way around. It was hypothesized that life positions and the four attachment prototypes by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) are essentially the same concepts. Except for the lack of correlation between the I-U+ life position and its parallel—the preoccupied attachment style, the hypothesis seemed to be supported by the results of the canonical correlation analysis with attachment and life positions sharing a statistically reliable proportion of the total variation. Philip Shaver, one of the early and principal investigators of the attachment theory, also seemed to agree with the apparent parallelism between life positions and Bartholomew and Horowitz’ (1991) attachment scheme but just wasn’t aware of the existence of the life position scale (Shaver, 2003). 
Life positions as a construct has been in the TA literature as early as 1962 (Berne, 1962). This however, has not spawned as much empirical verification as attachment has even though the latter construct’s formal and empirical beginnings can be traced much later than life positions’. This paints a sad fact in the sciences, especially in the psychological sciences. Even if a concept has already been thought of and theoretically elaborated, if such concept has not gathered the attention of other scientists and researchers in the field, it will fall behind other empirically based constructions of practically the same phenomena. Why life positions lagged behind in terms of gathering empirical support remains to be theorized on. One possible explanation, however, might be the simplicity (and elegance!) of the terminologies used. Scientists often want to sound highfalutin and technical. But this was not what Eric Berne planned his theory to be. Berne’s effort at making his brand of therapy “colloquial” has led to the dismay of some transactional analysts, feeling that their brand of therapy is of the “pop psychology” variety.  But Berne (1972), insistent on simplification as a virtue said:

Given the choice between the arcane and the open, between overcomplication and simplicity, I have thrown in with the ‘people,’ tossing in a big word now and then as a sort of hamburger to distract the watchdogs of the academe, while I slip in through the basement doors and say Hello to my friends. (p. xvi)

There must still be theoretical differences between life positions and attachment as there is still a large portion of the variance unaccounted for. This should then be a very interesting theoretical endeavor for one interested in either life positions or attachment, as one field of investigation must influence the other. 
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