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A B S T R A C T

Humans depend on social relationships for survival and wellbeing throughout life. Yet, in-
dividuals differ markedly in their ability to form and maintain healthy social relationships. Here
we use a simple mathematical model to formalize the contention that a person’s attachment style
is determined by what they learn from relationships early in life. For the sake of argument, we
therefore discount individual differences in the innate personality or attachment style of a child,
assuming instead that all children are simply born with an equivalent, generic, hardwired desire
and instinct for social proximity, and a capacity to learn. In line with the evidence, this innate
endowment incorporates both simple bonding instincts and a capacity for cognitively sophisticated
beliefs and generalizations. Under this assumption, we then explore how distinct attachment styles
might emerge through interaction with the child’s early caregivers. Our central question is, how
an apparently adaptive capacity to learn can yield enduring maladaptive attachment styles that
generalize to new relationships. We believe extensions of our model will ultimately help clarify
the complex interacting mechanisms – both acquired and innate – that underpin individual
differences in attachment styles. While our model is relatively abstract, we also attempt some
connection to known biological mechanisms of attachment.

1. Introduction

Humans depend on social relationships for survival and wellbeing throughout life (Bartholomew, Henderson, & Dutton, 2001;
Blanchard, McKittrick, & Blanchard, 2001; Bowlby, 1969; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Harlow & Suomi, 1970; Hazan & Shaver, 1987;
Heinrichs, Baumgartner, Kirschbaum, & Ehlert, 2003; Insel & Young, 2001; Kirschbaum, Pirke, & Hellhammer, 1993; Panksepp,
Nelson, & Bekkedal, 1997; Prior & Glaser, 2006; Sapolsky, 2005). Early social bonding is largely controlled by myopic, hard-wired
instincts which are presumably only optimal over evolutionary time (Bartholomew et al., 2001; Bowlby, 1958, 1969). It is unclear
how such instincts relate to the following apparent sub-optimalities of ‘goal-directed’ or instrumental bonding. First, children seek
social proximity to their primary caregiver, even when this caregiver does not reliably reinforce – and may punish - these advances
(1969, Bartholomew et al., 2001; Bowlby, 1958). Second, early adverse relationships can undermine the formation of later, po-
tentially rewarding, relationships (see also, e.g., Edelstein & Shaver, 2004). Our puzzle is how a child’s attachment style develops
early in life, and why apparently maladaptive styles might emerge and persist into adulthood in cognitively sophisticated individuals
(for related work, see e.g., Callaghan & Tottenham, 2016, see also Frankenhuis & Del Guidice, 2012; Meacham & Bergstrom, 2016;
Trimmer, Higginson, Fawcett, McNamara, & Houston, 2015).

Here we model bonding instincts as Pavlovian responses - e.g. social approach, inhibition and avoidance - and assume these
instincts co-exist with more sophisticated, goal-directed social cognitions (Amat et al., 2005; Domjan, Cusato, & Villarreal, 2000;
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Locurto, 1981; Rosenthal & Matthews, 1978; Seligman, Maier, & Solomon, 1971; Seligman, 1972; Williams & Williams, 1969). By
direct analogy to Pavlovian feeding behavior (Dayan, Niv, Seymour, & Daw, 2006), our key assumption is that this instinctive
bonding behavior can be triggered by learned generalizations, and not just external unconditioned social cues (such as the smell of
the mother). Learned expectations and unlearned action programs, while seemingly antithetical, are easily bridged via the concept of
an agent’s internal (scalar) “expected value” of reward or punishment. On the one hand, this scalar reflects learned predictions about
the current state. On the other, it can trigger hard-wired or unlearned Pavlovian response programs, such as instinctive social
approach. (Note that this role for expected value is qualitatively different from – and may conflict with – a role for expected value in
goal-directed choice among a set of non-instinctive actions, a.k.a. utility maximization.) This hypothetical chain of causation implies
that, whenever a person has acquired a generalized expectation about the available social reward or punishment, a generalized
behavioral disposition will follow closely behind. In this way, we argue that an emergent “attachment style” - a disposition for social
approach/withdrawal - may reflect tonic excitement of hard-wired social instincts by generalized social predictions.

We show that persistent, self-defeating attachment styles can arise naturally whenever sophisticated beliefs do indeed activate or
inhibit the expression of simpler and instinctive bonding behaviours. Our account therefore attempts to reduce the development of
attachment style to well-documented properties of Pavlovian learning, while at the same time acknowledging the central role of
“internal mental models” of the social environment. Our work does not preclude that affect plays an important proximal role in
behavior. In fact, the concept of value, which we use to link cognitive generalizations and "affective" unlearned actions, might relate
directly to experienced “valence” (affective or subjective).

In the following section, we provide a brief introduction to the rationale of computational models of social bonding. Then, we
give some theoretical background on the behavioural neuroscience of bonding and describe the details of our model. The model
itself demonstrates how an experience-dependent Pavlovian approach – in response to anticipated reward – and Pavlovian in-
hibition – in response to uncontrollable “helpless” punishment - might result in generalized, non-instrumental attachment styles in
cognitively sophisticated humans (Bartholomew et al., 2001; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). We view adult-child (Field, 1996) and pair
(Moore, 1985; Renninger, Wade, & Grammer, 2004) bonding as a repeated interaction in which one or both parties come to seek
out proximity and we examine the learning dynamics of this preference. We focus on Adult-Child relationships and refer to the
partners as ‘Adult’ and ‘Child’. Our model examines bonding behavior from the child’s perspective. It posits that experience-
dependent but evolutionarily pre-specified behavioral impulses to approach or withdraw increasingly limit the child’s ability to
adapt to the Adult’s policy and thereby prevent the child from achieving their own social goals. In this way, our model caricatures
how early experience with an adult, or series of adults, can adversely shape the child’s own future bonding style (Hazan & Shaver,
1987).

We relate our findings to empirically-reported differences in the developmental trajectory of attachment behavior across children,
in particular their signaled need for proximity and autonomy/exploration (e.g., Ainsworth, 1985; de Wolff & van Ijzendoorn, 1997;
Cummings & Cummings, 2002; Bigelow et al., 2010). As with Callaghan and Tottenham (2016), Dridi and Akçay (2018),
Frankenhuis, Panchanathan, and Barto (2018), and Singh, Lewis, Barto, and Sorg (2010), our paper provides an opportunity to bridge
different fields, such as reinforcement learning and evolutionary developmental psychology / behavioral ecology. We offer a novel,
computational perspective on the dynamics underlying the emergence of a secure attachment style in children with a history of prior
neglect. We therefore hope that the model adds to recent research that attempts to understand the potential of positive, or sensitive,
foster care to remedy insecure attachment in maltreated children (Joseph, O’Connor, Briskman, Maughan, & Scott, 2014). On first
reading, most readers may want to skim over Sections 2–3.2, which elaborate some contextual and mathematical details. Our core
argument and results are found in Section 3.3–5.

2. Computational models of social attachment

“Computational” models in psychology (Marr, 1982) aim to explain the cognitive challenges an environment poses to individual
fitness in relatively abstract terms. Typically, the author will derive the ideal solution to this challenge, which then serves as a null
hypothesis for how humans solve the problem. Such models are commonplace in developmental theories of language, theory of mind,
concept learning and neonate reasoning (Perfors, Tenenbaum, Griffiths, & Xu, 2011; Téglás et al., 2011). This modeling perspective
has been extended to study apparently ‘irrational’, ‘hot’ or ‘affective’ processes. Such extensions typically assume that evolution has
furnished multiple, potentially competing, solutions which may conflict in the same individual (Dayan & Niv, 2008; Dayan et al.,
2006). Here we apply this latter idea to the socio-emotional challenges of social bonding as follows.

Goal-directed animal behaviour can be contrasted with more primitive impulses studied in the tradition of Pavlov (Pavlov &
Anrep, 2003). In the field of human social cognition, most schemes divide social information processing into relatively-automatic
versus goal-directed (Adolphs, 2009). Yet despite its importance to normal and clinical behaviour, there is currently no quantitative
model of how instincts might support or undermine goal-directed social behaviour. Species-specific instincts – while evolutionarily
optimal in some way - have long been known to interfere with optimal choice in non-social settings (Domjan et al., 2000; Locurto,
1981; Rosenthal & Matthews, 1978; Williams & Williams, 1969). Yet parent–infant and male–female (‘pair’) attachment behaviours
are also instinctive and conserved across many mammalian species (Bretherton, 1985; Insel & Young, 2001; Young, Lim, Gingrich, &
Insel, 2001), presumably because they increase Darwinian fitness (Bowlby, 1969; Prior & Glaser, 2006). While such behaviours are
often complex (Ainsworth, 1979; Harlow & Suomi, 1970) they characteristically involve a behavioural preference for physical
proximity to a social partner or carer, which is assumed to be the ‘set-goal’ of an ‘innate attachment behavioural system’ (Bretherton,
1985). If proximity-seeking reflects an involuntary instinct, it should persist even when it contradicts the individual’s own goals. We
look to this mechanism to explain robust persistence in both punishing (Ainsworth, 1979) and rewarding relationships. Because
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proximity-seeking is known to depend on both social rewards and punishments (Ainsworth, Blehar, & Waters; Harlow & Suomi, 1970;
Karen, 1994) we consider these in turn.

3. The model

3.1. Background: the behavioural neuroscience of bonding

Dopaminergic and Oxytocinergic systems are implicated in normal parent-infant partnerships (Baskerville & Douglas, 2010;
Strathearn, Li, Fonagy, & Montague, 2008; Strathearn, Fonagy, Amico, & Montague, 2009). General hormonal changes during
pregnancy facilitate social learning (Pearson, Lightman, & Evans, 2009; Kinsley et al., 2008). Oxytocin’s effect on rat maternal care
likely reflects modulation of dopaminergic prediction-error learning (Schultz & Dickinson, 2000; Schultz, Dayan, & Montague, 1997).
(Oxytocin also increases social approach in rats (Pedersen, Ascher, Monroe, & Prange, 1982) and social learning in rat pups (Nelson &
Panksepp, 1996). In humans, oxytocin receptors concentrate in some dopamine regions (substantia nigra, globus palidus and the
preoptic area), but not others (ventral striatum) (Loup, Tribollet, Dubois-Dauphin, & Dreifuss, 1991). These and other results (Hazan
& Shaver, 1987), suggest that pair and parental bonds may have a related biology and both partly be adaptations of simpler Pavlovian
reward learning (see also (Bowlby, 1969)). We discuss the case of pair bonding in the Appendix (A), but postpone the extension of our
model to this case.

While proximity is rewarding, social separation is punishing in both human and non-human species. Separation can trigger a
behavioural and hormonal stress response and augment the stress response to secondary threats or illness (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters,
& wall, 1978; Karen, 1994). While the behavioural stress response typically includes increased proximity-seeking, it includes social
withdrawal or ‘avoidance’ in some individuals. This between-individual variability probably partly reflects a child's prior social
experiences and has long puzzled human developmental psychiatrists/psychologists, who consider it a precursor to later social (mal)
adjustment (Ainsworth, 1979). Numerous authors argue that prior experience of controllability is critical to explaining this diversity
(Levine, 1980; Seligman, 1975; Watson, 1979). For example, can the child expect to control parental proximity thereby ending an
unpleasant separation? Such parental “responsiveness” or controllability is presumed to explain individual responses to separation in
the Ainsworth Strange situation stressor (Ainsworth, 1982; Main & Weston, 1982). Research on non-social behaviour (Amat et al.,
2005; Seligman et al., 1971; Seligman, 1972) would also implicate (un)controllability: Prior experience with uncontrollable pun-
ishment can drive behavioural passivity or inhibition (Dayan & Huys, 2008; Huys & Dayan, 2009), specifically activating 5 H T/HPA
systems1(Chrousos & Gold, 1992). Because inhibition persists and generalizes at great cost (Amat et al., 2005; Seligman et al., 1971;
Seligman, 1972) it has been considered Pavlovian (Dayan & Huys, 2008; Huys & Dayan, 2009). From this view, we might expect the
experience of persistent neglect – i.e. uncontrollable separation – to result in socially withdrawn or inhibited behaviour.

3.2. Mathematical details: learning the contingencies

The technical assumptions and computational scheme in this section are thoroughly motivated in Section 3.3–3.4.
Adult’s policy (From contingencies in Fig. 1). Let qt a, denote the probability of reward r {0,1} given adult type …t {1, , 4} and

child’s action a {0, 1} i.e. withdraw or approach. As in Fig. 1 this reward probability qt a, takes two values =HIGH' 1 or
='LOW' where is the chance adult deviates from a pure deterministic policy in any one interaction ( = 0 or = 0.2 in different

simulations).
Child’s policy. Formally, child’s situation in Fig. 1 resembles a partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP) with the

‘state’ (Adult’s policy) being unknown. Optimal, goal-directed approach motivation reflects the relative value of
= V approach V stay( ) ( )o , whereV action( ) is the expected value of an action. In our example it can be shown that the child’s goal-

directed approach motivation is

= p p(1 2 )( )o 2 1

for an ideal goal-directed child. The first factor captures predictability: is the frequency with which parent deviates from pure
(deterministic) predictability. We first fix = 0 (i.e. the LOW probability of unit reward in Fig. 1 equals 0 and the HIGH probability
equals 1) then we fix = 0.2. The second factor draws on …p p, ,1 4 which represent child’s belief about parent’s type i.e. the probable
controllability of social proximity. Thus goal-directed approach motivation depends on the child’s model of the predictability and
controllability of social rewards. We assume that a dopamine-mediated social approach bias changes V approach( ) to

+V approach( ) . Conversely, a history of neglect creates a 5 H T-mediated inhibition, effectively changing V stay( ) to +V stay s( ) in
relation to the expectation of uncontrollable separation s. Here we assume s is a step function which gives 0 inhibition if <p 0.753 ,
otherwise a 1 unit inhibition bias. Together these assumptions imply that the Pavlovian responses linearly bias the child’s goal-
directed approach motivation to give

= + s0
'

0

We further assume that pi and are learned independently as in models of animal feeding (Dayan et al., 2006), see below. The pi
reflect previous instrumental (action-outcome) experience with a series of adults according to Bayes-optimal learning. Critically these

1 Controllable stressors in contrast drive sympathetic-adrenomedullary activation.
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include generalization from previous relationships. In contrast, - the strength of the social bonding instinct - simply increases after
each rewarding contact according to Pavlovian prediction-error learning (Rescorla & Wagner, 1972) decreasing otherwise. Figs. 1–4
plot the child’s approach motivation towards various adult types, for optimal, biased and strongly-biased children: respectively ,0 0
and = + s2( )0 0 .

Fig. 1. Probability of social proximity depends on adult’s type and child’s behavior. “Responsive” (type 2) adults specifically reward the child’s
approach. “Perverse” (type1) adults specifically punish the child’s approach. Type 3 and type 4 are “Negligent” or “Attentive”, irrespective of the
child’s behavior: Type 3 incurs uncontrollable separation stress. LOW and HIGH indicate that the child achieves proximity (and receives unit
reward) with probability and 1 , respectively. See Section 3.2.

Fig. 2. The dynamics of a naïve child’s approach towards various types, for optimal, biased and strongly-biased individual. Here each adult has a
deterministic policy (i.e. unpredictability 0). The left column shows that the child never has positive approach motivation (proximity-seeking)
towards to perverse or negligent Adults. The child does however unnecessarily approach Attentive adults.
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In Fig. 3 0, in all other Figures there is some unpredictability: = 0.2.
Based on her experience-dependent beliefs pi and biases s, (described in the appendix) the child makes softmax choices

= +x( ) e
1

1 x . In different plots x takes different values: either optimal =x 0, biased =x 0
' or very biased =x 0 , as described in

the Appendix (B).

a) Child’s goal-directed learning. i. Optimal goal-directed behavior requires learning the adult’s type in (a) and generalizing them
appropriately to strangers. Given Na w, repeated actions a towards adult w, the total reward Ra w, follows a type- and action-
dependent binomial distribution. Notationally, =R R R( , )w w w0, 1, is the concatenation of these two random variables for each
possible action a {0, 1} towards a specific adult w. In turn, R is the concatenation of Rw over allW adults. Child’s belief in adult
w’ s type reflects the likelihood of tw combined with belief , specified as follows. Experience withW adults permits Bayes-optimal
learning of the distribution of adult types in the population p R( | ) over the 4-vector . (We approximate p R( | ) by a delta function
at it’s expectation p R d( | ) , which makes this integral trivial.) ii. Generalizing. Knowing the probability distribution over
types of adult in the population permits optimal generalization: i.e. the best guess of a new adult’s type =+p t i R( | )W 1 , assuming
adults arise as independent samples from the same population. In this way previous relationships optimally guide future ex-
pectations.

b) Child’s Pavlovian learning. Non-instrumental learning ignores the adults’ policy in (a). Instead, after each interaction the child’s
proximity-seeking instinct is updated via Rescorla-Wagner prediction-error. The conditioned approach to a each new adult is
initialized to 0 and becomes stronger following reward and weaker following non-reward.

c) Table of parameters/variables is provided in the mathematical Appendix (B).

3.3. Overview of our basic assumptions

In our simple model, all children innately prefer proximity over separation, but can either actively approach the adult or passively
withdraw. The “right” choice depends on the parenting style (see Fig. 1). Critically there are different types of adults, which differ in

Fig. 3. The importance of an unpredictable or erratic adult policy for facilitating a Pavlovian approach bias. These simulations are identical to those
in Fig. 2 except that 0.2(i.e. unpredictability). The figures show that approach motivation in a naive child increases due to a Pavlovian approach
bias. A sufficiently strong bias will ensure that the child always displays positive approach motivation, irrespective of the quality or type of adult’s
policy.
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terms of how they respond to the child’s behavior. There are four types of adults which a child might encounter in our simple and
caricatured simulations: ‘Responsive’ adults reinforce active approaches from the child (permitting social proximity); ‘Perverse’
adults reinforce withdrawn children, only offering proximity when the child does not initiate it; ‘Negligent’ adults do not offer
proximity, regardless of what the child does; ‘Attentive’ adults permit proximity, regardless of what the child does. These last two
types are both technically uncontrollable – i.e. the adult’s behavior is independent of the child’s behavior - but we assume that only
‘Negligent’ adults trigger separation distress in the child, which we model behaviorally as social withdrawal (for details of this
separation distress, see Section 3.1). This modeling choice is based on the learned helplessness literature, whereby uncontrollable
stressors are associated with withdrawal and inhibition and are interpreted as instinctive or Pavlovian responses (see Section 3.1
above).

We consider these adult types, “attachment styles” or "contingencies” (Ainsworth, et al.; Bowlby, 1958; Bretherton, 1985) to be
fixed and we focus on how the child responds to them. The child has only one goal – to achieve proximity to the adult - but must
achieve this goal differently, depending on the adults “type” or policy, i.e. faced with one of the adult types described above, the child
must correctly learn either to approach or withdraw in order to gain proximity, or learn they are unable to influence proximity. Thus,
the instrumental solution to this challenge would seem straightforward: a) learn the adult’s type then b) act accordingly. Our model
therefore assumes

1 With experience, a child will learn which reactions to expect from the adult, given the adult’s individual policy. If such experience
is consistent over multiple adults, partners, or contexts, the child will form increasingly generalized stereotypes about the people
they are likely to encounter in life.

2 In principle, the child can exploit these high-level, “model-based” expectations for “optimal” goal-directed (instrumental) social
behavior.

Crucially however, inspired by the animal literature on Pavlovian-instrumental interactions (see below), our model for child’s
behavior makes additional assumptions:

Fig. 4. Influence of prior neglect on approach motivation to a new adult. These simulations are identical to those in Fig. 3 except that child has had
prior experience of negligent adults. An initial avoidance bias (negative social approach) shows that the child has generalized from past experiences.
This withdrawal can be remedied to different degrees, depending on the new adult’s type.
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3 The high-level, “model-based” expectations in assumption (1) can also directly trigger instinctive (Pavlovian) approach or withdrawal
behaviors, i.e. fixed behavioral programs executed without regard for their instrumental consequences.

4 With repeated social exchanges, these Pavlovian responses are independently (of assumption 1) updated according to the usual
rules of Pavlov learning.

Depending on the situation, these Pavlovian responses are therefore free to either accord with, or undermine, the child’s own
instrumental strategy to gain social proximity and contact (as described in assumptions 1,2).

To summarize so far, we model social behavior as a function of both goal-directed and Pavlovian forces, in cognitively sophis-
ticated agents capable of abstraction and generalization. The model-based predictive belief that should inform optimal goal-directed
behavior incidentally also triggers Pavlovian impulses. It is a prediction of our model that such inner conflict would have both
cognitive and behavioral manifestation (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994). Section 3.2. gives mathematical details of the learning and choice.
In what follows, we first discuss a purely goal-directed child’s behavior (without interference from instinctive behavioral responses)
before considering this Pavlovian interference. Throughout we quantify the child’s policy in terms of their motivation to approach the
adult, which may either be positive or negative.

3.4. Additional details of the model

The goal-directed child aims to maximize proximity to the adult, given her current beliefs. Specifically, she should approach
exactly when this is likely to achieve proximity. It can be shown in our example that the child’s goal-directed approach motivation
depends on their beliefs about the adult’s predictability i.e. how often the adult randomly deviates from their policy. The model
shows that adult’s predictability makes the child’s approach behaviour less erratic (Huys & Dayan, 2009). Goal-directed approach
motivation also depends on the perceived controllability (see mathematical Appendix (B)). If a goal-directed child believes the adult
is controllable she will adopt the appropriate response to achieve proximity i.e. withdraw from ‘Perverse’ adults versus approach
‘Responsive’ adults (Fig. 1). This happens according to the child’s subjective probabilistic belief that the current adult is one or the
other of these types, i.e. p pRESPONSIVE PERVERSE. If the child believes the adult is uncontrollable (i.e. ‘Negligent’ or ‘Attentive’) then she
is indifferent between approach and withdrawal (see Appendix (B)). Because belief about the adults’ type depends on experience, the
child’s policy has a time-dynamic.

In parallel to the child’s evolving goal-directed policy described above, we posit that the child can also express a simple Pavlovian
approach response – reinforced with every socially rewarding contact – which compels them to approach the adult, regardless of the
wisdom of this impulse. Conversely, the child can express a Pavlovian inhibitory response which compels passive withdrawal and is
triggered by the expectation of uncontrollable separation, regardless of the consequences. This impulse is akin to “learned help-
lessness” (Seligman, 1972) in that it is driven by exactly the same cognitively sophisticated generalizations underlying exploratory
goal-directed behavior that were described in the previous paragraph. In the simulations below, we assume that these experience-
dependent Pavlovian responses compete with each other and collectively oppose the goal-directed policy described in the previous
paragraph. Thus, experience shapes behavior via multiple dissociable learning systems (Dayan & Niv, 2008), only one of which is
strictly goal-directed. In this way, Pavlovian responses can lead bonding behavior to become systematically counterproductive over
time, demonstrating both overzealous persistence in early adverse relationships yet generalized withdrawal from future potentially
rewarding relationships.

4. Results

Fig. 2 shows a naïve child’s approach motivation towards various adult types over time, for an optimal goal-directed child, a
(Pavlovian) biased and strongly-biased child (see Appendix (B)). Here we have fixed adult predictability to 100% so that the adult
never deviates from their policy. In this example, the child has no positive motivation to approach ‘Perverse’ or ‘Negligent’ adults. A
Pavlovian bias increases the child’s motivation to approach both ‘Responsive’ and ‘Attentive’ adults. The latter is interesting because
it serves no purpose: ‘Attentive’ adults do not require approach as a condition granting proximity. This inefficiency therefore closely
resembles the sign-tracking or autoshaping observed in experiments on animal feeding behavior, e.g. (P. Dayan & Niv, 2008).

In Fig. 3 we have relaxed adult’s predictability to 80% (i.e. 20% of the time adult randomly deviates from their policy). Recall that
only one type of adult – the ‘Responsive’ type – selectively rewards the child’s approach. Nevertheless, Figs. 3.1, 3.3 and 3.4 illustrate
a general and persistent approach motivation, even in the face of neglect or punishment: proximity-seeking increases and persists when
it is unnecessary (i.e. ‘Negligent’ or ‘Attentive’) or even counterproductive (‘Perverse’). Fig. 3 shows that this bias depends in general
on adult policy being somewhat erratic or unpredictable. This is because such a policy provides the occasional spurious rewards
(‘teasing’) which classically condition the child to disadvantageously approach. The example illustrates that adult unpredictability
supports an approach bias in at least two different ways. To see this, consider the following. If ‘Negligent’ types were completely
predictable, there would be no ‘teasing’ and therefore no basis for classical conditioning (Fig. 2.3). As we allude above, if ‘Perverse’
types were completely predictable then a strong, goal-directed motivation to withdraw would overpower the Pavlovian approach
bias. The effect of predictability on instinctive behaviour depends: unpredictability decreases approach towards responsive partners
but increases it towards perverse types.2

2 This interaction is simply explained by the net number of rewards.
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Fig. 4 plots how one child’s proximity-seeking towards the four different adult types changes in individuals with a history of prior
neglect (i.e. extensive prior experience with ‘negligent’ adults). Such children demonstrate social withdrawal from future partners of
all types. This generalized style can eventually be remedied by a new “responsive” or “attentive” partner, a recovery greatly ac-
celerated if subsequent partners are "attentive". However, Fig. 5 shows that such recovery is initially limited and does not sub-
stantially transfer to further relationships. This lasting consequence of early life on social bonding provides a tentative model for
enduring, experience-dependent attachment styles. The model achieves this pattern of generalized social avoidance through the
assumption that people develop rational expectations about the social contingencies they face in the population at large, i.e. a
“mental model”. For example, a child exposed to systematic early negligence may validly use inductive generalization to conclude
that people, in general, are negligent. However, these rational expectations do not only motivate goal-directed behaviour, they also
trigger involuntary, mischievous Pavlovian responses, such as helplessness or avoidance. In this way, we model maladaptive or
suboptimal social behaviour in a manner that resembles the so-called “model-based” Pavlovian responses previously described for the
case of nonsocial behaviour (Dayan & Seymour, 2008).

5. Discussion

Using social approach and withdrawal as an index, we have begun to examine the robustness of social bonds within and across
sequential partnerships. We focused on "persistence" in relationships i.e. the ability of learned approach behaviour to survive pro-
tracted non-reinforcement or punishment (Breland & Breland, 1961; Dayan & Niv, 2008; Nation & Woods, 1980). This persistence is
relevant to both well-adjusted and clinically maladjusted social behaviour (Teicher et al., 2003)3. Persistence may fortify positively
reciprocal relationships against error and misunderstanding but can equally open an individual to exploitation from negligent/non-
reciprocating partners (Bowlby, 1969). We took a computational perspective to ask how instincts (Bowlby, 1969) might bolster or

Fig. 5. Enduring influence of prior neglect on approach motivation to a new adult. This plots the same variables as other Figures. It particularly
shows the response of a previously neglected child to a second partnership with either Perverse, Responsive, Negligent or Attentive. Note that the
recovery of proximity-seeking following attentive or responsive partners (see Fig. 4), does not completely transfer to a new partner. This indicates a
stable, transferable “style” that enduringly reflects early experience.

3 Socio-behavioural consequences of early punishing relationships are a risk factor of various psychiatric disorders
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undermine this persistence even in cognitively sophisticated individuals (Bowlby, 1969). We specifically modelled how different
learning systems interact to shape an individual’s history-dependent bonding behaviour. We showed how two history-dependent
Pavlovian mechanisms might lead to non-instrumental social behaviour. A history of social rewards reinforced “involuntary” social
approach. Conversely, historical punishment, in the form of previous negligent partners, fostered a costly, generalized (Chumbley
et al., 2012) social withdrawal. As discussed above, we speculate that these effects be DA and 5 H T-dependent. In our model both
self-punitive tendencies are found in individuals with the capacity for goal-directed behaviour and hence full knowledge of the costs.
In fact, sophisticated beliefs are partly responsible for these suboptimal tendencies because they trigger incidental, ‘model-based’ (P.
Dayan & Seymour, 2008), Pavlovian responses. The model therefore provides an example of how early social adversity can affect
individuals’ developmental trajectories (Callaghan & Tottenham, 2016) over time and space (i.e., across varying social contexts).

5.1. Correlations among parenting and child attachment behaviors

Our model reproduces, and attempts to mechanistically explain, the empirically documented correlation between parenting
practices and children’s proximity-seeking behaviors - typically expressions of children’s “attachment styles”. One longstanding
observation is that parent’s responsiveness to the child’s needs (i.e., appropriately perceiving, interpreting, and swiftly responding to
the child’s signals and communication), predict the development of “secure” versus “insecure” attachment behaviors in the child.
“Secure” attachment behaviors take the form of approaching the mother in order to establish proximity with her (Ainsworth, 1985;
de Wolff & van Ijzendoorn, 1997; Cummings & Cummings, 2002; Bigelow et al., 2010). In Ainsworth’s “Strange Situation”, secure
attachment is evidenced when children proactively approach the parent in the moment of reunion (Ainsworth, 1985). The child
depicted in panel 2 (Fig. 2) emulates the response of our model to the ideal, sensitive parent who responds appropriately to the child’s
signaled aim for proximity on the one hand, and abstains as long as the child remains passive (i.e., no obvious proximity seeking) on
the other. The child’s behavioral development indicated in this panel is characteristic of a secure attachment style.

In contrast to panel 2, the parenting styles underlying children of panels 1, 3 and 4 (Fig. 2) are incongruent with the child’s
signaled needs. Empirically, the children of mothers showing lower levels of sensitive responsiveness - as expressed in tenderness/
affectionateness - present more “insecure” attachment behavior. This “insecure attachment” has been quantified in the “Strange
Situation”: namely by lower, or less positive, measures of behavioral approach from the child to the mother on being reunited
(Ainsworth, 1985; de Wolff & van Ijzendoorn, 1997; Cummings & Cummings, 2002; Bigelow et al., 2010). The developmental
behaviors in panels 1 and 3 mimic the emergence of this insecure attachment. More specifically, the pattern displayed in panel 3
typifies child behavior often labeled “insecure-avoidant”, i.e. not actively approaching - or even ignoring - the mother in the moment
of reunion. This behavior is more common towards mothers who themselves express higher levels of rejection toward the child
(Ainsworth, 1985). Prior theory argues that such maternal rejection is the root cause: it provokes in the child an “internal working
model” of the mother as consistently refusing proximity, no matter what he/she does (see Cassidy & Berlin, 1994, p. 972). Our model
therefore formalizes one aspect of this theory.

Underlying the child of Panel 1 (Fig. 2) is a parent who displays a mixture of care and neglect or withdrawal, which are expressed
independently of the child’s communicated needs. This parenting style caricatures an extreme form of behavior reported in mothers
of “insecure-ambivalent/resistant” children (Ainsworth, 1985). These mothers “often failed to respond to bids for close contact or
offered contact when it was not sought by the baby” (Ainsworth, 1985, p. 777). More specifically, these mothers often appear
“unavailable” when their children aim for attention but interfere with their children’s autonomous activities when close contact is, in
fact, against the child’s actual needs (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994). Existing evidence shows that these mothers’ children tend to show an
angry or conflicted response to the mother’s return in the “Strange Situation”. By “conflicted” we mean other kinds of attachment
behaviors which indicate the inner aim for proximity while at the same time actively resisting it – hence approximating an optimal
strategy to gain as much attention as is available (cf. Cassidy & Berlin, 1994).

The parental types we have discussed so far are necessarily simplistic caricatures. The mothers of insecure-ambivalent/resistant
children are reportedly still able to respond to their child’s signaling in some situations and are also able to enjoy close contact with
the child (as opposed to mothers of avoidant children) (Ainsworth, 1985). Hence, this parenting type has also been referred to as
“unpredictable” from the child’s point of view. In the case of panel 1, it is therefore particularly evident that relaxation of pre-
dictability of the mother’s policy in step 2 of our model (see Fig. 3) may increase its applicability to “real” situations and, as a result,
to existing empirical evidence.

The parent underlying panel 4 (Fig. 2) is indiscriminately attentive, i.e. insensitive to the child’s signaled needs. Such over-
attentiveness is thought to intrude on the child’s need for privacy and autonomy and is one of the most striking characteristics of
parenting associated with the insecure/ambivalent type (see also Rothbaum, Rosen, Ujiie, & Uchida, 2002), which we have already
discussed in regard to panel 1. In panel 4 however, it is combined with high, rather than low, levels of tenderness when the child
actually aims for attention. However, empirical evidence suggests that a combination of high levels of tenderness and low levels of
support for children’s autonomy will also result in child behavior related to the ambivalent style (Karavasilis, Doyle, & Markiewicz,
2003). Panel 4 may thus be regarded as another extreme parenting practice, and child’s response may be conceived of as another
variant of what has historically been labeled insecure/ambivalent attachment. In fact, there seem to be different subgroups of
insecure/ambivalent children, which differ in their levels of (angry) activity (cf. panel 1, Fig. 2) and passivity (cf. panel 4, Fig. 2)
expressed in their attachment behaviors (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994, p. 986). Our model shows that the optimal strategy for a child that
aims for proximity with a mother represented in panel 4 would be passivity; however, the (Pavlovian) bias prompts children to
approach the mother for the sake of proximity, although this activity is unnecessary. In the case of a highly biased child, proximity
seeking behavior can then hardly be distinguished from the secure type.
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Model simulations in which Adult behavior is non-deterministic, illustrate clearly how a mismatch between Adult policies and
child behaviours may emerge (Fig. 3). The results show that when proximity-seeking is unnecessary or counterproductive, children
tend to increasingly approach the parent (Fig. 3.1, 3.3). When parental responsiveness is less reliable, the child’s approach motivation
is partially diminished (Fig. 3.2). This bears an interesting parallel to the idea that cues which predict uncertainty are possible sources
of maladaptation in developing organisms (Frankenhuis & Del Guidice, 2012). Similarly, changes to one’s (social) environment
(Frankenhuis & Del Guidice, 2012), as modelled in Figs. 4 and 5, make clear how experience in a negligent rearing context can impair
later adaptation to more nurturing contexts (e.g., rather slow adaptation to responsive parenting after prior neglect, represented in
Fig. 4.2). Figs. 4 and 5 therefore serve as a starting point for understanding the mechanisms that explain consolidation of attachment
styles over the life-course, and in particular the potential of sensitive foster care, adoptive families, or therapeutic settings in sup-
porting “earned security” in individuals with a history of prior neglect or maltreatment. The latter is a promising avenue for breaking
vicious cycles of attachment insecurity transmitted across generations (see Phelps, Belsky, & Crnic, 1998).

5.2. Suggestions for further modeling

Various extensions of our model may help provide further insights into the mechanisms that explain the emergence, the main-
tenance, and the function (e.g., in terms of a “strategy”) of different types and sub-types of attachment behaviors. In practice,
empirical researchers may find it challenging to test elaborate extensions, for example, due to low sample sizes in groups of children
with variants of the insecure patterns (cf. Cassidy & Berlin, 1994, p. 986). For the sake of our initial presentation, we have focused on
the multiple, coupled learning systems known to be at play in any one child. It is implicit that while the child’s behavioural policy
changes with social learning, the parent’s policy does not. This assumption would be approximately true, for example, if a parent’s
policy toward their child rested on more entrenched generalizations, which have stabilized over a longer life. Alternatively, it would
be true if children have a much higher capacity for learning than adults for other innate reasons. If such assumptions appear dubious,
they may be relaxed by any extension to our model that embraces simultaneous, dyadic learning dynamics (coupled learning within
and between social agents). A related point is that our model places strong bounds on the rationality of both parent and child: the
goal-directed social behaviour of a full-fledged homo-economicus is based on sophisticated recursive reasoning, i.e. he thinks I think he
thinks X, so I will do Y. We have attempted here to avoid the complexities of truly game-theoretic accounts of social bonding, because
it is currently unclear to us how this approach might offer a good account of cognition at early stages of development.

We have assumed so far that all individual differences between children are due to learning. For the sake of argument, our model
has completely discounted individual differences in the innate personality or attachment style of a child, assuming instead that all
children are born with an equivalent generic, hardwired desire and instinct for social proximity, and a capacity to learn. We view this
as a null hypothesis, which has allowed us to isolate the purely learned contributions to what has been called the “intergenerational
cycle of insecure attachment”. Note that the parent behaviours underlying the different panels of our model are themselves typical
expressions of respective adult attachment styles (e.g., autonomous parents responding to their secure children’s proximity seeking or
preoccupied mothers showing unsynchronized responses to their insecure-ambivalent children’s proximity seeking) (for theoretical and
empirical parallels, see Breidenstine, Bailey, Zeanah, & Larrieu, 2011; Rothbaum et al., 2002; van Ijzendoorn, 1995). It will be crucial
for future work to assess how the basic capacity for learning interacts with children’s differential susceptibility or reactivity to
experience, based on a variety of “intrinsic” child characteristics (Belsky, 1997; Klein Velderman, Bakermans-Kranenburg, Juffer, &
van Ijzendoorn, 2006).

Finally, the scope of our model is limited to observable behaviors in parent and child (comparable, behavioral, perspectives have
been taken to explain, for example, the persistence of some forms of depression, see Trimmer et al., 2015). In order to understand the
evolution of different attachment styles in their entirety, and unambiguously differentiate between those styles, it will be important
that future extensions of the model elicit how emotional or affective responses of child and parent, and their emotion regulation
strategies, factor into the developmental processes under study (see e.g., Groh et al., 2017; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2019). In particular,
while our focus was on the interplay between infant cognitive and instinctive impulses that can help explain attachment behaviors,
more complete models ought to consider explicitly the emotions that underlie such actions (e.g., sadness, anger, or anxiety), and the
emotional comfort that child derives from (body) contacts with the parent (for early empirical evidence see Harlow & Zimmermann,
1959). Going beyond our approach, this would probably involve making assumptions about the quality of proximity that is sought for
by the child, and provided by the mother. In the light of the empirical evidence, we believe that consideration of the emotional
“ingredient” of attachment processes is a crucial next step in preparation of models that eventually aim to test how the mechanics of
child’s actions vary under differential environmental conditions (e.g., in the face of external stressors) or in the presence of co-existing
bonds with several others, or when the aim is to model the persistence of particular attachment bonds over time.

6. Conclusions

Our simple model mathematically formulates the clinical value-judgement that some bonding or attachment strategies are ma-
ladaptive: in particular we explain how exactly ‘avoidant’ or ‘resistant-ambivalent’ styles might deviate from (decision) optimality.
The model also provides a mechanism to explain suboptimality: it shows how experience can result in a generalized and enduring
attachment style that nonetheless changes throughout the life course. While this work heavily simplifies reality, we believe it to be a
first step toward quantitative theories in this field: It parsimoniously relates extreme psychiatric behaviors to normal social instincts
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and to a wealth of literature on Pavlovian responses; it rigorously defines ‘maladaptive’ behavior and therefore provides a culturally-
invariant and objective quantification of ‘unhealthy’ socio-behavioral patterns; and, it paves the way for detailed bridging-theories
which couple neuronal learning models to higher level psychological models favored in developmental psychology.
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Appendix A. Pair Bonding

A rich example of social bonding is found in mating-induced heterosexual pair-bonds, where the most developed model is the
monogamous prairie vole. Here partner-preferences arise through a process resembling reward learning (Young & Wang, 2004).
Mating is rewarding (Becker, Rudick, & Jenkins, 2001; Kelley & Berridge, 2002; Pfaus, Kippin, & Centeno, 2001) and increases
nucleus accumbens dopamine (DA), known for its role in “prediction-error” reward learning (Schultz et al., 1997; Schultz &
Dickinson, 2000). DA presence in the nucleus accumbens is required for pair-bonding (Aragona, Liu, Yu et al., 2003; Aragona, Liu,
Curtis, Stephan, & Wang, 2003; Gingrich, Liu, Cascio, Wang, & Insel, 2000). In this model, the partners olfactory signature predicts
sexual rewards and therefore comes to trigger social approach (Young & Wang, 2004). (Rats also develop a conditioned preference for
the chamber where they copulated (Everitt, 1990; Paredes & Alonso, 1997) which depends on Nucleus accumbens DA (Pfaus &
Phillips, 1991). Such bonding is facilitated by neuromodulatory hormones e.g. oxytocin, whose receptors densely occupy nucleus
accumbens. Importantly, nucleus accumbens is specifically involved in the expression of innate, reflexive (Pavlovian) behaviours
(Balleine & Killcross, 1994; Berridge & Robinson, 1998; Berridge, 2007; Boureau & Dayan, 2010; Corbit & Balleine, 2003; Hall,
Parkinson, Connor, Dickinson, & Everitt, 2001; Ikemoto & Panksepp, 1999; Killcross, Robbins, & Everitt, 1997; Mogenson, Jones, &
Yim, 1980; Panksepp, 2004; Parkinson, Willoughby, Robbins, & Everitt, 2000; Reynolds & Berridge, 2001; Salamone & Correa, 2002;
Sesack & Grace, 2009; Talmi, Seymour, Dayan, & Dolan, 2008) but not goal-directed (Balleine & Killcross, 1994; Corbit, Muir, &
Balleine, 2001) or habitual behaviours (Reading, Dunnett, & Robbins, 1991; Robbins, Giardini, Jones, Reading, & Sahakian, 1990).
This makes it a candidate substrate for a relatively inflexible ‘innate attachment behavioural system’.

Appendix B. Mathematical Appendix (see Section 3.2)

a) Goal-directed learning.
i
i Infer adult type: = =p p t i history( | )i .

p t R p R t p t p R d( ) ( ) ( | ) ( )w w w w
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ii Generalize.
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b) Pavlovian learning.

+ r( ), separately for each w
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c) Table of parameters/variables (Table B1).

References

Adolphs, R. (2009). The social brain: Neural basis of social knowledge. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 693.
Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1985). Patterns of infant-mother attachments: Antecedents and effects on development. Bulletin of the New York Academy of Medicine, 61(9),

771–791.
Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1982). Attachment: Retrospect and Prospect. In C. M. Parkes, & J. Stevenson-Hinde (Eds.). The Place of attachment in human behavior (pp. 3–30).

New York: Basic Books.
Ainsworth, M. S. (1979). Infant–mother attachment. The American Psychologist, 34(10), 932.
Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E., & wall, S. (1978). Patterns of attachment: A psychological study of the strange situation. Determinants of Infant

Behaviour, 4.
Amat, J., Baratta, M., Paul, E., Bland, S., Watkins, L., & Maier, S. (2005). Medial prefrontal cortex determines how stressor controllability affects behavior and dorsal

raphe nucleus. Nature Neuroscience, 8(3), 365–371.
Aragona, B. J., Liu, Y., Curtis, J. T., Stephan, F. K., & Wang, Z. (2003). A critical role for nucleus accumbens dopamine in partner-preference formation in male prairie

voles. Journal of Neuroscience, 23(8), 3483–3490.
Aragona, B., Liu, Y., Yu, Y., Damron, A., Perlman, G., & Wang, Z. (2003). Opposite modulation of social attachment by D1-and D2-type dopamine receptor activation in

nucleus accumbens shell. Hormones and Behavior, 44, 37.
Balleine, B., & Killcross, S. (1994). Effects of ibotenic acid lesions of the nucleus accumbens on instrumental action. Behavioural Brain Research, 65(2), 181–193.
Bartholomew, K., Henderson, A. J. Z., & Dutton, D. G. (2001). Insecure attachment and abusive intimate relationships. In C. Clulow (Ed.). Adult attachment and couple

psychotherapy: Applying the 'secure base' in practise and research (pp. 43–61). London: Brunner-Routledge.
Baskerville, T. A., & Douglas, A. J. (2010). Dopamine and oxytocin interactions underlying behaviors: Potential contributions to behavioral disorders. CNS Neuroscience

& Therapeutics, 16(3), e92–e123.
Becker, J. B., Rudick, C. N., & Jenkins, W. J. (2001). The role of dopamine in the nucleus accumbens and striatum during sexual behavior in the female rat. Journal of

Neuroscience, 21(9), 3236–3241.
Belsky, J. (1997). Theory testing, effect-size evaluation, and differential susceptibility to rearing influence: The case of mothering and attachment. Child Development,

64(4), 598–600.
Berridge, K. C. (2007). The debate over dopamine’s role in reward: The case for incentive salience. Psychopharmacology, 191(3), 391–431.
Berridge, K. C., & Robinson, T. E. (1998). What is the role of dopamine in reward: hedonic impact, reward learning, or incentive salience? Brain Research Reviews,

28(3), 309–369.
Bigelow, A. E., MacLean, K., Proctor, J., Myatt, T., Gillis, R., & Power, M. (2010). Maternal sensitivity through infancy: Continuity and relation to attachment security.

Infant Behavior & Development, 33, 50–60.
Blanchard, R. J., McKittrick, C. R., & Blanchard, D. C. (2001). Animal models of social stress: Effects on behavior and brain neurochemical systems. Physiology &

Behavior, 73(3), 261–271.
Boureau, Y. L., & Dayan, P. (2010). Opponency revisited: Competition and cooperation between dopamine and serotonin. Neuropsychopharmacology, 36(1), 74–97.
Bowlby, J. (1958). The nature of the child’s tie to his mother. The International Journal of Psycho-Analysis, 39, 350–373.
Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Attachment, vol. 1. New York: Basic Books.
Breidenstine, A. S., Bailey, L. O., Zeanah, C. H., & Larrieu, J. A. (2011). Attachment and trauma in early childhood: A review. Journal of Child & Adolescent Trauma, 4,

274–290.
Breland, K., & Breland, M. (1961). The misbehavior of organisms. The American Psychologist, 16(11), 681.
Bretherton, I. (1985). Attachment theory: Retrospect and prospect. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 3–35.
Callaghan, B. L., & Tottenham, N. (2016). The stress acceleration hypothesis: Effects of early-life adversity on emotion circuits and behavior. Current Opinion in

Behavioral Sciences, 7, 76–81.
Cassidy, J., & Berlin, L. J. (1994). The insecure/ambivalent pattern of attachment: Theory and research. Child Development, 65(4), 971–991.
Chrousos, G. P., & Gold, P. W. (1992). The concepts of stress and stress system disorders. JAMA the Journal of the American Medical Association, 267(9), 1244–1252.
Chumbley, J., Flandin, G., Bach, D., Daunizeau, J., Fehr, E., Dolan, R., et al. (2012). Learning and generalization under ambiguity: An fMRI study. PLoS Computational

Biology, 8(1).
Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 310–357.
Corbit, L. H., & Balleine, B. W. (2003). The role of prelimbic cortex in instrumental conditioning. Behavioural Brain Research, 146(1-2), 145–157.
Corbit, L. H., Muir, J. L., & Balleine, B. W. (2001). The role of the nucleus accumbens in instrumental conditioning: Evidence of a functional dissociation between

accumbens core and shell. Journal of Neuroscience, 21(9), 3251–3260.
Cummings, E. M., & Cummings, J. S. (2002). Parenting and attachment. In M. H. Bornstein (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of parenting: 5, (pp. 35–58). Mahwah, New Jersey &

London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Practical issues in parenting.
Dayan, P., & Huys, Q. J. M. (2008). Serotonin, inhibition, and negative mood. PLoS Computational Biology, 4(2), e4.
Dayan, P., & Niv, Y. (2008). Reinforcement learning: The good, the bad and the ugly. Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 18(2), 185–196. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.

2008.08.003.
Dayan, P., & Seymour, B. (2008). Values and actions in aversion. Neuroeconomics: Decision making and the brain, 175–191.
Dayan, P., Niv, Y., Seymour, B., & Daw, N. D. (2006). The misbehavior of value and the discipline of the will. Neural Networks, 19(8), 1153–1160.
de Wolff, M. S., & van Ijzendoorn, M. H. (1997). Sensitivity and attachment: A meta-analysis on parental antecedents of infant attachment. Child Development, 68(4),

Table B1
Parameters/variables in the model.

Name Interpretation Setting

Child learning rate 0.4
q Parent predictability 1.5

Frequency of types Learnt
tw Type of parent w Learnt
Ra w, # Rewards following action a to parent w Learnt
Rw R R( , )passive w active w, , Learnt
R …R R( , , )W1 Learnt

J. Chumbley, A. Steinhoff Infant Behavior and Development 54 (2019) 85–98

96

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0160
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2008.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2008.08.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0180


571–591.
Domjan, M., Cusato, B., & Villarreal, R. (2000). Pavlovian feed-forward mechanisms in the control of social behavior. The Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23(02),

235–249.
Dridi, S., & Akçay, E. (2018). Learning to cooperate: The evolution of social rewards in repeated interactions. The American Naturalist, 191, 58–73.
Edelstein, R. S., & Shaver, P. R. (2004). Avoidant attachment: Exploration of an oxymoron. In D. J. Mashek, & A. Aron (Eds.). Handbook of closeness and intimacy (pp.

397–413). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Everitt, B. J. (1990). Sexual motivation: A neural and behavioural analysis of the mechanisms underlying appetitive and copulatory responses of male rats.

Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 14(2), 217–232.
Field, T. (1996). Attachment and separation in young children. Annual Review of Psychology, 47(1), 541–561.
Frankenhuis, W. E., & Del Guidice, M. (2012). When do adaptive developmental mechanisms yield maladaptive outcomes? Developmental Psychology, 48(3), 628–642.
Frankenhuis, W. E., Panchanathan, K., & Barto, A. (2018). Enriching behavioural ecology with reinforcement learning methods. Behavioural Processes. https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.beproc.2018.01.008 Advance online publication.
Gingrich, B., Liu, Y., Cascio, C., Wang, Z., & Insel, T. R. (2000). Dopamine D2 receptors in the nucleus accumbens are important for social attachment in female prairie

voles (< xh: I>Microtus ochrogaster< /xh: I>). Behavioral Neuroscience, 114(1), 173.
Groh, A. M., Propper, C., Mills-Koonce, R., Moore, G. A., Calkins, S., & Cox, M. (2017). Mothers’ physiological and affective responding to infant distress: Unique

antecedents of avoidant and resistant attachments. Child Development. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12912.
Hall, J., Parkinson, J. A., Connor, T. M., Dickinson, A., & Everitt, B. J. (2001). Involvement of the central nucleus of the amygdala and nucleus accumbens core in

mediating Pavlovian influences on instrumental behaviour. The European Journal of Neuroscience, 13(10), 1984–1992.
Harlow, H. F., & Suomi, S. J. (1970). Nature of love: Simplified. The American Psychologist, 25(2), 161.
Harlow, H. F., & Zimmermann, R. R. (1959). Affectional responses in the infant monkey. Sciene, 130, 421–432.
Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52(3), 511.
Heinrichs, M., Baumgartner, T., Kirschbaum, C., & Ehlert, U. (2003). Social support and oxytocin interact to suppress cortisol and subjective responses to psychosocial

stress. Interactions, 54, 1389–1398.
Huys, Q. J. M., & Dayan, P. (2009). A Bayesian formulation of behavioral control. Cognition, 113(3), 314–328.
Ikemoto, S., & Panksepp, J. (1999). The role of nucleus accumbens dopamine in motivated behavior: A unifying interpretation with special reference to reward-

seeking. Brain Research Reviews, 31(1), 6–41.
Insel, T. R., & Young, L. J. (2001). The neurobiology of attachment. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 2(2), 129–136.
Joseph, M. A., O’Connor, T. G., Briskman, J. A., Maughan, B., & Scott, S. (2014). The formation of secure new attachments by children who were maltreated: An

observational study of adolescents in foster care. Development and Psychopathology, 26, 67–80.
Karavasilis, L., Doyle, A. B., & Markiewicz, D. (2003). Associations between parenting style and attachment to mother in middle childhood and adolescence.

International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27(2), 153–164.
Karen, R. (1994). Becoming attached: First relationships and how they shape our capacity to love. USA: Oxford University Press.
Kelley, A. E., & Berridge, K. C. (2002). The neuroscience of natural rewards: Relevance to addictive drugs. Journal of Neuroscience, 22(9), 3306–3311.
Killcross, S., Robbins, T. W., & Everitt, B. J. (1997). Different types of fear-conditioned behaviour mediated by separate nuclei within amygdala. Nature, 388(6640),

377–380.
Kinsley, C. H., Bardi, M., Karelina, K., Rima, B., Christon, L., Friedenberg, J., et al. (2008). Motherhood induces and maintains behavioral and neural plasticity across

the lifespan in the rat. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 37(1), 43–56.
Kirschbaum, C., Pirke, K. M., & Hellhammer, D. H. (1993). The ‘trier social stress test’—a tool for investigating psychobiological stress responses in a laboratory setting.

Neuropsychobiology, 28(1-2), 76–81.
Klein Velderman, M., Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J., Juffer, F., & van Ijzendoorn, M. (2006). Effects of attachment-based interventions on maternal sensitivity and

infant attachment: Differential susceptibility of highly reactive infants. Journal of Family Psychology, 20(2), 266–274.
Levine, S. (1980). A coping model of mother-infant relationships. Coping and health. New York: Plenum.
Locurto, C. (1981). Contributions of autoshaping to the partitioning of conditioned behavior. Autoshaping and conditioning theory, 101–135.
Loup, F., Tribollet, E., Dubois-Dauphin, M., & Dreifuss, J. (1991). Localization of high-affinity binding sites for oxytocin and vasopressin in the human brain. An

autoradiographic study. Brain Research, 555(2), 220–232.
Main, M., & Weston, D. R. (1982). Avoidance of the attachment figure in infancy: Descriptions and interpretations. The place of attachment in human behavior, 8,

203–217.
Marr, D. (1982). Vision: A computational investigation into the human representation and processing of visual information. New York, NY, USA: Henry Holt and Co., Inc.
Meacham, F., & Bergstrom, C. T. (2016). Adaptive behavior can produce maladaptive anxiety due to individual differences in experience. Evolution, Medicine, and

Public Health, 1, 270–285.
Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2019). Attachment orientations and emotion regulation. Current Opinion in Psychology, 25, 6–10.
Mogenson, G. J., Jones, D. L., & Yim, C. Y. (1980). From motivation to action: Functional interface between the limbic system and the motor system. Progress in

Neurobiology, 14(2-3), 69–97.
Moore, M. M. (1985). Nonverbal courtship patterns in women: Context and consequences. Ethology and Sociobiology, 6(4), 237–247.
Nation, J. R., & Woods, D. J. (1980). Persistence: The role of partial reinforcement in psychotherapy. Journal of Experimental Psychology General, 109(2), 175.
Nelson, E., & Panksepp, J. (1996). Oxytocin and infant–mother bonding in rats. Behavioral Neuroscience, 110, 583–592.
Panksepp, J. (2004). Affective neuroscience: The foundations of human and animal emotions, Vol. 4. USA: Oxford University Press.
Panksepp, J., Nelson, E., & Bekkedal, M. (1997). Brain systems for the mediation of social separation distress and social reward evolutionary antecedents and

neuropeptide intermediariesa. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 807(1), 78–100.
Paredes, R. G., & Alonso, A. (1997). Sexual behavior regulated (paced) by the female induces conditioned place preference. Behavioral Neuroscience, 111(1), 123.
Parkinson, J. A., Willoughby, P. J., Robbins, T. W., & Everitt, B. J. (2000). Disconnection of the anterior cingulate cortex and nucleus accumbens core impairs

Pavlovian approach behavior: Further evidence for limbic cortical–ventral striatopallidal systems. Behavioral Neuroscience, 114(1), 42.
Pavlov, I. P., & Anrep, G. V. (2003). Conditioned reflexes. Dover Pubns.
Pearson, R., Lightman, S., & Evans, J. (2009). Emotional sensitivity for motherhood: Late pregnancy is associated with enhanced accuracy to encode emotional faces.

Hormones and Behavior, 56(5), 557–563.
Pedersen, C. A., Ascher, J. A., Monroe, Y. L., & Prange, A. J. (1982). Oxytocin induces maternal behavior in virgin female rats. Science, 216(4546), 648.
Perfors, A., Tenenbaum, J. B., Griffiths, T. L., & Xu, F. (2011). A tutorial introduction to Bayesian models of cognitive development. Cognition, 120(3), 302–321.
Pfaus, J. G., & Phillips, A. G. (1991). Role of dopamine in anticipatory and consummatory aspects of sexual behavior in the male rat. Behavioral Neuroscience, 105(5),

727.
Pfaus, J. G., Kippin, T. E., & Centeno, S. (2001). Conditioning and sexual behavior: A review. Hormones and Behavior, 40(2), 291–321.
Phelps, J. L., Belsky, J., & Crnic, K. (1998). Earned security, daily stress, and parenting: A comparison of five alternative models. Development and Psychopathology, 10,

21–38.
Prior, V., & Glaser, D. (2006). Understanding attachment and attachment disorders: Theory, evidence and practice. Jessica Kingsley Pub.
Reading, P. J., Dunnett, S. B., & Robbins, T. W. (1991). Dissociable roles of the ventral, medial and lateral striatum on the acquisition and performance of a complex

visual stimulus-response habit. Behavioural Brain Research, 45(2), 147–161.
Renninger, L. A., Wade, T. J., & Grammer, K. (2004). Getting that female glance:: Patterns and consequences of male nonverbal behavior in courtship contexts.

Evolution and Human Behavior, 25(6), 416–431.
Rescorla, R., & Wagner, A. (1972). Variations in the effectiveness of reinforcement and nonreinforcement. New York: Classical Conditioning II: Current Research and

Theory, Appleton-Century-Crofts.

J. Chumbley, A. Steinhoff Infant Behavior and Development 54 (2019) 85–98

97

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2018.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2018.01.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0220
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12912
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0435


Reynolds, S. M., & Berridge, K. C. (2001). Fear and feeding in the nucleus accumbens shell: Rostrocaudal segregation of GABA-elicited defensive behavior versus eating
behavior. Journal of Neuroscience, 21(9), 3261.

Robbins, T., Giardini, V., Jones, G., Reading, P., & Sahakian, B. (1990). Effects of dopamine depletion from the caudate-putamen and nucleus accumbens septi on the
acquisition and performance of a conditional discrimination task. Behavioural Brain Research, 38(3), 243–261.

Rosenthal, R. L., & Matthews, T. J. (1978). The effects of prefeeding in autoshaping and omission training. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society.
Rothbaum, F., Rosen, K., Ujiie, T., & Uchida, N. (2002). Family systems theory, attachment theory, and culture. Family Process, 41(3), 328–350.
Salamone, J. D., & Correa, M. (2002). Motivational views of reinforcement: Implications for understanding the behavioral functions of nucleus accumbens dopamine.

Behavioural Brain Research, 137(1-2), 3–25.
Sapolsky, R. M. (2005). The influence of social hierarchy on primate health. Science, 308(5722), 648.
Schultz, W., & Dickinson, A. (2000). Neuronal coding of prediction errors. Annual Review of Neuroscience, 23(1), 473–500.
Schultz, W., Dayan, P., & Montague, P. R. (1997). A neural substrate of prediction and reward. Science, 275(5306), 1593–1599.
Seligman, M. E. P. (1972). Learned helplessness. Annual Review of Medicine, 23(1), 407–412.
Seligman, M. E. P. (1975). Helplessness: On depression, development, and death. WH Freeman/Times Books/Henry Holt Co.
Seligman, M., Maier, S., & Solomon, R. (1971). Unpredictable and uncontrollable aversive events. Aversive Conditioning and Learning, 347–400.
Sesack, S. R., & Grace, A. A. (2009). Cortico-basal ganglia reward network: Microcircuitry. Neuropsychopharmacology, 35(1), 27–47.
Singh, S., Lewis, R. L., Barto, A. G., & Sorg, J. (2010). Intrinsically motivated reinforcement learning: An evolutionary perspective. IEEE Transactions on Autonomous

Mental Development, 2, 70–82.
Strathearn, L., Fonagy, P., Amico, J., & Montague, P. R. (2009). Adult attachment predicts maternal brain and oxytocin response to infant cues.

Neuropsychopharmacology, 34(13), 2655–2666.
Strathearn, L., Li, J., Fonagy, P., & Montague, P. R. (2008). What’s in a smile? Maternal brain responses to infant facial cues. Pediatrics, 122(1), 40.
Talmi, D., Seymour, B., Dayan, P., & Dolan, R. J. (2008). Human pavlovian–instrumental transfer. Journal of Neuroscience, 28(2), 360.
Téglás, E., Vul, E., Girotto, V., Gonzalez, M., Tenenbaum, J. B., & Bonatti, L. L. (2011). Pure reasoning in 12-month-old infants as probabilistic inference. Science,

332(6033), 1054–1059.
Teicher, M. H., Andersen, S. L., Polcari, A., Anderson, C. M., Navalta, C. P., & Kim, D. M. (2003). The neurobiological consequences of early stress and childhood

maltreatment. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 27(1-2), 33–44.
Trimmer, P. C., Higginson, A. D., Fawcett, T. W., McNamara, J. M., & Houston, A. I. (2015). Adaptive learning can result in a failure to profit from good conditions:

Implications for understanding depression. Evolution, Medicine, and Public Health, 1, 123–135.
van Ijzendoorn, M. (1995). Adult attachment representations, parental responsiveness, and infant attachment: A meta-analysis on the predictive validity of the Adult

Attachment Interview. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 387–403.
Watson, J. (1979). Perception of contingency as a determinant of social responsiveness. The origins of social responsiveness, 33–64.
Williams, D. R., & Williams, H. (1969). Auto-maintenance in the pigeon: Sustained pecking despite contingent non-reinforcement. Journal of the Experimental Analysis

of Behavior, 12(4), 511.
Young, L. J., & Wang, Z. (2004). The neurobiology of pair bonding. Nature Neuroscience, 7(10), 1048–1054.
Young, L. J., Lim, M. M., Gingrich, B., & Insel, T. R. (2001). Cellular mechanisms of social attachment. Hormones and Behavior, 40(2), 133–138.

J. Chumbley, A. Steinhoff Infant Behavior and Development 54 (2019) 85–98

98

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0163-6383(18)30193-0/sbref0555

	A computational perspective on social attachment
	Introduction
	Computational models of social attachment
	The model
	Background: the behavioural neuroscience of bonding
	Mathematical details: learning the contingencies
	Overview of our basic assumptions
	Additional details of the model

	Results
	Discussion
	Correlations among parenting and child attachment behaviors
	Suggestions for further modeling

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Pair Bonding
	Mathematical Appendix (see Section 3.2)
	References




