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Evidence of organized but not disorganized 
attachment in wild Western chimpanzee 
offspring (Pan troglodytes verus)
 

Eléonore Rolland    1,2,3,4  , Oscar Nodé-Langlois1,3,4, Patrick J. Tkaczynski5, 
Cédric Girard-Buttoz    2,3,6, Holly Rayson7, Catherine Crockford1,2,3 & 
Roman M. Wittig    1,2,3 

Human attachment theory outlines three organized types: secure, insecure 
avoidant and insecure resistant, all considered adaptive responses to 
maternal care for offspring survival. In contrast, disorganized attachment 
is hypothesized to be maladaptive and therefore uncommon in wild 
mammals, though this remains untested. We assessed attachment types in 
50 wild chimpanzees (ages 0–10 years) in Taï National Park, Côte d’Ivoire. 
Using 3,795 h of mother and offspring focal observations, we found no 
behaviours indicative of disorganized attachment. To explore organized 
attachment, we analysed a subset of 18 immature chimpanzees and their 
behavioural responses to 309 natural threatening events. Their responses 
showed organized attachment patterns: some sought maternal closeness 
(secure-like), while others displayed independence (insecure avoidant-like). 
Our study supports the hypothesis that organized attachment types are 
adaptive and have a long evolutionary history.

Attachment is defined as an affectionate bond between an infant and 
primary caregiver, characterized by physical proximity and reactions to 
separation1,2. In humans, attachment is crucial for both the physical and 
psychological well-being of the offspring3. Attachment theory suggests 
that the caregiver, usually the mother, serves as a secure base, enabling 
exploration and providing a safe haven for the infant during distress4.

In humans, offspring attachment to a primary caregiver is com-
monly examined using an experimental paradigm known as the Strange 
Situation Procedure (SSP)5,6. According to the SSP, different types of 
attachment can be classified based on the assessment of the offspring’s 
perception of safety in the caregiver–offspring relationship. This is 
defined as confidence in the caregiver’s availability and responsiveness, 

and is revealed by exposing the child to a temporary separation from 
their caregiver. Ainsworth and colleagues5 described three types of 
‘organized’ attachment, referring to attachment behaviours that are 
structured and consistent: (1) secure, (2) insecure resistant/ambivalent 
and (3) insecure avoidant (Fig. 1). Organized attachment is hypoth-
esized to represent strategies adapted to the caregiver’s responsive-
ness, ensuring offspring survival and sustained development in diverse 
early social settings. Such strategies are thought to be formed to opti-
mize social capacity in the relevant environment2,7. Secure attachment 
arises from confidence in the caregiver’s availability, nurtured by their 
high responsiveness. On the other hand, insecure-avoidant offspring 
adjust their behaviour due to their caregiver’s lack of responsiveness, 
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therapeutic interventions and prevention strategies for emotional 
and psychological issues.

Unlike all other apes, reproduction in humans is relatively coop-
erative and includes a range of support structures that theoretically 
could limit the impact of poor parent–offspring attachment18. As such, 
disorganized attachment could emerge as a maladaptive response to 
disorganized parenting, which could arise from a lack of clear selec-
tion pressures on parenting. In this case, disorganized attachment is 
unlikely to be observed in environments where natural selection should 
favour more adaptive attachment patterns that increase the chances 
of offspring survival. Therefore, as a first step towards evaluating 
the evolution of certain attachment types, a comparative approach  
is needed.

Attachment theory is proposed to apply broadly to mammals to 
aid offspring survival19, but so far, it has predominantly been applied to 
human relationships. However, researchers have explored the mother–
offspring relationship in captive nonhuman primates. Such studies 
demonstrate strong attachment bonds between biological mothers 
and their infants20. Furthermore, studies with monkeys, including 
Japanese macaques (Macaca fuscata)21, bonnet macaques (Macaca 
radiata)22, brown capuchin monkeys (Cebus apella)23 and rhesus 
macaques (Macaca mulatta)24, have identified individual differences in 
mother–offspring attachment security. Additionally, Yano-Nashimoto 
and colleagues25 found that captive infant marmosets (Callithrix jac-
chus), which are raised in a multi-caregiver system, selectively avoided 
and emitted negative calls when handled by rejecting caregivers. This 
suggests attachment figures are chosen depending on the quality of 
care provided in this species.

leading to avoidance of contact during distress and developing a level 
of independence earlier than is typical for their age. Insecure-resistant 
offspring exhibit clingy behaviour, a response to the inconsistent 
responsiveness of their caregiver. Their inability to venture away from 
their mothers serves as an indicator of their attachment security8. 
Research shows that attachment types remain stable across develop-
ment and influence social growth. Waters9 found consistent infant 
behaviour during the SSP between 12 and 18 months. Kerns, Tomich 
and Kim10 used questionnaires to reveal that children aged 7–13 years 
maintained stable perceptions of attachment figure availability (with 
no change in the secure score for parent–child attachment), though 
they relied less on them as they aged, seeking less comfort or play from 
caregivers when distressed or sick.

Main and Solomon11 introduced a fourth attachment type, 
insecure-disorganized/disoriented attachment (Fig. 1), character-
ized by random or conflicting behaviours, stereotypies and fear of the 
caregiver typically, with offspring expressing distress without seeking 
comfort from their caregiver12,13. Disorganized attachment, linked to 
problematic parenting and higher rates of parental psychopathology, 
poses challenges for social integration14. The classification of disor-
ganized attachment as adaptive2,15 or maladaptive16 remains debated. 
Indeed, Gazzillo and colleagues15 consider disorganized attachment as 
a child’s adaptation to a traumatic, inconsistent environment, leading 
to contradictory behaviours such as avoiding approach and showing 
fear. Other researchers, in contrast, argue that disorganized attach-
ment is maladaptive, lacking a coherent strategy and posing long-term 
developmental risks16,17. Understanding the evolutionary history of 
these behaviours could offer insights into child development, aiding 
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Fig. 1 | Representation of the different types of attachment as defined in 
humans and our predictions to determine whether these exist in natural 
chimpanzee societies. The black boxes show human attachment types. The 
white boxes depict the respective predicted behaviour of offspring towards 
mothers, given the applied assessments. The letters on the left refer to the 

different types of attachment. The numbers on the left refer to the analyses to 
test the predictions related to the different types of attachment in the Methods 
and the Results sections. The numbers indicated in superscript correspond to the 
references in the literature: Bowlby2, Ainsworth et al.5 and Main and Solomon11.
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Studies of mother–offspring attachment types in wild primates, 
however, have not yet been conducted. Chimpanzees, one of our closest 
living relatives26, serve as an excellent model for studying mother–off-
spring attachment. Their exceptional social and cognitive abilities, 
coupled with an important dependence on mothers for at least the 
first decade of life27–30, make them extremely valuable for compara-
tive research. This social dependency crucially contributes to the 
offspring’s overall fitness31,32. Van Ijzendoorn et al.33 and Clay34 used 
the SSP with captive human-reared infant chimpanzees, revealing 
distinct attachment types with their favourite caregiver similar to those 
in human infants with their mothers. Responsive care (as opposed to 
standard care) correlated with less disorganized attachment and more 
advanced cognitive development. One-year-old captive chimpanzees 
with disorganized attachment had an increased likelihood of illness, 
heightened abnormal behaviours and reduced social interaction suc-
cess over 20 years (ref. 34).

While insightful, findings from such studies potentially differ from 
those representing mother–offspring attachment in natural settings. 
Mothers not only provide nourishment, but also closeness, comfort 
and social learning opportunities35. While captive settings provide 
a more controlled environment, it is essential to acknowledge their 
limitations in representing attachment processes in a natural system 
where behaviours are largely adapted to socio-ecological conditions. 
Owing to predation, social competition and variable food availability, 
mother–offspring attachment under natural conditions should be 
shaped by selection processes.

In our study of wild chimpanzees, we first hypothesized that dis-
organized attachment would be rare in these natural settings due to 
its potentially maladaptive nature in humans, with some evidence 
supporting this in captive apes34. Given that disorganized attachment 
may result, at least in part, from the maternal style the offspring is 
exposed to, low survival rates would limit the proliferation of such a 
behavioural phenotype into future generations. We predicted that 
immature chimpanzees would show few behaviours typically observed 
in individuals with disorganized attachment. Specifically, we pre-
dicted immature chimpanzees would show few aggressive behaviours 
towards their mother, rare or no abnormal or stereotypic behaviour 
and would look for comfort when expressing vocal distress. Second, we 
hypothesized that organized attachment types would be prevalent in 
wild chimpanzees. In humans, caregiver responsiveness is thought to 
directly shape the attachment type5,36,37, but this has not been tested in 
nonhuman animals. Nevertheless, general social characteristics such 
as gregariousness, grooming rates and number of bond partners vary 
among chimpanzee mothers38 and depend on the sex of the offspring39, 
which might impact maternal care. Therefore, we expected some 
variation in attachment type in chimpanzee offspring. We compared 
attachment patterns with existing and well-defined attachment types 
observed in humans. We expected that if attachment types overlap 
with those of humans, wild immature chimpanzees would display 
different safety-seeking and comfort behaviours from mothers dur-
ing threatening situations, reflecting secure, insecure-avoidant and 
insecure-resistant attachment types. Additionally, to assess the func-
tional similarity of any attributed attachment types with those of 
humans, we determined how attachment security impacted mother–
offspring proximity during social exploration8. We predicted that 
individuals who did not rely on their mother during exposure to a threat 
(insecure avoidant-like), would explore further away from her during 
social contexts, compared with those seeking comfort during threat-
ening events (secure and insecure resistant-like). We also expected 
that individuals exhibiting overreaction during threatening situations 
(insecure resistant-like) would limit their exploration in social con-
texts, staying close to their mother compared to other individuals. The 
analyses performed to test each prediction are summarized in Fig. 1.

Therefore, the current research endeavoured to investigate 
the dynamics of mother–offspring attachment in wild western 

chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes verus), drawing parallels with attach-
ment theory in humans. The behavioural data (ethogram in Supple-
mentary Table 1) collected over 34 months (from 2016 to 2023) on 50 
mother–offspring dyads (offspring’s age between 0 and 10 years old) 
(Supplementary Table 2) provides a unique opportunity to explore the 
relevance of attachment theory in chimpanzees within their natural 
habitat. This approach also offers a fresh perspective by studying 
attachment types in wild primates.

Results
To investigate mother–offspring aggression (test A2) and test for disor-
ganized attachment, we used the entire dataset (Supplementary Fig. 1). 
For analyses related to organized attachment (test B) and part of the 
disorganized attachment assessment (test A1), we focused on data from 
2021 to 2023, which included additional ethogram elements specifically 
designed to capture responses to directed and undirected threatening 
events (UTEs) (see ‘Threatening events’ section) (Supplementary Fig. 1).

We collected 2,882 h of behavioural data on 50 immature chim-
panzees (22 females and 28 males, aged 0 to 10years, mean observation 
time (M) = 58.06 h, range 28–107 ± 19.96 h (s.d.) per individual), and 
913 h on 21 mothers to assess maternal aggressiveness (M = 36.63 h, 
range 12–58 ± 10.67 h (s.d.) per individual), totalling 3,795 h of 
observation.

Testing the existence of disorganized attachment
Comfort seeking during distress. To investigate the existence of 
disorganized attachment in 30 immature chimpanzees (ages 0 to 
10 years), we tested whether vocal distress from the offspring pre-
dicted a mother–offspring approach during naturally occurring events 
(Model 1), a sign of organized rather than disorganized attachment. We 
categorized these events as undirectly or directly threatening for the 
offspring UTEs and directed threatening events (DTEs)). Whimpering or 
screaming predicted the likelihood of the mother–offspring approach 
(Table 1). Offspring showing vocal distress (whimpering or screaming) 
approached their mother (23% of 168 occasions) or were approached by 
her (42% of 168 occasions). We examined the credible intervals (CIs) for 
each individual to identify individuals not following the predictions of 
the model (Supplementary Fig. 2). We found that vocal distress did not 
predict an approach for three individuals out of 30 (10%). By examining 
the behavioural reactions during other threatening events, we found 
that these three individuals approached their mother on several occur-
rences. The conditional R2 of this model was 0.284.

Aggression between mother and offspring. We assessed the occur-
rence of aggressive behaviours between immature chimpanzees and 
their mother and other characteristic behaviours of disorganized 

Table 1 | Vocal distress predicting mother–offspring 
approaches during threatening events (Model 1)

Predictors Estimate Estimate 
error

95% CI 89% CI

Intercept −0.73 0.64 (−2.01 to 0.48) (−1.77 to 0.26)

Whimper or 
scream

0.84 0.34 (0.19 to 1.52) (0.32 to 1.39)

Offspring age −0.77 0.28 (−1.31 to −0.22) (−1.21 to −0.33)

Party size −0.14 0.13 (−0.39 to 0.11) (−0.34 to 0.06)

Sex 0.45 0.48 (−0.49 to 1.39) (−0.31 to 1.21)

Group East −0.35 0.60 (−1.53 to 0.83) (−1.32 to 0.61)

Group South −0.52 0.57 (−1.62 to 0.61) (−1.42 to 0.40)

The 95% CI and 89% CI are the CIs at their respective confidence levels. The reference levels 
for each predictor are no whimper nor scream for ‘Whimper or scream’, female for ‘Sex’ and 
North for ‘Group’. The numbers in bold represent CIs excluding 0. The sample size is n = 30 
individuals across 567 independent events.
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attachment to investigate the existence of this attachment type. In 
over 3,795 h of focal data focusing on mother and offspring, the 50 
studied offspring between 0 to 10 years old never showed aggres-
sion towards the mother. In contrast, we observed a total of 31 mild 
non-contact aggressions of 12 mothers towards their offspring during 
the observation period (27 arm waves, 2 hunches, 1 charge and 1 chase) 
and 15 contact aggressions of 11 mothers towards their offspring (6 
push away, 6 hits and 3 pulls). Mother–offspring aggression rates are 
shown in Supplementary Fig. 3.

We did not observe any abnormal or stereotypic behaviours in 
any chimpanzee (for example, rocking, hair pulling, face grimacing or 
incomplete behaviour), nor attempts by the offspring to escape from 
their mother, except in instances where the mother displayed aggres-
sion towards the offspring over the 50 studied offspring.

Existence of different organized attachment types
Reactions of offspring during threatening events. We investigated 
the behavioural reactions of 18 immature chimpanzees during UTEs 
and found differences across ages. The youngest chimpanzees (less 
than 2 years) predominantly whimpered, looked towards their mother 
and/or approached their mother during a UTE (model 2; Fig. 2a).  
However, with increasing age, this tendency decreased. The tendency 
to show no reaction increased with age and peaked at 50% of events 
around the weaning period (4–6 years old) before the likelihood of 
no reaction decreased again. After weaning (>6 years), however, the 
likelihood of climbing a tree or running away from the UTE increased.

Comparing the deviation estimates of each offspring’s behaviour 
when reacting to the UTE with the expected behaviour for its age and 
other variables (for example, sex or presence of older siblings), we 
found that some behavioural reactions had higher individual vari-
ability than others (Fig. 2b). Offspring showed different interindividual 
variability across the behaviours, with the highest variability for the 
behaviour ‘approaching the mother’ (deviation of 4.78), all the other 
behaviours had a deviation under 2.3 indicating lower variability. This 
suggests that interindividual variability in behavioural reactions during 
UTEs was primarily influenced by differences in the approach behaviour 
towards the mother.

Given that we found strong individual differences in key 
attachment-related variables (Fig. 2b), we explored whether indi-
viduals displayed consistent behavioural patterns regardless of age 
and other social factors. Using the unsupervised Uniform Manifold 
Approximation and Projection (UMAP) method, we identified three 
clusters without predefined numbers. A supervised cluster analysis 
with three set clusters produced similar results, consistently grouping 
the same individuals (Fig. 3a).

The principal component analysis (PCA) results indicated which 
behaviours drove each cluster (Table 2 and Fig. 3b). The first PCA 
component explained 65% of the variance, with ‘approaching the 
mother’ contributing the most (eigenvalue of 2.01). Adding compo-
nent 2 explained 79% of the variance (eigenvalue of 0.43), driven by 
‘approaching other individuals’. Including component 3 explained 90% 
(eigenvalue of 0.34). Each remaining component explained less than 
5%. Attachment type 1 was attributed to individuals near the PCA centre, 
following model predictions. Attachment type 2 individuals relied less 
on their mothers than expected, while attachment type 3 individuals 
approached their mothers more than predicted for their age (Fig. 3b).

Mother–offspring proximity during social exploration. To validate 
the attribution of attachment types to each individual based on their 
behavioural reactions during UTEs, we investigated whether there were 
differences in mother–offspring distances during social exploration 
across focal samples depending on attachment type. The explora-
tory events were not related to the UTE. We modelled the mean dis-
tance between offspring and mother per focal day predicted by the 
attachment type and other control variables (for example, sex and 

age) (model 3), with the results presented in Table 3. The conditional 
R2 was 0.279. We showed an effect of attachment type with 89% of CIs. 
Indeed, offspring with attachment type 2 engaged in social explora-
tion further away from their mother than offspring with attachment 
type 1 (Fig. 4) Control variables produced no consistent difference in 
mother–offspring proximity (all 89% CI overlapped 0; Table 3). Only 
daily mean party size showed a notable trend, suggesting that larger 
social gatherings were associated with offspring engaging in social 
exploration further away from their mother.

Comfort after a threatening event. Finally, we investigated whether 
the offspring continued being distressed even after their mother had 

–4

–2

0

2

4

O�spring behaviour

D
ev

ia
tio

n

Approaching the mother

Approaching another
individual

Attacking or arm waving

Climbing up a tree

Looking towards
the mother

Not reacting

Running away

Screaming

Whimpering

Deviation of behaviours according to age and other variables
during dangerous events

0

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0

Age (in months)

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 e
ve

nt
s

O�spring behaviour
Not reacting

Approaching
the mother
Looking towards
the mother

Whimpering

Climbing up
a tree

Screaming

Running away

Attacking or
arm waving
Approaching another
individual

Fig. 2 | Offspring behavioural reactions to UTE. Top: the likelihood of a 
particular behavioural reaction by the offspring when experiencing a UTE, in 
relation to the offspring’s age.The solid lines depict the proportion of events 
in which each behaviour was observed and predicted by the model, and 
the coloured areas are the 95% CI. Bottom: individual variation in offspring 
behavioural reactions to UTEs. The violin plots show deviation from the expected 
value (0) for a given age while accounting for sex, party size and the presence of 
older siblings. Each dot depicts an individual chimpanzee. Positive or negative 
deviation from zero indicates that the individual shows a behaviour more or less 
than predicted, respectively. The sample size is n = 30 individuals across 550 
independent events.

http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav


Nature Human Behaviour

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02176-8

comforted them, to distinguish between secure and insecure-resistant 
attachment (Fig. 5). During the events when the mother approached 
or physically made contact, the offspring never continued or renewed 
vocal distress. In only 3 of 78 events did offspring continue or renew 
vocal distress within 30 s of experiencing a threat. During these three 
events, the mother did not approach or make physical contact with the 
offspring, nor did she react to further distress.

Next, we analysed the variation in the duration spent by offspring 
exploring their environment in both social and non-social contexts per 
day in relation to attachment type. Our findings indicated that there 
was no discernible effect of attachment type on the duration spent by 
offspring exploring their environment in either social or non-social 
contexts (Supplementary Table 3). Finally, we investigated whether 
attachment types could predict the latency for offspring to resume 
exploration after experiencing a UTE or a threat during a play bout. 
There was no difference between attachment types 1 and 3 in latency 
time (Supplementary Table 4).

The results of these additional analyses are explained in Supple-
mentary Text 1.

Discussion
Our dataset of wild chimpanzees showed no evidence of disorgan-
ized attachment. This differs from what has been observed in humans 
and captive chimpanzees33,34. Instead, the responses of immature, 
wild chimpanzees during threatening situations revealed organized 
attachment patterns comparable to the secure (attachment type 1) and 
insecure-avoidant (attachment type 2) attachments found in humans5. 
Offspring who rarely approached their mother during a UTE explored 
socially from a greater distance than those who sought maternal  
proximity.

However, there was no strong support for a difference in mother–
offspring proximity during social exploration between individuals with 
a secure-like attachment type and those with an insecure resistant-like 
attachment type (type 3). Additionally, there was no evidence of young 
chimpanzees continuing vocal distress after receiving comfort, indi-
cating the absence of an insecure-resistant attachment axis. Finally, 
offspring did not exhibit aggressive, contradictory or abnormal behav-
iours typically associated with disorganized attachment.

Our findings suggest that certain characteristics of organized 
attachment have a deep evolutionary history. Meanwhile, the lack of 
disorganized attachment features in wild chimpanzees lends support 
to the assertions that this phenotype is indeed maladaptive.

Variations of behavioural reactions to threat across age
The results revealed age-dependent responses to threats. As expected, 
offspring became more independent with age, relying less on their 
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behavioural reactions of the offspring during UTEs testing the existence of 
distinct attachment types. The position of the points corresponds to the 
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Table 2 | Contribution of each behaviour of the offspring 
reaction during UTEs to the three first components of  
the PCA

Component 1 Component 2 Component 3

Eigenvalue 2.01 0.43 0.34

Cumulative variance  
per cent

65.30 79.09 90.20

Not reacting −0.36 −0.24 −0.26

Looking towards the mother 0.20 −0.06 0.01

Approaching the mother 0.87 0.16 −0.00

Approaching another 
individual

−0.07 0.70 −0.67

Running away −0.12 0.02 −0.11

Climbing up a tree −0.23 0.61 0.52

Whimpering 0.02 0.01 −0.02

Screaming −0.03 −0.11 −0.04

Attacking or arm waving −0.08 0.20 0.45

The results of the PCA include eigenvalues, cumulative variance per cent and scores of 
variables for each component. The numbers in bold represent the variable that contributes 
the most negatively or positively to each component. The sample size is n = 30 individuals 
across 550 independent events.
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mother and acquiring skills to navigate and respond to potentially 
threatening situations, such as running away or climbing trees for 
self-protection (Fig. 2a). During weaning (at approximately 4 years 
old28), offspring were less likely to react to threatening events. We spec-
ulate that maternal availability may be limited following the birth of a 
new offspring, inhibiting approaches from both mother and weaned 
offspring before the latter has fully developed more independent strate-
gies (for example, climbing up a tree or running away). Across animals, 
maternal reproductive strategies are finely balanced: mothers gain 
by reproducing with shorter inter-birth intervals but only if the older 
offspring survives40,41. Hence, when younger siblings are born, older 
siblings who show inappropriately low reactivity to threats may still 
be reaching suitable levels of independence. These findings support 
the notion that the weaning period, precipitating greater social and 
nutritional independence, plays a crucial role in ontogeny, being linked 
with the emergence of complex behaviours such as call combinations42, 
social grooming and tool use43.

No evidence of disorganized attachment
The 50 subjects in this study did not show behavioural patterns cor-
responding to the disorganized attachment type found in humans 
and in captive chimpanzees33. In humans, disorganized attachment is 
found in 23.5% of children tested across cultures using the SSP6 and in 
54% of institutionalized children44. Children and other primates with 
disorganized attachment demonstrate aggressive behaviour towards 
their mother, caregiver and peers, and exhibit abnormal or conflicted, 
confused or apprehensive behaviour. The Taï chimpanzees observed 
here did not show any of these behaviours. Given that aggressive or 
abusive behaviours from mothers towards offspring are considered a 
common cause associated with disorganized attachment14, we looked 
at the aggression rate per hour from mothers to their offspring. Events, 
when the mother showed aggressive behaviours towards her offspring, 
were very rare (48 aggressions over 3,795 h of observation among 17 of 
33 mothers). The mean rate of aggression per mother–offspring dyad 
was 0.008 per hour for non-contact aggression (maximum rate at 0.10 
per hour; arm waving) and 0.003 for contact aggression per hour (maxi-
mum rate of 0.03 per hour; hitting). The low rate of contact aggression 
from mother to offspring in wild chimpanzees is also supported by 
other studies (Reddy and Sandel45: no contact aggression observed in 

29 young males over 1,570 h and Sabbi et al.46: 85 aggressions observed 
towards 49 immature chimpanzees over at least 4,116 h (maximum 
0.02 per hour)). As a comparison, female chimpanzees direct contact 
aggression towards other individuals 2.3 times more frequently than 
towards their offspring, and non-contact aggression 2.5 times more 
frequently towards other individuals than their offspring (extrapolated 
data from the dataset of Tkaczynski47). Altogether, this suggests that 
the disorganized attachment type is rare or absent in wild chimpanzees. 
If it is present at an early age, those infants probably do not survive. In 
the wild, 15% of chimpanzee infants die before the age of 1.5 years48. Our 
findings corroborate the hypothesis that the disorganized attachment 
type is not an adaptive survival strategy in the face of environmental 
constraints in a wild setting.

In contrast, for orphaned chimpanzees in captive settings, behav-
iours indicative of disorganized attachment have been reported at 
relatively high rates33,34. Specifically, 41% of chimpanzees receiving 
responsive care and 72% of those under standard care from keep-
ers exhibited disorganized attachment with the favourite human  
caregiver shown by sequential or simultaneous displays of contradic-
tory behaviours or misdirected attachment behaviour. Compared with 
wild settings, captive settings provide an environment in which threats 
to survival are low, such as no exposure to predators nor out-group 
lethal aggression, health is managed and food is provisioned to reduce 
competition. However, psycho-social risk factors may be higher due to 
historical issues such as some zoo chimpanzees, that are now mothers, 
may have been rescued from isolated- or peer-housed living in medi-
cal facilities. As such, captive chimpanzee social scenarios may show 
parallels with those of modern human societies, where survival is less 
dependent on socio-ecological factors and high survival rates probably 
facilitate greater variation in psycho-social phenomena.

Disorganized attachment can result from caregivers displaying 
frightening behaviours towards children12,49. Specifically, offspring 
who have experienced sustained/extreme aggressive or neglectful 
maternal care, are at substantially higher risk of developing extreme 
psychopathologies in adulthood50. In contrast, the maternal behaviour 
of chimpanzees observed in our study lacked evidence of the abusive 
behaviours observed in human contexts. In Taï chimpanzees, extreme 
rejecting or neglectful maternal behaviour is exceptionally rare. Only 
two instances of abandonment were observed across 85 cumulative 

Table 3 | Attachment type predicting mother–offspring proximity during social exploration: the result of model 3

Estimate Estimate error 95% CI 89% CI

Intercept 5.11 0.92 (3.34 to 6.95) (3.65 to 6.60)

AT–AT3 −0.34 0.63 (−1.59 to 0.91) (−1.34 to 0.66)

AT2–AT3 0.93 0.70 (−0.47 to 2.26) (−0.20 to 2.04)

AT2–AT1 −1.27 0.78 (−2.81 to 0.29) (−2.49 to −0.04)

Offspring age 0.31 0.50 (−0.66 to 1.32) (−0.48 to 1.11)

Mother age 0.34 0.43 (−0.54 to 1.16) (−0.37 to 1.00)

Percentage swelling 0.05 0.25 (−0.46 to 0.53) (−0.36 to 0.45)

Sex −0.25 0.72 (−1.62 to 1.16) (−1.38 to 0.90)

Group South 0.74 0.69 (−0.62 to 2.05) (−0.37 to 1.83)

Group East −0.45 0.68 (−1.83 to 0.92) (−1.54 to 0.63)

Mother rank 0.01 0.40 (−0.76 to 0.82) (−0.62 to 0.65)

Party size 0.45 0.29 (−0.12 to 1.01) (−0.01 to 0.91)

AT1: offspring age–AT3: offspring age 0.27 0.60 (−0.91 to 1.44) (−0.68 to 1.21)

AT2: offspring age–AT3: offspring age 0.50 0.79 (−1.10 to 1.99) (−0.81 to 1.73)

AT2: offspring age–AT3: offspring age −0.66 0.9 (−2.45 to 1.13) (−2.09 to 0.80)

AT1, AT2 and AT3 correspond to attachment type 1, attachment type 2 and attachment type 3. The 95% and 89% CIs are the CIs at their respective confidence levels. The reference levels for 
each predictor are female for ‘Sex’, and North for ‘Group’. The numbers in bold represent CIs excluding 0. The sample size is n = 18 individuals across 260 independent events.
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observation years of three communities. In each case, and unusual 
in chimpanzees, the maternal grandmother was present (Wittig and 
Crockford, personal observations). In contrast, instances of inadequate 
maternal care in zoos leading to humans taking over offspring rearing 
occurred for 8 infants involving 19 mothers across less than 5 years51 
and for 7 infants involving 23 mothers across 9 years52.

Orphaned captive chimpanzees might develop disorganized 
attachment since, even with excellent care, they generally lack both a 
24 h and permanent attachment figure to offer nurturing and protec-
tion and typical early social interactions with a primary caregiver of the 
same species. Both may explain the high percentage of disorganized 
chimpanzees in the studies of Van Ijzendoorn and colleagues33 and 
Clay34. It has been suggested that attachment and maternal nurturing 
propensity are transmitted across generations (in humans: Van Ijzen-
doorn and Bakermans-Kranenburg53; in mammals: Rilling and Young54), 
implying that individuals raised by nurturing mothers are likely to dem-
onstrate nurturing care to their own offspring, as well as conversely. 
Animal welfare in captivity has become a welcome priority in recent 
years as understanding of the long-term impact of rearing conditions 
has improved55. Consequently, mothers born and raised in captivity or 
adopted from medical facilities a generation (20–30 years) ago might 
not have received adequate care as offspring, potentially leading to 
poor mothering skills with a higher likelihood of abandoning their 
own offspring or demonstrating reduced sensitivity to their needs56,57.

Evidence of organized attachment
We demonstrated that young wild chimpanzees show variation in their 
reliance on their mother during UTEs, even after controlling for their 
age. This finding, driven principally by approach behaviour towards 
mothers, implies that some individuals use their mothers more as a safe 
haven during a UTE than others. Therefore, like in humans, chimpanzee 
offspring could be considered to have different organized attachment 
types. Some individuals did not demonstrate age-appropriate reli-
ance on their mother during UTEs (attachment type 2), fitting well 
the criteria for insecure-avoidant attachment or excessive reliance 
on the mother (attachment type 3), similar to the insecure-resistant 

attachment (Fig. 3). Others showed age-appropriate reliance on their 
mother (attachment type 1) akin to the secure attachment (Fig. 3). 
To better understand individual differences and the adaptability of 
organized attachment, it is now necessary to investigate maternal 
responsiveness and determine whether the developed attachment is 
related to the mother’s responsiveness.

An additional measure to distinguish between secure and 
insecure-resistant offspring’s behavioural reactions examined whether 
offspring showing distress during exposure to a threat are comforted 
after seeking comfort from their mother. In humans, children with 
insecure-resistant attachment persist in displaying distress even when 
the mother attempts to provide comfort. In our sample, offspring rarely 
continued or renewed vocal distress after a threatening event (Fig. 5). 
Rare instances where offspring continued to seek their mother were 
observed only when the mother did not offer comfort. This observation 
strongly suggests that in the wild, young chimpanzees are reliably com-
forted by their mothers if comfort is provided, challenging the notion 
of the existence of insecure-resistant attachment. The individuals 
initially considered as insecure resistant in our dataset could be secure 
offspring overreacting during UTEs (which is a subcategory of the 
secure attachment). This overreaction could be due to the offspring’s 
temperament, particularly their susceptibility to distress and anxiety, 
rather than being solely attributed to maternal factors58,59. In 32 out of 
78 observed instances, there was no approach between mother and 
offspring, yet the distress subsided regardless. This behaviour might 
imply the use of self-comforting mechanisms or growing emotional 
independence. Furthermore, 14 out of 18 individuals exhibited this 
behaviour at least once. Notably, these instances often occurred dur-
ing play bouts, indicating that the initial threat was mild and soon over, 
thus not requiring further comfort.

Furthermore, using the same focal data for analysis to deter-
mine the different attachment types (test B1) and incorporating 
new data from threat occurrences during play bouts, we examined 
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Fig. 4 | Mother–offspring proximity during social exploration with 
attachment type (model 3). Each dot corresponds to a focal follow on a given 
offspring. The y axis represents the model estimate of the mean distance  
between the offspring and its mother per focal. The box plots show the  
median and the interquartile range from the 25th to the 75th percentile of the 
posterior distribution. The whiskers indicate the range of data within  
1.5 times the interquartile range from the lower and upper quartiles. Based 
on our prior analyses (UMAP, cluster analysis, PCA and model 2), attachment 
type 1 corresponds to secure attachment, attachment type 2 aligns with 
insecure-avoidant attachment and attachment type 3 corresponds to 
insecure-resistant attachment. The star represents an 89% CI excluding zero, 
indicating a credible effect. The sample size is n = 18 individuals across  
260 independent events.

Approach pattern between mother (M) and o
spring (O)

M O M O M O M O

28

14

32

2

40

30

20

10

0 11

O
spring continuing or renewing 
vocal distress within 30 s after the 

threatening event
No

Yes

N
um

be
r o

f e
ve

nt
s

Fig. 5 | Assessing the validity of insecure-resistant attachment pattern: 
mother–offspring approaches following offspring vocal distress and 
subsequent response within 30 s. We assessed comfort seeking (offspring 
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offspring), represented by the arrows, or self-comfort (no new behaviour sign of 
distress of the offspring within 30 s after the threatening event without approach 
from either mother or offspring, no arrow). Blue represents offspring stopping 
or not renewing vocal distress within 30 s after the threatening event and orange 
represents offspring continuing or renewing vocal distress within 30 s after the 
threatening event suggesting no immediate comforting. The sample size is n = 18 
individuals across 78 independent events.
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(Supplementary Table 4) whether attachment types predicted the 
latency time for offspring to explore after a UTE or a threat during a 
play bout. This analysis revealed no strong differences, supporting 
the idea that attachment types 1 and 3 might demonstrate no func-
tional difference. The findings presented in Table 3, which model the 
proximity between mother and offspring during social exploration 
unrelated to threatening events, support the notion of individual dis-
tinctions between offspring exhibiting attachment type 1 (secure-like) 
and attachment type 2 (insecure avoidant-like). Indeed, offspring 
with attachment type 2 explored further away from their mother in a 
social context than offspring with attachment type 1 (Fig. 4). Insecure 
avoidant-like individuals did not rely on their mother during UTEs, 
exploring further away from her, consistent with the idea that they 
did not consider her as a safe base. There was no difference between 
offspring with attachment type 1 (secure-like) and attachment type 
3 (insecure resistant-like), again corroborating the idea that those 
individuals might all show degrees of ‘secure’ attachment. Contrary 
to our prediction that securely attached offspring (attachment type 
1) would explore their environment further away from their mother 
than insecure-resistant offspring (attachment type 3), the results 
indicated that attachment type 1 offspring actually explored closer to 
their mother than attachment type 3 offspring, yet with no substantial 
differences (no effect at 89%).

Overall, these results align with the findings of Van Ijzendoorn 
and colleagues33, who identified diverse organized attachment types 
(secure, insecure avoidant and insecure resistant) in captive chimpan-
zees that resembled those observed in humans. However notably, we 
did not yield evidence supporting the presence of insecure-resistant 
attachment in wild chimpanzees, possibly due to our comparatively 
smaller sample size, that is 18 versus 46 individuals.

Limitations
Given our small sample size for the assessment of chimpanzee attach-
ment types, our sample may not have captured the full diversity of 
attachment in young chimpanzees. Nevertheless, we showed strong 
evidence for interindividual variability. Controlling for offspring age 
posed challenges due to the limited number of individuals, resulting 
in few subjects with identical ages. Nevertheless, we maintained con-
fidence in the validity of our methodology by controlling for age dif-
ferences, asserting that attachment types can still be assessed in older 
offspring within the range of 1.5–6 years. A strength of our approach was 
having repeated observations in natural situations across time, which 
probably increases the capacity to distinguish variation in attachment. 
This contrasts with the SSP in humans, which is typically conducted 
only once per child, out of their natural environment, in a safe place 
and notably only in certain cultures5,6. Additionally, mother-initiated 
approaches could limit direct comparability to human studies, where 
mothers are told to not react, but this is unavoidable in a naturalistic 
setting where mothers behave freely. Additionally, behaviour not only 
in threatening contexts but also in daily social life, such as mother–off-
spring distance, was predictable based on reactions to threatening 
events in wild immature chimpanzees, further highlighting parallels to 
organized attachment in humans. Future research is needed to explore 
how attachment type relates to social behaviour across the lifespan. 
Finally, one might question whether organized attachment in humans 
is comparable to that observed in chimpanzees. In humans, organized 
attachment is defined by a child’s use of a consistent and coherent strat-
egy to seek comfort and support from their primary caregiver when 
distressed60. Our findings suggest that wild immature chimpanzees 
exhibit behavioural strategies similar to those seen in human infants, 
such as approaching or avoiding their mother when facing potential 
threats, which is a situation analogous to the SSP experiments. This 
convergence in behavioural patterns, despite differences in the nature 
of the stimuli (experimental versus naturally occurring), suggests a 
shared foundation in attachment strategies between chimpanzees and 

human infants. Additionally, behaviour not only in threatening contexts 
but also in daily social life, such as mother–offspring distance, was 
predictable based on reactions to threatening events in wild immature 
chimpanzees, further highlighting parallels to organized attachment 
in humans. Future research is needed to explore how attachment type 
relates to social behaviour across the lifespan.

Conclusions
By examining the hugely influential psychological concept of attach-
ment theory within an evolutionary framework, we were able to identify 
distinct mother–offspring attachment types in young wild western 
chimpanzees, similar to the secure and insecure-avoidant types found 
in humans, but no evidence of disorganized attachment. While this 
does not rule out the occurrence of disorganized attachment in wild 
chimpanzees, it suggests that if it occurs, it does so at much lower rates 
than is found in humans or peer-raised captive chimpanzees. Thus, 
these findings support the hypothesis that disorganized attachment 
may not be adaptive for offspring survival. Future research should 
investigate the impact of attachment types on offspring fitness, and the 
relation between maternal care and attachment types in other mam-
mals. Our findings provide a crucial step towards understanding how 
adaptive attachment strategies emerge across species, as well as the 
key role attachment may play in social evolution. Shared attachment 
strategies across species may indicate a common evolutionary heritage, 
underscoring the ancient origins of sociality in primates. However, the 
relatively high prevalence of disorganized attachment in both human 
and captive chimpanzee populations is consistent with the hypothesis 
that rearing environments contribute substantially to its manifesta-
tion and persistence in certain contexts. This contrast between the 
lack of disorganized attachment in the wild setting of our study and 
the relatively high prevalence of disorganized attachment in captive 
environments indicates a need for further research to understand the 
underlying causal factors (for example, genetic influence and parental 
state of mind)61. Further comparative research in natural environments 
is beneficial for understanding mother–offspring attachment dynam-
ics, which are crucial for primate social development and for other 
long-lived mammals with protracted development. Observing these 
dynamics in natural settings reveals how ecological pressures and 
social contexts shape attachment behaviours, offering insights that 
controlled environments often overlook.

Methods
Ethics statement
Our study was purely observational and non-invasive. Observers 
followed the strict hygiene protocol of the Taï Chimpanzee Project, 
adopted by the International Union for Conservation of Nature as the 
best practice guideline for wild ape studies62. Observers quarantined 
for 5 days before following the chimpanzees. Every day, observers 
disinfected their hands and boots and changed clothes before leaving 
and entering camps. In the forest, observers wore face masks and kept 
a minimum distance of 7 m between themselves and the chimpanzees, 
to avoid disease transmission from humans to chimpanzees and to 
avoid disturbing the natural behaviour of the observed individuals. 
The research protocol used here was approved by the ‘Ethikrat’ of 
the Max Planck Society on 04 August 2014 and by the ‘Directeur de 
Recherche en Côte d’Ivoire’ under the Permit TCP Wittig/008/MESRS/
DGRI from 05 May 2021.

Study site, subjects and data collection
E.R., O.N.-L., P.J.T. and research assistants collected behavioural data 
on three wild Western chimpanzee (P. t. verus) communities (North, 
South and East groups), habituated to human observers and located 
in the Taï National Park, Côte d’Ivoire63.

Behavioural focal sampling followed a standardized methodol-
ogy, with two focal individuals observed daily for about 6 h each from 
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approximately 6:30 to 12:30 and 12:30 to 18:30 (ref. 64). Cybertracker 
(v.3.389, v.3.440 and v.3.517) was used to record daily activities (resting, 
eating, walking and so on), social interactions (grooming, playing, affili-
ations, aggressions and solicitations), mother–offspring proximity and 
mother–offspring interactions. Subgroup composition and changes 
in behaviour were also continuously noted. Reliability of the coded 
behaviours and individual identities was high across datasets between 
coders (Cohen’s Kappa tests: ĸ = 0.72, 0.81, 0.70, 0.78, 0.80 and 0.64)65. 
Full ethogram details are available in the supporting information66,67 
(Supplementary Table 1).

Threatening events
To correspond with the SSP68, which involves a potential threat to the 
infant, we chose naturally occurring situations of undirected aggres-
sions, or aggressions and threats not directed towards the offspring 
(excluding the presence of predators) for analysis (UTEs). In chim-
panzees, third-party aggressions can result in redirected aggressions 
to nearby individuals69. Additionally, we included the following con-
texts of UTEs that typically alert the group: chimpanzee vocalizations 
outside of the group, alarm calls of other species and gunshots. We 
removed events when the offspring was already in contact with the 
mother and when the mother was included in the aggression to account 
for the mother’s availability for their offspring. To assess responses to 
vocal distress (tests A1 and B3 in Fig. 1), we added threats directed at the 
offspring that more regularly triggered vocal distress, including threats 
during play bouts and aggressions directed towards the offspring 
(DTEs). Behavioural reactions of both the mother and offspring were 
recorded during these potentially threatening situations (immediately, 
that is, within approximately 2 s).

Statistical analyses
We performed the following analyses using R Studio (R version 4.2.2)70 
and Spyder Python (version 3.9)71.

We first tested the existence of disorganized attachment by assess-
ing whether distress during a UTE or DTE predicted approach behaviour 
between mother and offspring (test A1) and analysing aggression rates 
between mother and offspring (test A2). We then tested the existence 
of distinct organized attachment types by analysing offspring reac-
tions to UTEs (controlling for age and other variables; test B1a in Sup-
plementary Fig. 1), applying dimension reduction and cluster analysis 
to detect patterns (test B1b in Supplementary Fig. 1). Furthermore, 
we examined differences in the mean distance between mother and 
offspring during social exploration excluding threatening events (test 
B2) and evaluated the existence of insecure-resistant attachment by 
assessing the effectiveness of maternal comfort after a UTE or DTE (test 
B3). The rationale for the different steps of analyses and the respective 
data used are shown in Supplementary Fig. 1.

Testing the existence of disorganized attachment. Comfort-seeking 
during distress. 

Model 1
If wild immature chimpanzees have a disorganized attachment type, 
we predicted that vocal distress would not result in comfort seeking 
with their mother. We used all threatening events (UTEs and DTEs) and 
modelled whether the presence of offspring distress (whimpering and 
screaming) would cause offspring and mother to reduce their distance 
(seeking or offering comfort, respectively) using a Bayesian general-
ized linear mixed model (GLMM) with a Bernoulli error distribution. 
The control variables are explained in Supplementary Text 1. Each UTE 
or DTE constituted a data point, totalling 567 observations across 30 
individuals (ages 0–10 years). We extracted the estimates of the random 
slope for whimpering or screaming occurrences associated with the 
identity of the individuals to evaluate how strongly vocal distress pre-
dicted the probability of the mother–offspring approach for each dyad.

Aggression between mother and offspring. Disorganized attachment 
can be identified in situations where the offspring exhibits fear towards 
the caregiver. If an offspring consistently displays aggression towards 
their mother in a fearful context, it suggests a disorganized attach-
ment, particularly if the mother exhibits aggressive behaviour at a 
higher rate than other mothers towards their offspring. Therefore, to 
identify whether some individuals presented disorganized attachment, 
we investigated how often there was aggression observed between 
mother and offspring. We counted the number of occurrences of both 
contact and non-contact aggressions between mother and offspring 
in 50 mother–offspring dyads (ages 0–10 years). Contact aggressions 
were described as hitting, pushing away, and pulling an individual. 
Non-contact aggressions were described as hunching, doing an arm 
wave, charging or chasing an individual (see ethogram in Supplemen-
tary Table 2).

Existence of different organized attachment types. Reactions of 
offspring during threatening events. To investigate the existence of 
different types of attachment in immature chimpanzees, we explored 
the variability between individuals in behavioural reactions during 
threatening events. Given that our dataset contained individuals from 
0 to 10 years old and that we expected immature wild chimpanzees to 
rely less on their mothers with age, we first ran a model (model 2) con-
trolled for age and other variables. We then used dimension reduction 
approaches and cluster analysis to see whether within and between 
individual correlations in these behavioural responses existed.

Model 2
We expected offspring to react differently to a threat depending on age, 
with younger individuals relying more on their mothers. Therefore, to 
control for the variation of age across individuals, we used Bayesian 
models with a Bernoulli error distribution. Each UTE constituted a data 
point, totalling 550 observations across 30 individuals of data between 
2016 and 2023 (ages 0–10 years), and the response variable was again 
a binary value of the occurrence of the behavioural reaction during an 
event. Individuals could show multiple reactions during the same UTE.

We ran a separate Bayesian GLMM for each of the nine behaviours 
(approaching the mother, looking towards the mother, whimpering, 
screaming, running away from the threat, climbing up a tree, attacking, 
approaching another individual or not reacting). For visual representa-
tion (Fig. 2), we ran a similar model with all the behavioural reactions 
into a matrix (model 2). We used the offspring age in months on the 
day of the event as a test predictor. The control variables are explained 
in Supplementary Text 1. The random intercepts for individuals were 
extracted, representing deviations from the population-level inter-
cept (average behavioural response), accounting for age and other 
fixed factors. This captured individual variability not explained by the 
fixed effects. Positive values meant that individuals showed the given 
behaviour more than expected for their age and other fixed effects, 
and less than expected for negative values.

Owing to older offspring (>6 years old) exhibiting fewer 
mother-dependent behaviours such as approaching and looking 
towards the mother and displaying more independent behaviours 
such as climbing up a tree and running away from threats (Fig. 2), we 
excluded them from subsequent analyses. Young individuals (<1.5 years 
old) were omitted from further analysis, similar to the practice of 
excluding very young human infants in the SSP owing to their consist-
ent proximity to their mother, which posed challenges in assessing 
variations in mother-directed behaviours. This resulted in 18 dyads 
(M = 3.7 years, range of 1.5–6 years, s.d. 2.4).

We investigated whether individuals exhibited consistent behav-
ioural patterns regardless of their age and the other control variables. 
We used dimension reduction techniques (UMAP and PCA) and a spec-
tral cluster analysis. We aimed to discern whether individuals aged 
between 1.5 and 6 years displayed distinct behavioural reactions across 
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309 UTEs and could be categorized into clusters. We applied these 
techniques to the deviation estimates extracted from model 2 on 18 
individuals (ages 1.5–6 years). More details about these methods are 
described in Supplementary Text 1.

Mother–offspring proximity during social exploration. 

Model 3
To investigate whether attachment type predicted mother–offspring 
proximity during social exploration, we analysed the average distance 
between mothers and their youngest offspring during social play 
(excluding the mother as a partner). Attachment type was determined 
using dimension reduction techniques and cluster analysis previously 
explained (test B1). We applied a Bayesian GLMM with a Gaussian error 
distribution for this analysis. Each date of data collection per individual 
constituted a data point, totalling 260 observations across 18 individu-
als (ages 1.5–6 years).

The mother–offspring distances were categorized and a value 
corresponding to the mean distance was attributed as follows: contact 
(value of 0), less than 1 m (value of 0.5), between 1 m and 5 m (value of 3),  
between 5 m and 10 m (value of 7.5) and more than 10 m (value of 15). 
The mean distance during social exploration per date per individual 
was calculated as the sum of every distance multiplied by the time spent 
at that distance divided by the total observation time of social explora-
tion of that date (sum(value.distance × (duration.distance/duration.
total.date))). We used attachment type in interaction with the age of 
the offspring in months as a test predictor, since we expected that the 
impact of attachment type on mother–offspring proximity during 
social exploration would differ across different stages of offspring 
development. Justifications for including the control variables are 
given in Supplementary Text 1.

Additionally, we modelled the percentage of time spent by the 
offspring exploring their environment in non-social (model 4) and 
social contexts (model 5) with the attachment type (model explana-
tion in Supplementary Text 1 and results in Supplementary Table 3).

Comfort after a threatening event. To disentangle secure and insecure- 
resistant attachments, we investigated whether offspring continued 
being distressed even after their mother had comforted them. We took 
all the UTEs and frightening events during play bouts that elicited off-
spring whimpering or screaming and plotted whether they continued 
or renewed vocal distress (whimpering or screaming) after the distance 
between mother and offspring was reduced between the moment of 
the threat and until 30 s after (Fig. 5). There were 78 observations across 
18 individuals (ages 1.5–6 years).

Additionally, we performed a survival analysis (model 6) to inves-
tigate the existence of insecure-resistant attachment by looking at the 
latency time between a threatening event and exploratory behaviour 
(Supplementary Text 1 and Supplementary Table 4). On the basis of the 
human literature, we hypothesized that insecure-resistant offspring 
would take longer to explore their environment after a threat compared 
with secure and insecure-avoidant offspring.

We ran all models in R 4.2.2 (ref. 70) using the function ‘brm’ from 
the package ‘brms’72. All continuous values were scaled to a mean of 
0 and a standard deviation of 1. We tested for collinearity issues by 
quantifying variance inflation factors for our predictor variables using 
the function ‘vif’ from the package ‘car’73. We ran 2,000 iterations 
(1,000 for ‘warm-up’) on 12 chains. We used weakly regularizing priors 
for the fixed effects (normal (0,1)) and the priors given by default by 
the function ‘get_prior’ of the package ‘brms’ for the random effects 
(that is, Student’s t (3, 0, 2.5) for the random intercepts and slopes). 
We then extracted the 95% and 89% CIs for each fixed effect from the 
posterior distribution of the model. Sampling diagnostics (R-hat of 1 
for all predictors) and trace plots confirmed chain convergence for 
all models. Effective sample sizes (all >3,800) confirmed no issues 

with autocorrelation of sampling for all models. All variance inflation 
factors were below 5 confirming non-collinearity between variables. 
All posterior predictive checks for each model were satisfactory (Sup-
plementary Figs. 5 and 6).

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature 
Portfolio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability
All data for the analyses supporting the findings of this study 
are available via GitHub at https://github.com/eleonorerolland/
Attachment_types_chimpanzees.

Code availability
All codes for the analyses supporting the findings of this study 
are available via GitHub at https://github.com/eleonorerolland/
Attachment_types_chimpanzees.

References
1.	 Ainsworth, M. D. S. Object relations, dependency, and 

attachment: a theoretical review of the infant-mother relationship. 
Child Dev. 40, 969–1025 (1969).

2.	 Bowlby, J. Attachment and Loss (Basic Books, 1969).
3.	 Bretherton, I. Attachment theory: retrospect and prospect. 

Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Dev. 50, 3–35 (1985).
4.	 Cassidy, J., Ehrlich, K. B. & Sherman, L. J. Child–parent attachment 

and response to threat: a move from the level of representation. 
In Attachment Pre-Conference of the Meetings of the Society 
for Research in Child Development (American Psychological 
Association, 2014).

5.	 Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E. & Wall, S. N. Patterns 
of Attachment: a Psychological Study of the Strange Situation 
(Psychology Press, 1978).

6.	 Madigan, S. et al. The first 20,000 strange situation procedures: a 
meta-analytic review. Psychol. Bull. 149, 99 (2023).

7.	 Chisholm, J. S. The evolutionary ecology of attachment 
organization. Hum. Nat. 7, 1–37 (1996).

8.	 Alves, J. L. Exploration in the Strange Situation: an Alternative 
Measure for Attachment Security (University College London, 1995).

9.	 Waters, E. The reliability and stability of individual differences in 
infant-mother attachment. Child Dev. 49, 483–494 (1978).

10.	 Kerns, K. A., Tomich, P. L. & Kim, P. Normative trends in children’s 
perceptions of availability and utilization of attachment figures in 
middle childhood. Soc. Dev. 15, 1–22 (2006).

11.	 Main, M. & Solomon, J. in Attachment in the Preschool Years: 
Theory, Research, and Intervention (eds Greenberg, M. T. et al.) 
121–160 (University of Chicago Press, 1990).

12.	 Duschinsky, R. & Solomon, J. Infant disorganized attachment: 
clarifying levels of analysis. Clin. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 22, 
524–538 (2017).

13.	 Reijman, S., Foster, S. & Duschinsky, R. The infant disorganised 
attachment classification: ‘patterning within the disturbance of 
coherence’. Soc. Sci. Med. 200, 52–58 (2018).

14.	 Jacobvitz, D. et al. in The Origins and Organization of Adaptation 
and Maladaptation (eds Cicchetti, D. & Roisman, G. I.) 283–322 
(Wiley, 2011).

15.	 Gazzillo, F., Dazzi, N., De Luca, E., Rodomonti, M. & Silberschatz, 
G. Attachment disorganization and severe psychopathology: 
A possible dialogue between attachment theory and 
control-mastery theory. Psychoanal. Psychol. 37, 173 (2020).

16.	 Hennighausen, K. & Lyons-Ruth, K. Disorganization of behavioral 
and attentional strategies toward primary attachment figures: 
From biologic to dialogic processes. In Attachment and Bonding: 
A New Synthesis (eds Carter, C. S. et al.) 269–301 (MIT, 2005).

http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav
https://github.com/eleonorerolland/Attachment_types_chimpanzees
https://github.com/eleonorerolland/Attachment_types_chimpanzees
https://github.com/eleonorerolland/Attachment_types_chimpanzees
https://github.com/eleonorerolland/Attachment_types_chimpanzees


Nature Human Behaviour

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02176-8

17.	 Lyons-Ruth, K. & Jacobvitz, D. Attachment disorganization: 
Genetic factors, parenting contexts, and developmental 
transformation from infancy to adulthood. In Handbook of 
Attachment: Theory, Research, and Clinical Applications 2nd edn 
(eds Cassidy, J. & Shaver, P. R.) 666–697 (Guilford Press, 2008).

18.	 Geary, D. C. & Flinn, M. V. Evolution of human parental behavior 
and the human family. Parenting 1, 5–61 (2001).

19.	 Gubernick, D. J. in Parental Care in Mammals (eds Gubernick, D. J. &  
Klopfer, P. H.) 243–305 (Plenum Press, 1981).

20.	 Botero, M., Langley, H. A. & Venta, A. The untenable omission 
of touch in maternal sensitivity and attachment research. Infant 
Child Dev. 29, e2159 (2019).

21.	 Kondo-Ikemura, K. & Waters, E. Maternal behavior and infant 
security in old world monkeys: conceptual issues and a 
methodological bridge between human and nonhuman primate 
research. Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Dev. 60, 97–110 (1995).

22.	 Andrews, M. W. & Rosenblum, L. A. Attachment in monkey infants 
raised in variable‐and low‐demand environments. Child Dev. 62, 
686–693 (1991).

23.	 Weaver, A. & de Waal, F. An index of relationship quality based on 
attachment theory. J. Comp. Psychol. 116, 93 (2002).

24.	 Warfield, J. J., Kondo‐Ikemura, K. & Waters, E. Measuring infant 
attachment security in rhesus macaques (Macaca mulatta): 
adaptation of the attachment Q‐set. Am. J. Primatol. 73, 109–118 
(2011).

25.	 Yano-Nashimoto, S. et al. Anxious about rejection, avoidant 
of neglect: Infant marmosets tune their attachment based on 
individual caregiver’s parenting style. Commun. Biol. 7, 212 
(2024).

26.	 Langergraber, K. E. et al. Generation times in wild chimpanzees 
and gorillas suggest earlier divergence times in great ape and 
human evolution. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 109, 15716–15721 
(2012).

27.	 Van de Rijt-Plooij, H. H. & Plooij, F. X. Growing independence, 
conflict, and learning in mother-infant relations in free-ranging 
chimpanzees. Behavior 101, 1–86 (1987).

28.	 Samuni, L. et al. Maternal effects on offspring growth indicate 
post-weaning juvenile dependence in chimpanzees (Pan 
troglodytes verus). Front. Zool. 17, 1 (2020).

29.	 Bründl, A. C. et al. Maternal effects on the development of 
 vocal communication in wild chimpanzees. iScience, 25, 105152 
(2022).

30.	 Reddy, R. B., Sandel, A. A. & Dahl, R. E. Puberty initiates a unique 
stage of social learning and development prior to adulthood: 
insights from studies of adolescence in wild chimpanzees. Dev. 
Cogn. Neurosci. 58, 101176 (2022).

31.	 Walker, K. K., Walker, C. S., Goodall, J. & Pusey, A. E. Maturation is 
prolonged and variable in female chimpanzees. J. Hum. Evol. 114, 
131–140 (2018).

32.	 Crockford, C., Samuni, L., Vigilant, L. & Wittig, R. M. Postweaning 
maternal care increases male chimpanzee reproductive success. 
Sci. Adv. 6, eaaz5746 (2020).

33.	 Van IJzendoorn, M. H., Bard, K. A., Bakermans‐Kranenburg, M. J. & 
Ivan, K. Enhancement of attachment and cognitive development 
of young nursery‐reared chimpanzees in responsive versus 
standard care. Dev. Psychobiol. 51, 173–185 (2009).

34.	 Clay, A. W. Attachment and early rearing: longitudinal effects in 
chimpanzees (Pan Troglodytes) PhD thesis, Georgia Tech. Univ. 
(2012).

35.	 Bard, K. Handbook of Parenting. Volume 2: Biology and Ecology of 
Parenting, 2nd edn (ed. Bornstein, M.) 99–140 (Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates, 2002).

36.	 Vondra, J. I., Shaw, D. S. & Kevenides, M. C. Predicting infant 
attachment classification from multiple, contemporaneous 
measures of maternal care. Infant Behav. Dev. 18, 415–425 (1995).

37.	 Raval, V. et al. Maternal attachment, maternal responsiveness and 
infant attachment. Infant Behav. Dev. 24, 281–304 (2001).

38.	 Tkaczynski, P. J. et al. Long-term repeatability in social behaviour 
suggests stable social phenotypes in wild chimpanzees. R. Soc. 
Open Sci. 7, 200454 (2020).

39.	 Murray, C. M. et al. Early social exposure in wild chimpanzees: 
mothers with sons are more gregarious than mothers  
with daughters. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 111, 18189–18194  
(2014).

40.	 Altmann, J. Baboon Mothers and Infants (Univ. Chicago Press, 
1980).

41.	 Fairbanks, L. A. & Hinde, K. in Building Babies: Primate 
Development in Proximate and Ultimate Perspective 281–302 
(Springer, 2013).

42.	 Bortolato, T., Mundry, R., Wittig, R. M., Girard‐Buttoz, C. & 
Crockford, C. Slow development of vocal sequences through 
ontogeny in wild chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes verus). Dev. Sci. 
26, e13350 (2023).

43.	 Bründl, A. C. et al. Systematic mapping of developmental 
milestones in wild chimpanzees. Dev. Sci. 24, e12988 (2021).

44.	 Lionetti, F., Pastore, M. & Barone, L. Attachment in institutionalized 
children: a review and meta-analysis. Child Abuse Negl. 42, 
135–145 (2015).

45.	 Reddy, R. B. & Sandel, A. A. Social relationships between 
chimpanzee sons and mothers endure but change during 
adolescence and adulthood. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 74, 150 
(2020).

46.	 Sabbi, K. H. et al. Sex differences in early experience and the 
development of aggression in wild chimpanzees. Proc. Natl Acad. 
Sci. USA 118, e2017144118 (2021).

47.	 Tkaczynski, P. Long-term repeatability in social behaviours 
suggests stable social phenotypes in wild chimpanzees. Figshare 
(2020); https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Long-term_
repeatability_in_social_behaviours_suggests_stable_social_
phenotypes_in_wild_chimpanzees/12001248/1?file=22048509

48.	 Lemoine, S. et al. Between-group competition impacts 
reproductive success in wild chimpanzees. Curr. Biol. 30, 312–318 
(2020).

49.	 Tomlinson, M., Cooper, P. & Murray, L. The mother–infant 
relationship and infant attachment in a South African peri‐urban 
settlement. Child Dev. 76, 1044–1054 (2005).

50.	 Fonagy, P. Psychodynamic psychotherapy. In Handbook of 
Psychotherapies with Children and Families (eds Russ, S. W. & 
Ollendick, T. H.) 87–106 (Springer, 1999).

51.	 Hannah, A. C. & Brotman, B. Procedures for improving maternal 
behavior in captive chimpanzees. Zoo Biol. 9, 233–240 (1990).

52.	 Bloomsmith, M. A. et al. Primiparous chimpanzee mothers: 
behavior and success in a short-term assessment of infant 
rearing. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 84, 235–250 (2003).

53.	 Van IJzendoorn, M. H. & Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J. Bridges 
across the intergenerational transmission of attachment gap. 
Curr. Opin. Psychol. 25, 31–36 (2019).

54.	 Rilling, J. K. & Young, L. J. The biology of mammalian parenting 
and its effect on offspring social development. Science 345, 
771–776 (2014).

55.	 Bloomsmith, M. A., Baker, K.C., Ross, S. R. & Lambeth, S. P. Early 
rearing conditions and captive chimpanzee behavior: some 
surprising findings. In Nursery Rearing of Nonhuman Primates 
in the 21st Century (eds Sackett, G. P. et al.) 289–312 (Springer, 
2006).

56.	 Yerkes, R. M. & Tomilin, M. I. Mother-infant relations in 
chimpanzees. Comp. Psychol. 20, 321–358 (1935).

57.	 Rogers, C. M. & Davenport, R. K. in The Chimpanzee. Immunology, 
Infections, Hormones, Anatomy, and Behavior of Chimpanzees Vol. 
3 (ed. Bourne, G.) 361–368 (Karger, 1970).

http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav
https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Long-term_repeatability_in_social_behaviours_suggests_stable_social_phenotypes_in_wild_chimpanzees/12001248/1?file=22048509
https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Long-term_repeatability_in_social_behaviours_suggests_stable_social_phenotypes_in_wild_chimpanzees/12001248/1?file=22048509
https://figshare.com/articles/dataset/Long-term_repeatability_in_social_behaviours_suggests_stable_social_phenotypes_in_wild_chimpanzees/12001248/1?file=22048509


Nature Human Behaviour

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02176-8

58.	 Mangelsdorf, S. C., McHale, J. L., Diener, M., Goldstein, L. H. &  
Lehn, L. Infant attachment: contributions of infant temperament 
and maternal characteristics. Infant Behav. Dev. 23, 175–196 (2000).

59.	 Groh, A. M. et al. Attachment and temperament in the early life 
course: a meta‐analytic review. Child Dev. 88, 770–795 (2017).

60.	 Benoit, D. Infant–parent attachment: definition, types, 
antecedents, measurement and outcome. Paediatr. Child Health 
9, 541–545 (2004).

61.	 Bernier, A. & Meins, E. A threshold approach to understanding 
the origins of attachment disorganization. Dev. Psychol. 44, 969 
(2008).

62.	 Gilardi, K. et al. Best Practice Guidelines for Great Ape Health 
(IUCN, 2015).

63.	 Wittig, R. M. Taï Cchimpanzees. In Encyclopedia of Animal 
Cognition and Behavior (eds Vonk, J. & Shackelford, T.) 1–7 
(Springer, 2018).

64.	 Altmann, J. Observational study of behavior: sampling methods. 
Behavior 49, 227–266 (1974).

65.	 Harvey, N. D. A Simple Guide to Inter-rater, Intra-rater and 
Test-retest Reliability for Animal Behaviour Studies (2021);  
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/8stpy

66.	 Goodall, J. Glossary of Chimpanzee Behaviors (Jane Goodall 
Institute, 1989).

67.	 Nishida, T., Kano, T., Goodall, J., McGrew, W. C. & Nakamura, M. 
Ethogram and ethnography of Mahale chimpanzees. Anthropol. 
Sci. 107, 141–188 (1999).

68.	 Ainsworth, M. D. S. & Bell, S. M. Attachment, exploration, and 
separation: Illustrated by the behavior of one-year-olds in a 
strange situation. Child Dev. 41, 49–67 (1970).

69.	 Wittig, R. & Boesch, C. The choice of post-conflict interactions in 
wild chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes). Behaviour 140, 1527–1559 
(2003). (a).

70.	 R: a language and environment for statistical computing.  
R Foundation for Statistical Computing, version 4.2.2 (2022).

71.	 Raybaut, P. Spyder-documentation. https://fellesfag.no/matte/
matte_u/spyder_documentation.pdf (2009).

72.	 Bürkner, P.-C. Advanced Bayesian multilevel modeling with the  
R package brms. R. J. 10, 395 (2018).

73.	 Fox, J. & Weisberg, S. An R Companion to Applied Regression 
(Sage Publications, 2011).

Acknowledgements
We thank the Ministère de l’Enseignement supérieur et de la 
Recherche scientifique and the Ministère des Eaux et Forêts in Côte 
d’Ivoire, and the Office Ivoirien des Parcs et Réserves for allowing 
the study. We are grateful to the Centre Suisse de Recherches 
Scientifiques en Côte d’Ivoire and the staff members of the TCP for 
their support. We are indebted to C. Boesch’s efforts in establishing 
and nurturing the Taï Chimpanzee Project and tremendously 
advancing western chimpanzee conservation. We are extremely 
grateful to K. Vermeulen and G. Centofanti, two valuable research 
assistants who helped with the data collection for 1 year, as well as 
T. Bortolato, L. Southern and M. Draper, who assisted P.J.T. with his 
contributions to this study. We thank the local field assistants for 
collecting long-term data. We thank L. Samuni for providing advice on 
chimpanzee behaviours and the improvement of the data collection. 

This study was funded by the Hominoid Brain Connectomics Project 
through the Max Planck Society (M.IF.NEPF8103 and M.IF.EVAN8103) 
and the European Research Council under the European Union’s 
Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme awarded to C.C. 
(grant agreement no. 679787). The funders had no role in study 
design, data collection and analysis, the decision to publish, or the 
preparation of the manuscript.

Author contributions
The authors confirm contribution to the paper as follows: study 
conceptualization: E.R., C.C. and R.M.W.; data curation: E.R., O.N.-L. 
and P.T.J.; formal analysis: E.R.; funding acquisition: C.C. and R.M.W.; 
methodology: E.R., C.G.-B., C.C. and R.M.W.; supervision: C.C. and 
R.M.W.; writing original draft preparation: E.R.; writing review and 
editing: E.R., O.N.-L., P.J.T., C.G.-B., H.R., C.C. and R.M.W. All authors 
reviewed the results and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Funding
Open access funding provided by Max Planck Society.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version 
 contains supplementary material available at  
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02176-8.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to 
Eléonore Rolland or Roman M. Wittig.

Peer review information Nature Human Behaviour thanks Anna Truzzi, 
and the other, anonymous, reviewer(s) for their contribution to the 
peer review of this work.

Reprints and permissions information is available at  
www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons 
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, 
as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate 
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended 
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted 
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright 
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2025

http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/8stpy
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/8stpy
https://fellesfag.no/matte/matte_u/spyder_documentation.pdf
https://fellesfag.no/matte/matte_u/spyder_documentation.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02176-8
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/







	Evidence of organized but not disorganized attachment in wild Western chimpanzee offspring (Pan troglodytes verus)

	Results

	Testing the existence of disorganized attachment

	Comfort seeking during distress
	Aggression between mother and offspring

	Existence of different organized attachment types

	Reactions of offspring during threatening events
	Mother–offspring proximity during social exploration
	Comfort after a threatening event


	Discussion

	Variations of behavioural reactions to threat across age

	No evidence of disorganized attachment

	Evidence of organized attachment

	Limitations


	Conclusions

	Methods

	Ethics statement

	Study site, subjects and data collection

	Threatening events

	Statistical analyses

	Testing the existence of disorganized attachment
	Existence of different organized attachment types

	Reporting summary


	Acknowledgements

	Fig. 1 Representation of the different types of attachment as defined in humans and our predictions to determine whether these exist in natural chimpanzee societies.
	Fig. 2 Offspring behavioural reactions to UTE.
	Fig. 3 Interindividual variation of offspring reactions during UTE (results of the UMAP, cluster analysis and PCA).
	Fig. 4 Mother–offspring proximity during social exploration with attachment type (model 3).
	Fig. 5 Assessing the validity of insecure-resistant attachment pattern: mother–offspring approaches following offspring vocal distress and subsequent response within 30 s.
	Table 1 Vocal distress predicting mother–offspring approaches during threatening events (Model 1).
	Table 2 Contribution of each behaviour of the offspring reaction during UTEs to the three first components of the PCA.
	Table 3 Attachment type predicting mother–offspring proximity during social exploration: the result of model 3.




