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~The task group report presenfed in the followiny pages is

’

one of a series prepared by eminent psychologists Qho havg\served

as consultants in

study to conduct a

pbtivation Domain.

.

advisory committee

J. 4cV. Hunt (Univ

>
versity of Califo

ilichigan), and Dr.

»

. L,

the U, S. foidé offthéat@on sponsored grant

itical Appraisal of the Personality-Emotions-

I

TQg study was planned with the a@vice of am
‘ncludiné Professors RaYmgﬁd ét‘Caftell.and,‘
sity o% Illiqgis), Donald W. MacKinnon (Uni;,
ia, Berkeley),-a§i§5n'T. qu@éﬁ (dnivergity of

: T
Robert H. +Beezer (USOE) and follows a topical

outline included gs-an appendix to the present report. In order

to achieve the gos

. for new research

1 of identifying important prcoblems and areas

nd methodological issues related to them, an
. . - .

approach was fiollpwed in whicﬁ leading invéstigétoré in Speéial-

ized areqé were ehlisted as'members of task groups and asked to

reflect on their kurrent knowledge: of ongoiwg résgarch and to

identify the reselarch needs in their respective -areas. The
. . - N .

general plan is tg

publish these reports as a collection with

»

inéegration'contributed bg'the‘editors.K_Iq is'hoped that these

reports will prove

!
administrators.

)

to be valuable to research scigﬁéists and

4 . »

%4

S. B, sells, Ph.D.
Respongible_;nvestigator

*




. . =~ FOREWORD
! N ‘

The task group report presented 1n the followlng pages is
N .‘5
one of a series prepared by emlnént psychologists who have served
.« as consultants - -in the U, S. Offlce of Educatlon sponsored grant |
. -

study to conduct a Critical Appra,sal of the Personallty-Emotions-
. i

lfotivation Domg}nﬂ The stbidy wa§ planned with the advice of an - 1
v 13 . A} -

advisory committee including Professors Raymond B, Cattell and

ﬁackinnon,(Uni—

J..4cV: Hunt (University of Illinois), Donal

» versity of California, Berkeley), Varren T. i h (University of A

v iiichigan), and Dr. Robert H. Beezer (USOE) and follows a topical
outline inclnded as an appendix to the present report. In order

/
.

to achieve the goaliof identifying important problems and areas
for new research ang methodolooical issues related to them, an \
approach was followed in whichﬂleéding'investigators in special-
ized areas were enlisded as menbers of task groupseana asked to

. ‘reflect .on their current knowledge of ongoing research and to .

/

identify the research needs in théir respective areas. The»

! general plan is to publish these reports as a collect;on with \\//
1ntegratlon contrlbuted by the ed1tors. It is hoped that these ( 4
. . g .

. 'reports will prove to be valuable to reseapch sc1entists and.

» . 0

administrétors. ' ‘ «

S. B. Sells,. Ph.D.
Responsihle Irnvestigator




~

\ CONTENTS

Introduction - ' L -

o

I. A Discbssion-of’ Needed Research
' Including Theoretical and !Methodo- '
logical Considerations in the Area
of Personality-Emotiohs-iMotivation’
with Emphasis on Forced Training, )
. Readiness, and the Sequential Organi- .
zation of Curricula

1. Infancy and Early Childhood: Research
Needs in the Study of. Socioemotlonal‘

Hilliam J. leyer

Vernon C.'Hall.

vichael Lewi§
¢ . «

X

lleyer

Develaopment
III.  The Status of Research of Social- ) Irving E. Siéél
Emotiongl D%;$10pmeht )
. ) L
Iv. . Ecology and, Development: Future ( William J.
Directions ‘. ’ . ¢
’ . AN
et . L '
Appendix:. Outllneqfor,PEM Study Adopted for .Planning Purposes
‘ J l
' /
o o ’
\ A
v’ -




4

[

. s -
~ R R . . . W N )

- . . . . W
: S o A -
. ' H . , ! et
PP -~
. .o 7 - N .
. { N . R
.

) oo et

1000 - PerSonallty—Emotlonal-Motlvatlonal Aspects ,‘5 . ©

&£¥Child Hbvelopment I . o
. x .
. ) 8 AN K ,
, ) Task Group Chalrman- A . .
) ) .o - ~William'J. Meyer S “
L o . Syracuse University 2 . )
N . 0‘ ) T e

4

The precedlng decade has w1tnessed an unprecedented out-

»

-

v pourlnb of work in the field of chiild development. ths work-‘

! .
was stimulated. by the‘fundlng of programs for preschool age
v 7 v
;*~——-*chlldren from lowet soc1oeconom1c c1rcumstances, popularly known
¢ N . .
as ProyEct Head Start. As-so oﬁten happens 1n eduCatlon, Head*

[
Start, and other similar programs, were launched w1thout a firm

-knowledge Rase with the consequence that, at best,'programs re~

4

flected a sState of general confusion on how best to proceed.

llany programs, especially those‘sponsored by %old guard":early
. ) . 13 ‘ ’ Y ‘. N ? ) t. ; o, ,
childhood educators, emphasized social and emotional development

but without specifying in suffic¢iently clear terms what they
. ' . T * \ ,
meant by these terms. Furthermore, advocates of this view. never

ﬁmade.clear how a child could maintain*an adequate‘"self‘concept"
D when confronted with academlc failyre nor did the§ spec1fy how

,‘learnlng mlght eventually occur.‘ The brash newcomers to the
field completeiy emphas1zed learnlng, that is, the1r single . <
;%ss1on was ké‘EESGide the target popnlatlon with the 'skills

* necessary for success in school. The sd‘lab and ermotional’ com~- . -
ponents of development, they argued, would accrue as a function
of skill acguisitfon.‘fBut this strategy employed_techniques

.that potentially, at léast, would exposg the child tohfailuré !
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at a much earl;qr period in his life than mlght haye ocdurred:'
. \ . . . v . N . .

. ) , .
kin the .erdinary course .of events. .
e 1 . * : . r

S 5

' The point of the.foregoi&g brief and somewhat overstated

X »

1ntroductlom 1s\that the programs developed for young chlldren

»

followed the tradltlonal textbook sectlons, the Separatlon oi\

'cognltlve and affectlve aspects of behavior. Although such \

.

'separatlon 1s nedessary for book wr1ters, 1t hardly makes sense .

3

in deallng with -children.’

-

-

~

The four sc1ent1sts contrlbgtlng to .

.-this report clearly regognlzed this problem.

Desplte the emoha-

sis on personal1ty-emotlonar-mot1Vat10nal vaflables, each author '
AN ' ra

N found it necessary'to 1ntegrate these rdbrlcs with cognltlve L

varlables.
) warn, albe1t 1mp11c1tly, that it would/be folly to pursue a
L N ‘
research program focus51ng only .on PEM - perhaps this is the T g

I find thls integration . pleaslng because they each

4
‘single most important contributlon of this series of. papers. .

3
It w1ll not be surprlslng to flnd that each author finds a

need for theoretlcal models that 1ntegrate cognitlve ang- affec- . .

tive aspects of development apd-for/the develppment of measures
* \." ' T o o .

consistent with these modelsu They a&lso believe. that longitud;-

nal studles are requlred to answer*the complex developmental oo .o
/

‘questlons each deflnes as 1mportant.~ And\ flnally, they all
e

Y
-

' Vd

‘view the univariate- design -as 1nadequate to the task The prob- :

/ lems posed 1n thls report are, genulnely impprtant and- complex. - .

/~ They w1lL-not be resolved by.maklng believe they do not exist

AT} -

and their solutions will be.expensive. .

s . ~ . . N
' . Lo, .
[ . » e
' " .
.
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'Iw - A Discussion of Needed-Research Including
Theoretlcal ang Methodbloglcal Considerations .
" ih the Area of #ersonallty-Emotlons-Hotlvatlon ¢
with Empha51s on Forced Tralnlng, Readiness, and
the Sequentlal Organlzatlon of Curricula “ o

.
3 []

_ Vernon C Hall .
. N * ’Syracuse Unlver51ty v

» ]

5 .
N : . 1 4

It is fnteresting to note that recently.there has been a '

)
‘

- 1

noticé%b}e.qhange'in the interests of developmental—educetionel.

interventionists from major emphasis on intellectual aﬁilitieé
#

< £6 more general types of behav1ors categorlzed in thls paper

unter the label of personallty-emotlons-motlvat;on. This change

*”

"lS evident not only in recent 1ssues of developmental\joﬁtnalg

'but also in the prlorltles de?lned by the»Offlces of Educatlon :

and Chlld Development (e. g., see Priorltles from OCD for Offlce

of ﬂevelopmental Research and Demonstratlons in Soc1al Ecdlogy

Y -

‘Problems FY 1973) : ‘ : oo

-

. {
This change has occurred as g ‘result of at least two reali-

4

zations on ‘the part of 1nterventlonlsts: Flrst thefe has been

a’ gradual reco%rltlon that the predlcted permanent changes in

intellectual abilities (e g., Hunt, 1961) resultxng fnpm early

-

intervention were not forthcomlng for the culturally degrlved% .

r

child. * In spite of the mass$ive amourft of time/and effort.spent'

* L3

on many imaginative‘and'unique early learning projeéts,‘éhe‘

evidence for long term intellectual gain is infrequent and not’
. . - B ~

particularlytimpreséive. thile for some this has_meanﬁ a re-~

doubling of efforts and adding an even bigger dose of interven-

A

tion (e.g., suggesting that if the entire home environment is
B « A . -

“
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K, changed then permanent changes will occur) others have recog- !

Inized'that we do not have.the ability to speed_up intellectual

-~

development and, in fact, there may be some unfortunate side
. ) \

e

L4

effects in importagk areas outside of intedllectual development.

This may be particularly tr:i/jor those who experience education-
al intervention without sucéess or relatively shoyt-lived unim- |
oortant gains. ‘Although the eyidence for harmful side effects.

is rather spaxse they have‘been hypothesized by maturational /

developnental psychologists for some time. Second, osychologists
. - have begun to acoept'the idea that even'if intervention' was '
successful and everyone could‘acquire an I.Q. of l25, we would

»

. . P . . > -,
sﬁill have not solved the problems that intervention was designed

1

"to solve and may pave even created others. The, world ha7 had

enough hostile geniuses. For many of the problem areas in our

L4

soc1ety which need solutions (e.g., haw to successfully socializet
children»so that thby will, get along with other children and
later with other adults or adjust to the rapidly changing "societal

conditions) more .than academic intelligence is required

- ’ f > . |

Two spe01f1c and ‘complementary areas which need research |

with regard to forced training, readiness, and the sequential

~
.%rganization of the curriculum can be identified from the above

discussion. The first; involves the eﬁfects of all types of
academic edycational 1ntervention (both structured and unstruc—
.tured) on nonacademic areas of behavior. The focus here is on - »

H

. ' both\the child who shows rapid gains and the child who does not.

Comparisons should also be made among children who have ' o

“ N - ’ . %

. ‘ . Ve
- . -
( . '
.
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experlenced different kinds of intervention that reflect differ-
e =
ent phrlosophlcal positlons. In addition, further attempts should

P

e ¥ LY

_ be.made (several have already been unsuccessful) to determine the

\- nature of quantifiable child-character;stic,by intervention-type

rpteractions. The second area involves identifying the kinds of

‘ .personality=5motiongimotiYation behaviore (or traits, erend}pg
‘on tﬁefreeearc £fis preference) which'can and/or shod&d be taught.

, Jhihat is, is it ossibi%?%o identify and teach desirable, rela-
‘tively permanen behavioral disposjitiens? It-rs clear that this
ig{a very sensitjive area which, neelis to be approached with er"
treme care. While most Amerlcaﬁs would,d’ree that it is aééI::

:  abjle tdkbe smart and little outgry” “was heard agaiggt/ge;eral

money being spent to make children smar;ef}/thfgsame kind of
' - *

-~

acceptance might not occur if the goal was to teach everyone to

»

have high achiévement motivatio Neverthe}ess I believeé that

the more information we have about the antecedents to relatively

permanent behavior dispositions the better we will be agle to
make 1nte111gent decisions about school environments. Even

though such information could be used 1n darngerous ways, I
——
believe that knowledge is always preferable to ignorance. ..

Recently it was reported in the llew York Times (September 16, ' |
' 1972) that an organization called Neurotics Anonymous listed & ~

charicter traits which they believed create illnees and health.
Even though it represed@é a naive and rather inappropriate &p-~
. .9 * )
. proach to the problem (i.e., assuming that character traits . !

create or are antecedents ‘to mental illness or health) it does

.




Hall 4
' suggest that character traits can be categorized into desirable

and undesirable categories. R A

The plan for the remainder of the present paper is to first

become more specific about questions which need ansvwering in the -

above areas and then to discuss the theoretical dnd methodologi-
! o~

a

cal problems involved, in such inveétigations.

Effects of the Educational Intervention Ubon '
N . the Personallty-Emotlons-Motlvatlo omain

/It is interesting to note that several of the efforts .
directgd toward eva;uating inté}vention programs during the six-
ties did iﬁclude some measures other than those obtained on
1ntelligence tests. However, fewer experimental-coﬁtrol différ-
ences were found on these measures than were found on those
- measuring "intelligence." Klaus and Gray '(1968) compared their‘

experimental and control groups on measures of conceptual.teppo,
N : <

self concept, reputation amoné peers, delay of gratificatién and

4

achieveﬁ%?t mot; ation. , The only 91gnif1cant d1fference found
\

-"'

L e A

was on the conceptuaI tempo measure wherxe the exper1mental groups !

were Significantly more feflective than the control groups.,.
o

stinghouz9,(i969) evaluation of Head Start included

‘ the Children's Self Coneé;t Index (Csc1), the Children's Attl-

tudinal Range Indicator (CARI) and the Classroom Behavior Inven- v

ory- (CBI) There were no significant differénces'between

experlmental and control groups on any of these affective mea-

_‘gures when scores of all subjects in the full year programs were
;’ . »

used. Sevgrai comparisons were then made using experimental and
7 . .

L4 I
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control groups from different geographic regions. The experi-
" 1]

mental subjects scored sionificantly better on two comparisons

.. . .o
while the control subjects scored significentiy better on two
\ ¢

. .
' This failure to find differences may be due, at least in .

others;

part to the same reason that there were so few successful demon-
strations of 1ntellectual galns resultlng from intervention;
! ~
weaknesses in the evaluatlon process. There was a consistent
R 1

failure to use eyaluatlon 1nstruments that were designed to 4

~ measure the specifit effects which the intervention was expected

> ‘. .o~
to produce. Instead standardized measures of general intelligence

were used to evaluate all types. of intervention eveh.though some

inter&ention programs were designed to effect gains in other

areas. For,ﬁngt/4ée yelkart reports . a study’ 1n Whlch three \
groups of chlldren d had experlenced dlfferent types of intef‘

vention .fcurricula patterned afterﬁPlageti“Bere1ter-En§elman

~and a verbal bohbarQMeht program created at Ypsilanti) were com~

.. : e G ‘ §
pared. As an evaluation ,instrument all groups were given the

A

Stanford-Binet. Because Of ho'difference'aﬁong these groups’ on

this instrument, he concluded: -t .
. "The arguments abdut the relative effectiveness of various

approaches to preschool edication are irrelevant” (Weikart,

€

1968 p. 14).
I would doubt that Piagetians would be 1mpressed or belleve

that it was partlcula:iy meaningful that SUbJ%\tS experxencxng

the kinds of 1nterven ion they recommend obtain large gains on
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L S :
.., . the Stahford-Binet (e g., see Kohlberg,”1968). There are, how-

ever, a number of important changes which should take“place and
could be identified if the correct behaviors werg measured. In
other words, there needs to be d carefully articulated conceptual'
link between,the philosophical underpinnings of the intervention
and the evaluation instruments used. To date I know of no sets
of carefully articulated goals for 1ntervention programs which
- include detailed accounts of the person!tyfemotions-motivation
‘domain. From detailed accounts of this kind predictions 'should

\
mot be difficult to derive for carefully planned intervention

Y N
-

A programs, With regard to specific programs now being used I
am certain there are many hypotheses which need to be tested.
For exatple, (1) are the graduates of a Montessori school more
self reliant in new situations? (2) Do ohildren'who experience
the open classroom get along'better with their classmates than
chiloren experiencing other interventions? "
With regard to the few hypotheses which have already been
spelled out most have yet to be empirically tested or have not
met with success. For instance, it is often hypothesized that
an increased number (or higher percentage) of success experiences
in school will lead to a higher, ‘more healthy self concept. There :
haye been few studies, howeyer,’which have systematically varied
success experiences with a subsequent improvement in the child's
self conceot. One’ might argue that there may be serious limita-
tions on the arﬁas 1n which this success should be met if the

' measures of self concept ar%Ito change positively. For instance,

%, o l - *
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if these success experiences lead to an inaccurate selfxconcept
in a spec\fic area or are inconsistent with experiences ‘eTse- .
. where, (i. e, outgside of school) the child may reject the school s
input or undergo unfortunate experiences when he learns that his
perception of his abilities are inaccurate. There are two kinds
of information that a child can have about himself, (1) how well )
he can perform in a particular ared and (2) how well his per~
formance in that area ranks with the performance of the rest of
the children in his world. The* child with a healthy’adaptive

self concept may need to know and accept both. If the child is

given inaccurate information negative consequences/could very
‘well occur.

+ Another oeneral belbef is that pushing or teaching.a chilo )
before he is ready will result in negative side'effects'in the
personality-eqotione-motivation domain, such as anxiety, dislike
for school, low ‘self concept, etc. The evicence for this kind
of effect is rather spé;;e and needs careful empirical validation:
This would include a careful specification of the conditions under
which such reactions would be expected to occur. |

Along similar lines of reasoning, nearly all intervention
projects seem to assume that‘ their procedures will be of equal
benefit for all participants. I—know of no int?rvention project i
which has attempted to observe or predict an interaction between
student characteristics and type ogkin?ervention. I suspect that
many important individual differences anong children which coula

4

be of value to the teacher have yet to be identified. Preliminary




[

.contlngency classrooms? (ktklnsen, 1965, has done some work

. some children than for others? (4) do 'children with certain

¢ s
. . - Y
¢ . ~ /

e
» [

r\

Hall |
. \ ‘ \ . .

‘ A

klnds of hypotheses along these lines’ would ask (1) do impulsive

‘ v [ -

chlldren become even more impulsive in ‘an open classroom environ-

ment? (2) do chlldren w1th high achievement mot1vatlon dislike

\ '

b4
along these lines with heterogeneous and homogeneous grouping)

(3) when children are given choices among.classrooms varying in
> A .
degree of structure, what kinds of children choose which kind

of classroom? Does this self selection seem more adaptive for

. . y
identifiable experiential antecedents (e.g., pushing parents)

fare hetter dhotionally and/or intellectually than ather children

in a stfuctqfed environment? (5) are lower-class children happier -

' and mor®@motivated in particular types of intervention environ-

. \J

ments t middle~class children? ° . . _ - .

. Anpther area which has'been_neg&ected is concefned with the
personality of, the teacher. While some efforts_age\made to
randomly select student's for intervent}on: only those teachers
hho a;e willing to use the intervention pfescrihia are used.
Sincée interventions are seldoﬁ'ﬁopitored to;determine whpt actu-
ally occurs in the classroom (and even if they were, there would
still be ample room for the teacherbto improvise) it is a\good
guess that the teacher uses many non-specified behaviors. It
seems that a perfectly plausible area of investigation would ehe
to determine whether teachers who teach in particular pnograms

also share behavior patterns or personality dispositions. In

. €

1
l
\
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4

aédition, it would be important to study the interaction between
v

|
teacher chatacteristics and student change. ) i 1
\ 1

A final need is'to determine what kinds of problems occur 4

‘ if early educational intervention is successful but primary

[

sciigol remains unchanged. , In some mid&ie-class areas the grade

~—

< school teachers suggest that it may be better if children are
notJéent to preschools because then they are bored in kindergar-

tenl, With the rapld increase in day care centers and acceptance

’

g 9f working mothers, it becomes extremely important that effects
in the affective domain be‘stpdied in terms of the transition
from the preschooi or-day care center to grade school. 'If there

are differences among children coming from different preschool -

L)

programs then it is important that’aubllc schools become aware

of these differences-.and adjust accordlngly.
. Possibilities of Extending the currfculum to
® Include Befiaviors Other Than Acadenic Frogreegs
t N C I\
As mentioged‘gerlie},'it is.easy to sell people on the idea ,
that'being smarter is good without even mentioning possible side

effects which could occur in the personelity-emotions-motivation

b1

-domain. It is not éasy to convince people that personality-
' ¢ . S
emotions-motivation attributes can and should be trained. 1In °

fact, the present writer must admit some concern would occur
. on his part\if the school system proposed that his child would
experience a'currioulum designed to teagch "positive emotionsL

.;5‘.

and would request careful explicit statehents about what that "

“ s ./ -
meanteand what procedures would be uysed before letting the,school

L] M "

proceed. On the other hand, the increased violence'in the -

.
)

. -
R
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schobls, the failure bf young people éq reject drugs, and the

threat of an inéreasi g population requiring peopie to success:

fully live close togegher leads the writer to believe that we

may need to invegtiga the possibility of}includiné the train-

ing/of posiéivg“peréon lity¢emotions-motivation ‘behaviors ;P .

the curriculum. *
Some peoplé might\well suggest that this has always been

done in the early yéar%. For inétanée, the kindergarten has

been partially justifiek on the basis of Feaching social com~

petence. Unfortunately however,‘}here has,begn relativeiy little

effort to be more. expli¢it about how this trainin§ is dane, or
*\‘\ 4 2

“how it is ‘evaluated, (i.e., free play with other children is

\ *
thé training and everyone succeeds). What is being suggested
¢« . . ' ' ~
here is that one can and should be more explicit about attempt-

ing tﬁ/Aefine whdt kinds of personality tra;t; (e:g.,,sense“of
humorf‘agé‘desirabl and what ﬁinds of ‘experiences can enhance
their probability ;j occurrence. This‘also includes defining ’
negative tré?té (e.g.,‘hoatility or anxiét;) and determining { 1~

what kinds bf experiences inhibit their appearance. It may also

include teaching children when to exhibit appropriate motivations

€

and/oi emotions~ One Y@rticular pPlace where this 'kind ‘of re- //

“search would be appropriate would be in integrated situations

/

more whea\gtxenaiug classrooms with middle-class white chi%dren
(e.g., st John, 1970). "Yet there is also evidence that violence

in the schools coccurs in this sftuation (Syracuse Uﬂ}vetsitx

)
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Research Qorporation;,1970). Again, information about inter-
actions between student charactefistics and teacher character-
' istics as well as the methods used i8 a long tetm goal.

Theoretical and Methodologlcal Problems e .

If one accepts the premise that theory directs research,
then one of the‘}easone that educational jntexyeners have nqt .
been as specific as they might be about eipepted effecte of
Ineervention upon the personality-emotions-motivation domain has
been the relative ngglect these areas’ have experienced in current
educational and devélopmental theories. None of the propohents T o
.of major intervention programs }Montessorl, open, classroom,

‘ contingency management, Berelter-Engleman) spend ﬁhch time dis-
cussxné the impllcations of their programs for personality devel-
opment. Books necommendlng seqﬁentlal organxhatlon of mater1a1
(e.g., Gagne, 1970) or utilization of behaviog modlfication
(e.g., Sulzer & Moyer, 1972) tend to‘lgnore,personality traits
or individualldifferences,of any Eind/ poesibly becahse they

< are interested in general laws ané assume that pereonality is
just another label for leerned,behavibrs outside of the academic
domain. This latter position is taken by Skinner (e.g., Skinner,
1968) who does discuss how to teac24§ehaviqrs which geane cate~

M gorized and given personality type labels (e.g.: creativity) .
This assumption that all personality traits are learned is _
controversial and still an empirical question. In additlon, the

. 4

current major developmental theories have been more concerned

with domains of 1ntelllgencejyﬁa perception (¢.q., Piaget Werner)
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than personality. These theories would be rather pqssimistic
about the success of any oducational interVention which included .
forced training and ignored a maturation—readiness position but ’
as mentioned earlier are not specific about hypothesxzed negative S
) consequences in the personality-emotions-motivation domain. These |
thed&ies would also aéree Qith educational programs which rely . '
‘on the child for intrinsic motivation rather than using extrinsic
‘reinforcers but again are not spec1fic as to expected personality
or motivation problems from those programs which use extrinsic \
) reinforcers.
Psychoanalytic theory would probably.proyidefSOne basis éor—
theorizing on the negative effects of intervention projects .
(e.g., anxiety or aqgression) but, in general, the theory em= ",

phasizes effects of the home and interaction with parents. In ' )
i
addition, psychoanalytic theory has been losing its influence
. (e.g., no chapter on Freudian theory is iﬂcluded in the latest

edition of Carmichael‘s Manual of Child Psychology, 1970) which

I
many claim is due to the failure of efforts to produce empirigal

~ |
V] . . ‘

. B o 1
One of the most influencial theoretical frameworks, in both" '

)

developmental psychology and intervention reseath has been that |

support.

of S-R learning. Of course this is hot one theory but instead |
consxsts of a number of theories that have growm out of the
associationist-empirical-gradition. ThiB traditior has probably
sexved to retard theoriziné in the personality-emotions-notivation

domain because as mentioned earlier it l¢oks on behawiors »

Y o
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catégorized undet such labels as also being learned and follow-
ing the same rulés of acquisition as other behaviors. ThHis

"4

‘tradltlon has also been very 1nf1uentia1 in the area of research }

methodology The disdain which these psycholagists have for ..

correlational. data and loosely controlled research has led to

.

extreme caution on the part of other American psychologists. On

‘ﬁ”good 1nfluence on psyqpology However, it may have led to too
much cautlon in the area of‘personality. In ah excellent artxcle;
Carlson {1971) by summariziné research done in two major person= '

.

ality journals (Journal of Peréonalitx and Journal of Perspnality

the whole, the present writer belleves thls has been an extremely .
|
\

and Social Peychology)‘points out that not only has thre been
relatively—-litfle empirical work done in the area of personality ' %
development'(only 2 studies were reported in these journals during

1968 which included prescheol children) but also that 78 percent

\

e

. . . T
‘of the studies were experimental in nature and the same percent-

N
age inoluded only a singrs session withﬂthe subjeot. Although
the present author has already pointed out thag the number of
personality’ studies using young children has increased,-there is
still a'strong tendency:to stay with using a single experimentai

- . ,
session. . v ‘
., :

Psychologists representing other tneoretical frameworks which .
are relevant to the present discussion (e.g., self or need theo-
rists) could probably make valuable contributions in constructing

and evaluating intervention efforts. This is'particularly true '

for the specification and study of treatment by subject
I N
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interactions. ‘The self theorists who have de eloped many of
psychology s‘more positive constructs such as. self actualization
mi ght well,spend more time con91der1ng ‘appropriate antecedents
to healthy_personality development. Although the self concept .,
is often discussed by interveners; self theorists in both theory -
construction and empirical work have tended to use older subjects.
In summary, there is a need for more theoretical conceptual-
ization in the area of personality-emotibns-motivation particu-
v . larly with regard to educational intervention eﬁfects. Thepry

a ..
is needed to gyide the specification of important indiVidual

-

t sJ “

difference variables,xthe construction of evaluation instruments,

the planning of programg and the analysxs of possible treatment

FERY

-

effects.,

An important problem which may result from a lack of theo-

tetical conceptualization As the.pauc1ty gf instruments for
measuring personality traits in children. One reason~that inter-
Ventionists often give for not studying personality variables is
that there are no instruments that may be used for that purp08e.
An important part of instrument validation directly 1nvolves the

N

underlying theoretical framework employed by the test'constructo;.

s is"a definite need to collect larger samples of individual

\
|
\
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Methodological problems are somewhat more clearcut. There ,
children s behav10r. With the advent of wireless transmitters J

and video tape recorders the possibilitiea are almost limitless.

There is the danger, hoyever, ofacollecting vast amounts of data

with no idea of how to analyze it. The problem then is to -

' , 8

" PR §
EMC ‘ L1 '.,I“
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determine what behaviors snould be analyzed, again a reflection

of theory. 1In addition, there is the.problem of protecting the

child s and parent's privacy. Although it is possible to‘remove'

names from test ﬂapers it is quite another thing to remove faces

or voices from recording equipment. o

v

When our primary interest i5 in capacity or amount of ‘infor-

- mation, it is possible to.acquire the date with test materials

n

.inside the classroom (even this inydlves several important assump-

) * }
N |

|

|

tions sqch as the child is gq&ivated).. When the interest shifts

;% , to the personalitywemotions-motivation domain it may be desirable

»

‘that an effort be made to gather behavioral data outside of the

classroom.* When effective personality tests are developed they

T " need behavioral validation since the inference.is generally made

' " that behaviors "in the real world" can be predicted. This of
' : . ’ \
course leads to all kinds of difficulties but is necessary for

.answering questions about the behavioral generality of hypothe- |
(J . . L , i

. sized personality traits. ’ . oo
\

|

’

Not only do we need larger samples of behavior in many
1 - . .

situations, we also need data gathered over longer periods of
¢

time. The longitudinal approach must be re-emphasized and the |

numbex of such studies increesed. Clearly if we are ooncerned

- with relatively permanent changes inloergonality dispositions,
observation‘oVer long periods of time is necessary.r In her

' article, Carlson is able to answer t;oical objectiéns to longi- Co

tudinal studies and arque convincingly for an’ increase in their }

number. * |

.
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The utilizatiqp of t?e experimental paradigm in personality

. researc¢h partiéularly where negative effects are‘suspecFed is
another prq?lcm., While it is all right to identify pe;sonality
correlatesdof qducé}ional intervention, %t is andther’thing to
man?pulate the suspected antecedents so that mQre confident '
statements can be made about causation if tmese correlates are
negative., In some cases it must simbly be recognized that the
kaorrelationgl data is.the best we/aré gqing to be able to collect..
fIndthesé cases there are some analyéis teéhniques (evg., cross~-
lagged correlation) which can be used to improve our confidence
about:causitive inferences.

The acquisition of appropéiate controls is another difficult
prbblqm. As mentioned éarlier, it would be difficult to point
to any.intervention study "in wgich both the subjects and teachers
were randomly drawn from a larger sample of sgpool_populations.A
to compose the experimental and control groups. Aft?; the con~-
tfol.group is selected, it is difficult to make certain that the
parenfs of these chilaren do not seek treatment identical to that
of the experimental cﬁildren (this effect has been labeleé
"horizontal diffusion" by Klaus and Gray). There are several
other problems which occur whenevef extended intervention is
employed, including di fferent types ofgsubéect httriéion, paren-
tal permission, and monitoring the treatment. In %eneral, the
more relevant information gathefed the greater the confidence one

can have in inferepces made.

v

.J‘)
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One of the greatest difficulties faced by exéerimente;s who

1

’have gathered large amounts of data is how to proceed with the
analysis. These' difficulties are increased when mqltiple mea-

»

sures on the same individual are taken over time or when there /.
are multiple independent and dependent variables. This problem
has been alleviated to some extent by the_ihcreased popularity
of multlvariate’analy51s technlques. While the conceﬁtualiéa-
tions and computational formulas have been avalilable since the .
;) ' thirties, it was not until advent’of the computer that it became
.feasible for them to.be used effectively. This may mean that
some experlmenters will need’ furth\r training so that they can
learn when and how to use these techniques. Several summaries
of how these techniques can be used in dvyelopmeﬁtll research
have already appeared (e.g., McCall, 1970; Nesselroade, 1970)

and excellent text books are available ke.g., Tatsuoka, 1971).

o

Y .
4 ‘ /
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II. Infancy and Eariy Childhood:- Research Needs in
"’}he Study of %pcioemotional Development

Michael Lewis
Educational Testing Service

Any discdssio; of an aspect of infants and youné childreP's
behavior is immediately confounded by the problem that aspécts
or domains of human behavior are interwoven. Any.attempt to
‘unravel them may p;oduce invatid results. It is similar to try-
ing to understand the auditory system by\studyipg single cell
behavior. We strongiy believe that this reductionist approach
may be a serious handiéap to underséanding behavior. It is

¥

important that .we attempt to derive new models of bghavior so
that the reductionist argument deeé not prevail, '

It is impossible to divorce the elements from one andther.
The taxonomies used by psycho}ogists,'wh le useful, may in fact

hide the real relationship betw these two aspects of human

behavior.' Perhaps this. can/be seen most clearly in Ehe work

of Charlesworth and his work on surprise (1969). In'Zhese
studies Chquesworth{ working with infants }n the first year,
wasg gble to show that when one violated an egpqctation bf_the'
8 case a toy disappeafed by way of a trap door
from the child's view, the child's response 'was one of surprise

child, in thi

and often laughter. In this example I think we tan see most
forcefully the inability to separdte out a cognitive or an
emotional component; that is, thé emotional coﬁponent of sur-

prise and laughter was itself cognitive. Recently we have been

Y
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exploring the mother-infant interaction believing that this

intéraction would be related to the child's subsequent cogni-
tion development: In one of the stuéies thgt is presently going
on we observe the infant and the mother in the home for long
periods of time using a checklist procedure (see Lewis, 1971).

We were interested ;n obéerving the matrix of behavioys made up
of a set of infant and Aaternal behaviors and have been interested
in the question of wha does what to whom and when. 1In the past |
we have viewed the mother-iﬂfant interaction as creating a
m&tivational set in the infant“having to do with the infant's
feeling(of competence, and thought that this could be related to
some intelleétual measures of development, such as a sensory
motor task, Bayley, or at later ages. the Peabody language tgsk.
To dur surprise we diqcovered that the mother=infant relatioqship
does not only involve the building of motivational construct Hut
involves co%nit;on as well. This can best be exemplified by an
example. .We found that when the mothey responds c0ntingently

and with short datencies to her infant's behavior -- acry ==

the infant builds an expectation that its behavior has conse-

quence. Thué, the mother not only responds to her child building

trust, attachment, etc., but she helps create expectancies in

her infant: surely a cognitive activity. ~ '%
In short yhile wq.refer to socioemotional or pergonality, i

emotion, motivation (PEM) we must not férget that cognition (and !

cognitive processes) must always be included.

P

92V
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Measures of Socioemotional Development

- o

In order to obsgrve Qpat has hisgprically been\considered
.socioemotional develgpment, it is necessary from thé outset to
state that socioemotional development,-like cognition, is one of
' those terms which serves a useful purpose in convé&i'g a general
domain ﬁut whith needs to be specified. In fact, there would“
probably not be total agfeement as to what aspects of an infant's
behavior woulg be sociocemotional as opposed to some other aspect
(the preceding discussion tried to make this point by discussing
the difficulty of talking about socioemotional independent of
cognition). In any évent, we shall specify several dimensions
of bghavior Qh;ch we feel are relevant to gocioemotidhal develop-
men? and then explore some of the problem are;s. Moreover one
might wish to include such variables as cooperation, sparing,
Relp-giving to others, both peers and adulig. This is Ceriainly
not inclusive of all possible bptegories of socioemotional

> ' oo

develépment.

' In the discussion to follow we shall first deal with these

selébtive types discussing some general research findings and
. problemss T

In order to clarify the research done in these areas to
date it is necessary to present .each of these categories of
'gocioemotional development separately. However, I think it
impqrtant to keep in mind at this point that little or no infor-

mation is availahle on the relationship of these measures to

one another. Thus, it may well be that these are not independent

*

A
f—_—
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kinds of behavioral atkributes, but rather constitute some

P

kind of clustering.* This is no small matter and ¢learly béars )
6n the vhole coneeptual basic of this domain. This problem ‘
must be dealt with but it awaits measures éﬁd p}ocedures for

| 4 génerating data on specifié topics before we will be capable
of fxnding the interrelatlonships among topics.

Curiosity
‘Cutiosity has been studied under the broad heading of |,
curiosity, explorétory behavior, and play. The work of C, Hutt
(1970) , Berlyne (1966)' and peﬁié (1969) are just a few examples
of éhe researéh done with infants. -It is one of the more cog-
nitively related socioemotional variables that has been studied
- ‘either by the obse;'vation cl>f attention distribution i.h terms of
. exploring novel situatlons such as some of ‘Berlyne's research,
’ or play behivior in Goldberg & LeW1s (1969) and Hutt's (1969)
work or in altention dLstributlon as in Lewis' (19&9) work. The
~ \,literature on infant attention is quite vast and rather difficult
to summarize and if we were to include it in our discussion of
curiosity, we would have to staée that there are a considerable
. numbexs of studies (ség Kessen, Haith, Salapatek, 1970). Usually
not talked of in terms of curiosity are the Object Permanence

Scales developed by Hunﬁ%; Uzgiris and Corman & Escalona. These
. -

scalés, developed out of the Piagetian notion of sensory motor

intelligence\ offer the child a series of tasks in which the

o“'

young infarnt gust find objects which are hidden from the child's

4 view. While the child's performance on these tasks has normally

-

\
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been considered to be cognitive in sensory motor intelligéhce,

one might argue that the child's search behavior for tle missing

. object involves'cur;osity motiva;ionf(here again we see the igtér-

. . ,
action and conflict between cognitive and emotional variablls).}
. ‘ > |

While curiosity has been extensively studied, it has uéual¥y

been investigated from the stimulus point of view, that is, wha£
- s

are the stimulus dimensions which elicit curiosity? ' Most of |
. - v . \ 4
the research effort has been committed to stimulus dimensions

such as size, contour, volume, number intensity, etc. The re- ‘

sults, while certainly dependent upon the particular éxperimgntgl

situatidn, seem to indicate that even from birth the infant is
an igformation seeker. However, this does not directly bear on

* 1

the issue of curiosity since the effects described may be a
consequence of the “power" of the stimulus to attract ézi/grgan-‘
ism\g;%her tign the orgaﬁism's interest. Thus in the study of |

* RN
this topic it would appear essential that we investigate organism

stimulus dimensions. MNovelty and familiarity are two such dimen~

\
'gions in that they must be défined byl the interaction and past '
experiences of the infant and its world. Reiatively little’ work
using this apprbééh has béep undertakén although‘mbst recently
this has ‘received increasing interest. | '
Individual differences in curiosity are almost totally un-
'explored (see Lewis, 1971) and research on this problem is in .
much need. One must not lose s;ght of an earlier problem when

studying individual difference in curiosity namely the intertwin-~

ing of the various dimensions under study. For example there is

.

.

-
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every reason to expect curiosity and competence to be deeply

¢ related. Infants and young children who feel ;ncohpetencé7are
N - )

more than likely to be less curious since curiosity would appear
/ . .

to be under the service of understanding and assimilating/accomo-

dating to their worlds. This is an active process requiring

feelings of pay off if successfu;) feelings inc&hpetent children

’
d )

may po’ have. .

-‘Surprise .
There has been reiatively little in the infancy literature

qealing,with‘the variable of surprise except for several studies

by Cha{lesworth (see survey in Charlesworth, 1969?~and a study
by Lewis and Goldberg (1969). 1In gge Charleéyprth stud{es an
. object previously presented to the child disﬁppeared in an un-‘
explained fashion and surprise was noted on the part of the
child. In the Lewis and Goldberg study surprise was observed
in an attention distribution study where the same repeated event
~ after six trials was. followed by a new event on th? seventh trial
and observer recording showed a significgnt increase ig surprise
respoﬁses. In both experimental procedures surprise seemed to
‘be associated with subsequent positive afféct, althougp Lewis
and Goldberg suggested. that surprise could be followed sy nega-
tive affect as well. In a recent stuhy‘of Kaga? and his gpllabo-

’ ’
rators (Littenberg, Tulkin, & Kagan, 1971) a mother left‘tgb

room andlentered a closet instead of leaving by:the door. Obser- )

vation of the observers showed an increase in upset as a function

L .
of the mother leaving by the unfamiliar door. Although not
. % ' '

~,
O .

St
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reported by the authors, it would be interesting if there pad

been an increase iﬁ surprise. Except for thgse few studies there 4

is'rélafively-little work on the variable of surprise and one

mus t again be cautious in %?nsidering'surprise as solély sdgio-

.emptional rather than a combination of some socioemotional and

cognitive. Su;brise, like curiosity, is, of cquréé, an exampde

of the interaction of these two domains. ; .
The measurement of this variablg is rather aﬁorphous and

somewhat subjective; however it touches upon what‘mgy be an

14

extremely importaﬂt initial characteristic of most affective
experiences., If as‘some theorists believe 1Scﬁachter, 1965)

affective experience is the combination of arousal plus the pre-
vailing eﬁvironmentai mood, then sﬁrprise may be the measure of

that basic arousal system. Individual diffg;enceé in surprise -
also bear-on individual differences in temperament &y regulating
mechanlsms rﬂ/that some infantsg appear to startle more readily

than others. Moreover once startled there are 1nd1V1dual dlffer-

ences <in abjlity to dafipen the Ehgirience.

Fear

: . S
In the last 3-4.years some research hag been hndertaken to .

investiqaie infants' fear responses, most notably the work ‘of .
Ricciuti and his associates -- Ricciuti and Poresky (1972); Morgan
and Ricciuti (1969),” and Ricciuti (1968), Scarr and, Salapatek ' —

{1970) and é“recent study by Lewis and Brooks (1972) as well as

'Rheingold and Eckerman (1971) . Using a variety of techniques,

bl

these studles haVe been 1nterested in investlgatlng, both from a
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deQeIOpmental ﬁoint of view as.well as an individual.piffeyence

po@nt of view, childreu's response to a variety of{stimuli de-
: . . , s

signed to be fearful. In the Ricciuti and Poresky 3and Scarr

and Salapatek studies a wide variety of stiﬁhli,'most of thems,

nonsocial, were administered to infants and their responses ob-

se¥ved. The nato;e of those responses is quite important and
Ricciuti and Poresky have elucidated on some of the problems in
the meésurement of these responses. In the lMorgan and Riociuti
and in the Lewis and Brooks studies, as well as the Rheingold and
Bckerman, human subjects were used as the stimuli. It is 1nter-~:
esting to note that one of the consistent findings, at least in
the Morgan -and Ricciuti, and Lenis and Brooks studies was that

the male'stranger in both casesg elicited more fearful response
than the female stranger. Although' Rheingold and Eckerman raise
an interesting issue over whether or not the'use of the term
strqngerranxiety is appropriate, that is, they report few children
who really, in their terms, show anxiety, /dut rather seem to be
coy or shy instead, thisuizvestigator, as well .as many others,

has seen extreme stranger anxiety and fear in chiIdren and does

feel that young infants and children do respond fearfully to

strange human being8, strange being defined a5 not famillar.' In

_a recent study Lewis and Brooks presented to the child not only

a male and fepale adult, but a Btrange female child 'in order to

L4

v,'see whether or not the infants were equally frightened. The

results indiCated that, although the child showed clear negative

responsqs (only two or three of the ¢hildren showed responses
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that one could really call fear) to the adult male and female *
strangers, mest children shoWed p081tive response to the exposure
‘to the female child. This result' seems to call for a reinterpre-
tation of the notion of strangeuess as ;eing_a determiner of
infant fear or conceig in that the'four-year-olq strange'female K
child was as unfamiliar as the adult female. Fear is a central
human affect; ﬁ%wever, there is reiativeiy littie experimentation

. . in this area. What needs to be done is more observational experi-

mentation using-a wider range of social and nonspcial studies.

€

Comgeteuce
C, In the last three or four years there has been a grdwiug

‘concern odlf the issue of competency. Although there is a-his- .
torical background;fo;'tﬁis interest which can be found in the
‘psychoanalytic, for example, un@er Adlerl(Ansbaeher & Ansbacher,’
1956), or in terps of R. W. White's tﬁesis of competence‘(l959),
iu the psychological literature }t has most extensively been
dealt with by Rotter (1954) in/terms of hrs notionQbf internality
and externality and, in the animal literature, Maier, Sigelman

. and Soloman (in pregs) seem to reflect some of thig concern with
the fssue of compete ee. More recent;y Lewis in a serjes of papers

.

(Lewis & Goldberg, 1969; Lewis, 1967; Lewis, 1971), as well as

Zigler (ﬁor example, Schultz & zigler, 1970) have concerned them-

selves with competence or mastery in young infants. Lewis has

. argued that. competence motivation is acquired extremely early

and suggests that it is viszble within the first three months of .

life (see Lewis & Goldberg,_1969). We have further argued that
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the feeling of competence or mastery is derived essentially from .

a responsive environment, usually in terms of the mothexrr being

N3

responsive to the infant's" behavior. We have worked out a

model which states that the more responsive the environment and
i ’ - ' .

- é'

the shorter the latency between an infant's'action and a conse-
quence in the environment, the more like}y~the infant will be’
tq‘build ﬁgglings qf competence. Perﬁaps an *example of the
.kind of variable we think competence to be is in order: Con-~
vstruc_:i: a situation in which a 13 or 14-month;pld,inéan3'is
given a verbal command to carry out and_which requires that he
.leave thé room,tﬂat he is in, enter another room and do some-
thing; What‘one often experientes when one sets up such a (
situation is the soundé of pleasure which emerge from the child
as he successfully is able to carry ;ﬁt this activity, whereas
the silent and desﬁEndent'résdits whén he is unable to carry out
what he was asked to. These same kinds of phehomena in terms of
other behaviors, ;::g.as.sqélng and vocalizing, have been taiked
about by othérs‘?for example; Schultz & Ziglef). If’one is tg
place ;some emphasig on the Coléﬁan reéort; one woulé‘be moved to
consider this one of the more important ;ocioemotional variables
in that it seems to have high RFedictioﬂ for su?seqﬁent ach}ever
ment.l Thus, an infant who feels @Lat he can maéler his environ-
ment is more likely ‘to be the inf;nt whp will subsequently be
successful, both intellectually .aB Qe}l as in other means. Inter-

estingly, a recent'pﬁger by Birns & Golden (1972) indicates that

s

r”
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one of the best predigtors of infant intelligence at year 3 is

the pleasure the infant derives in doing an intelligence task °

‘at 18 months. What is particularly interesting about the study

is that the intelliéence score at,18 months did not correlate
with the intelligence score at 3, rather it was the pleasure in

performing the task at 18 months which was'correlated yvith the,

L4

intelligence at 3. Although the report does not make clear, it
)

r

is suggested that the pleasure in the task might be related to
- »

this variable of competence or at least the child's feelings of

o~
competehce.

The research literature on competence motivation is rather

broad if one includes research with'adults. Under the aegis of*»

Rotter's social learning theory @uch work has been done on inter-
nality and externality; however, almost no work has been done on
competence or mastery motivation in infancy and ‘this is particu-
larly cruci?%: Nor; might I add, hagsmuch work been done relat- ‘
ing competence or mastery behavior in parents with mastery or’
competence behavior in infants. Neither have‘Peen explored
satisfactorily. \Because this may be a "master” Variable in the
sense that it may control the expression of many_other socio-

emotional variables, it is essential that it be studied in

detail, its ethology, developmentdl course and consequence,

Humor, laughter and stiling - °

The smiling response literature has received considerable . ,
“attention in recent years wi;H/Ambrose (1961), Kagan (1967), Lewis

(1969) and Gewirtz (1965) observing ‘children's smillng responses

f) . \\ )

i
! ‘s

-
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to facelike stimuli. Gewirtz's work is particularly interesting
in that the smiling response was found to vary as a functicn‘of
institutionallcare. Huﬁor/gné lauqhtet{ as socioemotional vari-
ables, have also recentlf ;eceivedksome consideration. McGhee
(i97l), in a reyiew of the literature on the development of humor, -
has talked about the veriety cf theories: the psycngznelytic,
Gestalt, afousal and cognitive theories. Certainly a ma]or
amount of work has been done on-the cognitive aspect of humor
(see, for example, Schultz & Zigler); however, there is relatively
little work with infants. There is very little research on i
laughter, what causes infants toilaugn and how this changes over
agef}’An exception is a recent study by Srcufe & Wunsch (1971)
who showed rather interesting deyelopmental sequences in the ,
kinds_oé.stimnli and situations which cause infants tc ieugh. Ve
have tended, somewhat glibly, to connect-humor,’smiling and

~

laughter intb some single category. Whether or not this is true

remains in the theoretical realm; however, it is important to
consider\that at least in infancy these may not be necessarily
elicited by the same stimuli or, in fact, under the serVice of
hthe ‘same 90¢ioemotiona1 systems.
‘ Even less theoretical an%&ways of measuring these variables
- and indiviiual differences in them. Almost buried in!the

'theoretical considerations is the interesting question of indi-
vidual differences in nappiness. While we are willing to consider
Lthe.affects of humor, laughter, andlsmiling we rarely contemplate ,

\ exactly to what internal state these behaviors refer. Happiness

[

(l\/

- ERIC
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-probably comes closest to this definition.’ Could we use a habpi-
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ness scale?

g~

Attachment-depenéengx

The’aréa of socioemotional development that is most investi-

gated is~attachment-dependency behavior. Historicallg, the

. sttachment literature grew out/cf the psychoanalytic theory with

Bowlby (1969) and Ainsworth's (1963) ‘theoretical position being.
most widely acceptéd. Ifore recently the work of Rheingoid (1963)
ahd Rheingold and Lckerman (1970) , ‘Hinde (1966), Lewxs (Lewis &
Wilson, 1971; Lewis & Ban 1971; Bén & Lewis, 1971), and Maccoby
(1971) have all contributed to the attachment literature. Attach-
ment has been defined as a :pategory of behavior through which a
discriminatory, differential affectional relationship is estab-
lished with a person or object" (Ainsworth, 1964), whereas
Schaffer and Emersoh (1964) state in a paper that "attachment is

a tendency of the young to seek the proximity of certaih other
members of the species." These definitions have much in common
and suggest several issues., First, behaviors which lead'to this
attachment effect have not been thoroughly described although it
is suggested that those parent and infant behaviors act on one
another, that is, both infant and parent become’gttached, and

second which speciﬁic behaviors are characteristic of attachment

. -

have not’ theoretically been made clear. The whole study of

'attachment is in a rapid state of transition since under the \

¥
thrust of a series of papers by Lewis JLewis § Ban, 1971, Ban &

Lewis,.1971,'Lewis, 1972) f% has become increasingly clear that

B .~
- . . []
N .
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attachment as a unitary concept needs to be considered and that
the behaviors associated with attachment are Qpén to question.
Recently((laﬁﬁf/we have ﬁroposed that attachment behavior in the
oéening §ears of life remaiﬁs relatively stable between parent
and infant; however, the behavior. in the service of*the attach-
meAt undergo déQelopmental traanormation: Thus’, ft has bgen
ouf argument that the form of'attachment goes from proximal body
contact to distal, mostly visual regard ;hd vocalization.' More-
overy we have found important sex and social class differences
in this attachment relationship.

Attachment and dependency is a particularly crucial domain
in the socioemotional development of the child when we consider
;hat one of the major functions of intervention is, in some sense,
to separate or disrupt the normal mother-infant daily reiation-
ship. Disrupt here does not necessarily reéer to,; negative
quality for, in fact, we may discover that certain kinds of inter-
vention procedures in infancy facilitate subsequent socioemotional
(attachment) devélopment.: What we do ﬁeéﬁ to stress is'that to |
some degree the attachment beggv;or to the mother and to multipie
caretakers has been explqregubut its sggfequent effects aée only
vaguely understood. In several recent papers we have\gttempted
to observe in great detail the mother~infant interaction in the
opening months of life (Lewis, 1971) and tried to relate this
to subsequeﬁt attachhent behavior on the part of the mother and
child, as well as to relate it to the child's nursery school

performance. ‘Attachmedt‘behaviors of infants in the first and
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second yeér of life were obtained, as well as their nursery

gchool behavior when these chilaren were neariy four years of

age. Over 60 children were'seen in this experiment, and although 1
the data are not fully analyZed there do seem to be some rather
interesting differences emerging which relate early attachment
behavior to later hursery school behavior. 'For example, we ‘
have observed that infants who were moved quicker from a proximal
to a distal form of contact:with their mothers by one year of

age shoﬁed, at four years of age, more physical aggression toward
their peers and toward adults. Moreover, we find a fairly com-
élex relat{bnship between‘ear;y attacpment behaviﬁr and subsequent
dependency behavior on £ﬁe part of the children in the nursery
school. In general, what' appears to be emerging is tHose infants
who are moved quickly from all forms of attachmegt, mostly,
however, broximal forms, show more dependeng§'toward adults at
.later ages. Thus, unlike what the reinforcement legrning theo-
rists miéht tell us, children who are allowed more physical con-
tact with their parents do not end up wanting more physical con-
tact with other adults. This finding is in the line with Bell

and Ainsworth (1970) and their recent findings on responsiveness ’/
of infants' crying. They found, again unlike what learning -
theory would predict, parents who wefe more responsive to their
infants' crying did not end up with infants who cried more;
rather, they cried less. This suggests that there may be some

basic need levels which ﬁeed to be satisfied, and if satisfied

do not result in greater habit strength but rather resdlt in

S
N RS ]
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the dissipation of the particular kind of need. This kind’of'
theorizing, of course, is much more in line with psychoenalytic
notions ofibasic need systems. It might also be pointed out
that there is almost no work on fhe attachment relationship of }
the infant to its father. Except for two studies one by Rebelsky
& Hanks (1971) and one by Ban & Lewis (1971), there is hardly any
work in the literature of the father's relationship to the child
in the opening years of life. In our study of children at about
a‘year, we found decided ifferences in the infants' behavior
towerd thei;.garents as<;dfunction of the sex of their parents,
with both girl and boy infants showing much more physical con-~
tact toward their mothers than toward their fathers.
Thus,,whiie the attachment problghm has gained considerable
attention recently, the problems associated with its stiady are
'quite complex., First, there is'the general tssue of how to
measure attachment.~ Does one measure it by the child's response
when the,parent leaves? 1Is it measured by the response to the -
parent when the child is in its presence? It is apparent that
- both are valid measures and, in‘fact, Maccoby (1971) reports
some oonsistency across situations. Second, what kinds of mea-
sures should we include under the domain of studying attachment

behavior? We have suggested that one must consider ‘a wide variety

f of responses and have suggested that a dimension that needs to Y

be explored §9 the proximal and distal forms of attachment.

Another problem that needs consgideration is the relationsh;p £

attachment and subsequent peer rel&tions. Stfll another important
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issue, both theoretical and substantive in nature, is the dif-
ferend@ between dependency and attachment. The attachment
literature, of 'course, grows out of the ethnological school
exemplified by such people as Hinde and Bowlby, who, for example,
have argued that £he basis of attachment is, in some sense, an
imprinting procedure. Learning theory, on the other hand (see
Cairns, 1966, for example), has argued for the dependency-learned
drive accounting for the infant-pa}ent relationship. '

As yet unanswered is a series of questions dealing with
the relationship Setween attachment-dependency in the early years
of 1life and subsequent sociocemotional béhavior, both toward peers
Lnd adults. Longitudinal investigations are most called for
since the length of time of study, at least for some questions
about early effects, ip nursery school, etc., can be quickly
obtained. ) ‘

Finally we must consider both from anthropological and
socio}ogical as well as psychological points of view éhe effects
of different}types of socialization systems. To claim that there
is only one system is first to deny that there exist across
cultures and time varied systems and to deny that there may be
multipla paths to similar goals. . It will become increasingly
more important as we approach these issues to rid ourselves of
£he simple notion that there are either good or\bad socializatidh
processes. Rather we must deﬁine a set of goals and a set of

processes and detegmine the relationshipg between these goals

and the methods for obtaining them. Thus for example multiple
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mothering may facilitate peer and retard adult attachments while
single mothering may cause the reverse. Each of these goals are
different goals for some and eéch require different types of’

£ )

socialization. .

Anger and frustration

'

The research liteérature on respong; to frustration and anger
in infancy is almost nonexistent. Lewis (1967) reports some data’
of frustrating infants by remogbng the bottle from their mo;ths
during a feeding and relates that this behavior was subsequently
related to the vigor of their attempt tJ knock down a barrier.
at a year of age. However, a recent study by Bell, Weller &
Wald}op~(l97l) tenéed net to finé the same effects as reported.
by Lewis. Other than this there ;re relatively few studies on
infant response to frustration or infant anger. This is some-
what surprising in that frustration and anger are variables that
have been widely studied in the animal ‘and adult human literature.
Its absence in the study of infants probably reflects the reluc-
tance on the part of experlmenters to initiate unpleasant or
negative experiences to the young/infant. While we would tend
to agree with thﬁs pos;tion, it seems quite feasible to observe
the lnfant 8 response to naturally accurring frustrations in
its env;ronment and the’.children's attempt to overcome these
experiences. JIt would appear that the infant's respoﬂse to frus-

tration, its anger and its attempt to ovexcome this frustration

might be related to some of the other variables we have discussed,

'

for example, competence and mastery. Anger, although not a
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positive dimension, should be studied for many reasons, one, of

course, that it is a dominantly occurring emotional exgerience

in human iives, and the intervention experiences which we con-
ceive might affect thé deve%opmentrof angerland frustration.
iloreover, one might hypothesize that in order for certain posi-
tive anects of coping with the environment to occur it is
necessary for the infant to experience and learn to cope with
anger and frustration. Thus, although there iq a little liter;i
ture on this subject, this dimension of socioemotional domain is
R 4 -

worthy of consideration.

The concept of sgelf . .

Much of what we have been referring to can be subsumed under
the concept of gelf. Can oﬁe talk abqut the concept of the seif
at squ early ages? Consider two aépectg of the self: the first
and most common is the categorical self (I am.female, or I am
intelligent, or I aﬁ big or small, or I am capgble); the second,
and by far the mbfé primitive, is the existential statement
"I am.® The-basic notion of se;ﬁ'-~ probably as differentiated
from other (either as object or person, the mother being the most
likely other person) =-- must develop first: There is no reason
not to assume that it déveldbs from birth and thét even in the
early months some notion of self exists. We would argue that
this nonevaluative, existential self is develééed from‘the con-
sistehcy, reqularity, and contingency of the:infant's action and
ouécome in the world. Self‘is diffefentiated by reafferent (or

information) feedback; for example, each time a certain set of
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muscles operate (eyes close), it becomes black (cannot g;e);” Tﬁat
ié, the immediacy, simultaneity, and reqularity of action and
outcome produces differentiation and self. The action. of touch-
ing the hot stove and the im%ediacy of the pain tells‘me it's
my hand that ié on the stove. This self is further reinforéed
if, when I remove my hand, the ?ain ceases. The infant's world
is full of such relationships and they Vary from its own a$tion
on bbjecgs to its relationship with a caregiver. In these social
interactions, the highly directed energy of the caregiver (touch,
smile, look, etc.) is contingent and specific to infant action
(smile, coo, etc.). -t ) , | v
The relationship of ?e}f to the responses to a mirror iska .
clue. Data from a variet§ of sources ind;cate thap looking in

the mirror is pleasurable. This is because of the consisteﬁcy,

regularity, and contingency of the viewer's action and the
'y v

ve

viewed outcome. In no other §ituationg£2_Phere such consistent
action-outcome pairing. In other wordg; the mirror experience
contains those elements that generally make up the fabric of the
infant's growing concept of'se;f. It is not possible for us to
know if the infant is';ware that the image\is himgself. Aware-
ness is a difficult concept to study.in nonverbal organisms, but
it is clear that by the time one-word utterances emerge, such
as."self" or "mine," the year-old infant has the concept of self.
It is reasonable to assume that the concept existed prior to the
utterance. 1In fact, if we consider the research on the develop-
ment of object permanence (for exémple{ Charlesworth, 1968), we

. <
find that, for the most part, object permanence has been
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established by 8 months of life, in many cases even earlier.
If the, infant ‘has the cognition available to preserve memory of
object no longer present, /how can ve deny them the ability to
have self-permanence capacity? Given that this first self-other
- 'distinction is made very early, the various categorical dimen~
sions of self may also proceed‘to unfold. The unfolding of the
c,tegories, whether sequentialt,hierarchical; etc., and the
dimensions of the various categories are uncertain. S '
v For example is our understanding of ths phenomenon of fear
helped. by evoKing the concept ‘of self? We would argue, yes.
Hebb's (1949, p. 243) study on the fear of monheys could be
’explained by this concept. Consider the monkeys were fearéul
because they saw a monkey without a body and they were aware
that’ %hey, too, were monkexs " Maybe they - too=could lose their
heads to a mad professor. Wiould not humans placed in a similar
situation show fear for tggir lives or spfety? The‘Ga;dners
report that in their study of sign l;nguage in the chimpanzee{
the animal exhibits the concept of self. When shown a mirror
Washoe responded w1th the signs *me Washoe." Thus, it is not
unreasonable to attribute the concept of self to other primates.
‘Sex differences in fear as réported by Morgan and Ricciuti
might likew1se ‘be explained. The specific category of self in
this case ray be gender. The Money, Hampson and Hampson il953)
‘gdata on sexual identity suggest that a year—old'infant may already
¢ possess this category. That in onr study infants were not

frightened of strange children suggests that another categorical

.

A
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infant 8 capability in terms of trust may be extreme}y important
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dimension ef‘sélf may have to do with size. . The concept of self

»

and its development must be further studied for it ig integrally

tied to the attribute we describeéd. 1In fact, there are attributes
| "N

of self.

Trust . :
The conceptagf trust as inttoduced by.Erikson (1950) would
£ . X

appear on the surface to be related to or reflected in the attach~

- - ) , .
ment behavior of the infant to its parents. However, trust in

‘somé proader'sense seems to be an important socicemotional vari-

able. However, 1like anger'and frustration there is almost no

work in the infancy literature to reflect this variable. "The

in terms of its learning to delay gratification o% in terms of

*

its learning to_inhibit impulses. It seems reasonable to hypo-‘~
thesize that the infant who is capable of experien@ing trust ‘
can watch someone showing him how to do something with -a toy with-

out having to reach out and grab the toy in feax that he'will

.never get the object. This inhibition of reaching and the

capability -of listening while in the presence of an attractive
toy certainly should facilitate educational experience and may '

be a parameter of the dimension that we call trust. '
w
From such a brief discussion it becomes clgQar that we have

just begun to understand the infant and young child's socio-

emotional development. A few studies, here and there do more to
tease us than to light the gath{ While some gains have been maded
in the understandiné of early cognitive development, the socio-

[y

emotional realm has remained almost unknown. . !

1Y,
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", There is good reasonﬂgor this, for.it mirrors the problem
in ‘all of psychology not those to do Just with early development. ¢
;In cognition we have some good idea what constitutes the end
point of development and we know what we wish in terms of our
children’ s growth. Thus, if you_ask a parent what cognitive
skills they wish fofutheir child they yill*report, "writing,
reading,\reasoning, problem eolving and perhaps even creativity.",

The same question about socioemotional development evokes a

.
~y - - N

considerably more varied and confused set of answers. '
This\éongpsion pervades'all of American psychology because /
the path we have chosen, at least until-recentlv} has been
behavioristic; a path which allows little for tHe feeling states»
If we wish to enforce this domain of human experience ix will .
becqme necessaf& to reject in part both the behaviorism and the
‘reductionalismﬁﬁhich prevents us from exploring these problems.
For'example, what is-the relatjonship, if’any, between a set‘of

. 1ip muscles, smiling-and happiness. That is the question. We

must turn our attention to the underlying states and not the
observed behaviors per se. Smiling is a good example. We smile
when we are'embarrassed, happy, angry and, frightened. How can
we use the behavior to infer state?

This problem can be explored if we are willing to reintro-
duce a live subject into our experimentation; phenomenology -

the subjects experiences are worthy and necessary to utilize in

solving this problem. Unfortunately this technique is not avail-

akle'to those gtudving'infqnts for infants are not capable of
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4 verbally expressing these feelings. By working with older child-
ren We can approach this problem using the results as inference
I ' to the behavior of the very young. - ’ ]

There are several other problems which need to be mentioned

in th;s type of discussion. While implicit in our discussion of

some of the socioemot;onal variables, the dimensions of intensity

and frequency need to be made explicit. It would seem unlikely .

that infants and young children would fail to show an attribute;"

K thus no infant would never smile. Moreover, two infants might

. smile the same amount of time but one was clearly more intense.

Y

. It would seemylikely that instead of‘tunning our attention to
presence and absence of an attribute it would be more profitable
to scale for frequency byysituation and intensity.’ ,
Still another implicit problem has to dg with what Qe shall
call shoré or long term attribute. Tt may be possible to demon-
strate that given a set of conditions both children will laugh;
v are we willing to say therefore that both children are happy? 1In
- most all of the researcﬁjwe haye concerned ourselves with the
) demonstration that a child has the attribute, clearly a trryiai 0
» matter. What really needs to be studied is individual differences

in the long term feeling states underlying the attributes them-

e \\-aéﬁves which are not situation specific; i.e., the personality
. 'characteristics. Thus, it is not, what makes a child full of fear

but whether the child is fearful; not what makes the child smile

" but/whether the child is happy!
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This problem domain (PEM) is difficult explore in adults

when all the available technological, expex mentationél and

vefbél facilities are available. ‘How muc harder will it be when
we have none of these and wheﬁ we must reject much of what we

héve thought about thesé problems in the past. Observati;n and
more naturalistic observation is the answer. . It seems clear‘ihaé
we'must hegin by putting away old conceptions and by getging déwn:

/ .
on our handg and knees to look againl

.
)
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III. The Status of Research of Social-
Emotional Development

Irving E. Sigel -
State Universitg of New York at Buffalo

To say that the field of psychoiogy in general and deveiop-
mental psychology in particulars, is beset with style apd fads
of research interest would not be véry novel and something that
each of us has taken for granted. For any of us who have re-
deived our doqtoral degrees in 1952 or 1953 and earlier,'know
that within the last twénty years the raﬂgn of iqterests and
emphases for reséarch in the field of developmental psychology
has ranged wide and far. What is taken for granted today as
to points of interest wergfnot even mentioned in 1951 or 1952,
The tragedy of this éype of fadism is that our science does not
progress in an orderly fashion where'knowledge is built on
previous knowledge, so as to result in the year 1972, in an array
of organized systematic knowledge. The dynamics of this’seeming
disarray are something worth studying in their own right. The
tragedy is that in this disarray delays in development of the
science occur. '

I believe, however, that the time ig right for innovations
to occur because as social-emotional research reached its peak
in the late forties or early fifties, so too, I believe thgt
cognitive development as sucﬁ, is also peaking and we are in .
the process of a new synthesis. We have rediscovered the fact‘

that in spite of man's reaséhing capability, these processes are
vy
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imbedded in an affective context- so, that emotion and reason are
intimately intertwined and both provide the dynamics for subse-
quent behaviors. Further, we are beginning to pay more than
lip service to the ecological determinants of behavior. MNot
only are we interested in the ecological environment, in terms
of bollution, but we also become interested in describing, in
ecological terms the éettings in which particular belaviors occ;r.
Thus, we are becoping increasingly aware of the in%eraction be-
tween the domains of cognition, emotion and situational context.
The reasons for these would require much more time and thought
than at the moment, may be useful. But, it would certainly be
of inéefimable value if one could or would devote some‘time to
an in depth analysis of the shifting foci.of intefgft/that'are ex~
pressed periodically in our field. |
In the next decade it seems to me that we are faced with
thrée major problems which center on {(a) the conceptualization
of development; (b),the instrumentation and operational defini-
tions for study;. ana (c) th& methods employed for data analysis.
In our orientation to sciénce and our orientation to the
specific subject ﬁatter of developmental psychology,.we have
developed a style of investigation which includes the development
of thbkoretical Qéatements, the definition of cénstructs, the
derivation of hypotheses, and testing of the latter by various
empirical methods. This sequence of events, and the investigative
model,gaxawn largely from the natural sciences, must not be over-

Lims
looked. 1Indeed, a note of caution should perhaps be offered

/
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lest weilet the model of science éhat we have heretofore developed
become‘a strangleholid that prevents our thinking of new methods
or ways for defining and establishing the types of data that‘
are of interest to us. - '

In our coﬁceptual;zation of the developmental process and

. s

its complexities, we are éimi{ér to the i*dibidual thrown in a
jungle with an array of exciting options, beautiful‘plants, dan=-"
gerous animals, wonderful trees and varying degrees of shnlight
and shade. How one works in this maze depends on how he elects
. to organlze the array of st1mu11 before him. 1In my analogy,
the use of such adjectlves as beautiful and dangerous and inter-
esting already suggests a categorization ?f the arrays of stimuli.
So too, when we look at the developing child. There is no ques-
tion that the child lives in the home environment and then moves .
out into a variety of other environments, each of which impinge%
on his development and has some impact on the nature and direc-
Fionality of his growth. All of us as human.beings know that
we think, feel, and introspect, that we have attitudes that we
express and behaviors that we engage in that are contrary to
our feelings: Therefore, we have regrets and thus distresses
and tensions. But, we also know that when we alter the direétions'
of some of our activities, we can cut short the insights as to
what we should or shouldn't do. In other words, we ourselves
become or can become an important source of information as to
what the nature of humanness is. I firmly believe that this

source of information is of an estimable value in attempting to

order the arfray of situations in front of us.

-
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On thé other hand, it s also very terribly dangerous be-
cause each of us has his ugique way of organiziﬂg himself, in
spite of the qommonality we have with others.j In fact, it is
this commonalify that enables us to justify researéh using des-

\ i ¢

criptive statistics, because in essenhce, such research implies

that characteristics existing among humans are generalizablé and

that in spite of each uniquenesses, we do share a tremendous

amount of commonality.

-

With this framework, we then come to the question of the
need to conceptuglfhe the organism in an organismic way, but
whether one wishes to speak in terms of behaviors or mentaIistic-
terms is not at the moment the issue. ~?Eq problem is that the
organism is ; complek‘;nit of integrated parts which do not
function in isolation from each other. The response to an
operant procedure has an affective tone. We do not fgnction )
without feelings, we do not function without energy, we do not
funct¥on without various states of tension.\_?hus: in our con-
ceptualization of behavior, we must somehow come to grips wity
the reality that man's behavior is response to 5 number of comn-
comitant states, each of which is capable of mediating the
cénsequenceshof the other. Thus, for example, one does not fall
in love Qith certain people because of taboos. This is a cogni-
tive impact on the control of the affect}ve system. One waﬁts
to do something, -but realizes the consequence and doesn't engage.

This is the influence of cognition on affect. One feels attracted

{
to somebody and tries to figure out a way to approach him. This

)
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is where éognition operates in the service of affect. Conse-
quently, the-conceptualization for me that is very central in
the next ten years is to develop a conceptual system which allows
for the integration of thé& affec?ive state with the cognitive

_____aspect. )

) This, then, is going to require constructs that may not be
— the ones that we have currently useéd. In the present state of
research on social-emotional development, we tend to focus on,
such motivational‘dimengions as aggreésiqn, achievement, depen-
dency, or similar need-drive systems that have been the target
of research investigators for many years. Valuable as these
are in definiég conventional behavioral domains, we also have
become iA;reasingly aware of éhe looseness of these definitions
as well as the inteftwining of thgm. For example, one can speak
of anxiety which arous;s one to be aggressive. One can speak
of aggression which is expressed by virtue of dependency. One
can gpeak of dependency which is expressed by aggression. The
various levels of affect de their intertwinings require, in my
estiﬁation! very careful systematic thought. It is not.the
des;gnation of the variaéle or the/dimension that is at issue,
but rather it is the level of relationship and the model of
expression with which we work. Thus, for example, the goncept
of one affective domain functioning in the service of another

-
is a case in point. .Aggression related to anxiety affects its
¢ .

expression which may lead to inhibition of the e?ﬁggssion and,

therefore, to depression or tension. On the other hand, one can
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turn all these tHings around and talk about a vague sense of
anxiety which the in?ividual wi;hes to release by destroying f
what he thinks is the object of this anxiety and now, we find
that the individual is using aggression in order to allay anxiety
where heretofore, we have seen the anxiety as a function of the
indi;idual's agg?essién.

A conceptualization, then, of the levels of interaction
becomes very iﬁportant, and should lead I think, to cgnceptuali-
zations that move away from the univariate approach and speak

7

to the interrelationships among events. I lievé that one of

the most inhibiting factors in the developmenf of our under=- ,>

standing of the role of social-emotional factors has been our /

tendency to view these variables in a non~-interaftive-linear
‘univariate approach.‘ I feel this accounts so little of the
variance, especially, if we move outside of the laboratory,
that our knowledge becomes much too restrictive. Thus, I am
proposing a reassessment of constructs and the developnment of
new construcis that move us toward actual interactive statements
" which speak to the complexity of the varigbles in question.
In this section, i would like to provide some specific
-examples of the issues digcussed above. '
Problems'dealing with the interactive effects of various
personality characteristics:
We have found in our nursery school study that socially

outgoing children who attended to tasks and who related to

examiners performed better on codhitive tasks than children who(

LS




related to test behaviors. Further work of this type is in

‘into anxiety, for exampleléwhile for others they may drop out

Sigel . 7

were quiet, cautious and withdrawn from the examiner. These

pefsonal-social variables form a cluster of characteristics that

order, creating other clusters and performing multiple regres-
sion analyses not only to predict a single depeﬁdent variable,
but a cluster df variables, e.g.; perceptual-motor skills.
Secondly, these predictions are in a conteggdfaneous time
point. I would suggest that clusters be created for long-term ,
prediction to deterline the consistency of such behaviors over *
time, i.e., given a cluster (e.g., outgoingness, attention, re-
lating well to)examiner), what variables (singly or collectively)
will it predict a year "later, or two years later, etc:? |
This leads to the issue of stability of personal-sqcial
traits. The stabi}ity of traits or characte;istics is a crucial
theoretical and empirical probiem. Clarification of the con=~
struct of stability is also.crucial. In other words, the criteria
of stability must be explicated. For some cﬁéracteristics thk
trait(may be\éépsistent,‘e.g., activity level, over time. For
others, the characteristics may be transformed, e.g., aggression
to reappear at a later tim&, e.qg., dependency. The tracing of
personal-sagial characteristics over time creates some complex
and challenging methoéglogical and data analysis problems. -
Pactors which mitigate development of personal~social
characteristics mugg be identified. These can range from physical

factors, injury, and disease to environmental factors, e.g.,

0
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family moving, 105s of parent, change in family status, etc.
Differeﬁtial rates of growth further complicaﬁé the matter,
since some characteristics may well be moderated by temperamental
variables. There have been some studies here, (Emmerich, Stott,
Kagan). These are all limited in scope and in terms ;f popula-
tions involved. 'Replications and extensions to other cluséers
of variables are in order. The assumption that findings on one
population are generalizable as universal characteristics cannot
be assumed. Parenthetically, definition of population charac- ‘
teristics becomes a critical factor in mitigating validity of
genéralizations.' For example, variations in child rearing pat-
terns may alter the interrelationships that are found. Further,
particular social behavior, functional in one setting, ma;)be
dysfunctional in others. Thus, cautiousness or suspiciousness
may vary as a function of social ability in different social
strata. .

The clusters have to be empirically defined and here we
come to the.definition of relevant variables. A crucial dimen=
sion, defined by "locus of control" variables, represents the
degree of conscious awareness on the 'part of the individual that
he can master and manipulate his epvironment. Assessment of
children's behaviors and beliefs regarding this in the classroom
is cruciatl.

A critical feature of the’'"locus of céntrol" issue'which
‘goes beyond the definition of the dimension is its “reality."

One can be in a better position to determine one's fate regarding
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going to ;ﬁe mgvies or working than of contrql}ing oae's economic
fate. The iésue is one of generalizaéion across contexts or to
put it another way, of specif&ing conditiogg in which particular
behaviozs aré predicted to occur.

From here we become‘inferested in antecedants of the pheno-
mena in question. In the case of locus of control, for example,
one might ask what parental behaviors are related to the quality
of the development for such controls. Locus of control is a
complex concept admittedly ln need of conceptual clarification.
Ho;;ver, the general problem area seems to be of considerable
import. -

A word about research strateqgy. We are approaching a period

when multivariate procedures are becoming more and more de rigeur.

r such an approach is considerable, especially in

the socio-enotional area. The complexity of the motivational .
the obvious interactive effects of social and emotional
demand anal&sié more closely expressive of these inter-

Examination of configurations of characteristics is
another way to seek a détgiled understanding of relatiohships.

A second important aspect of research sfrategy conc¢erns

the interrelationships bétween affect and cognition.; ognition
is not independent of affect, and affect does not operate with-
out knowledge. As Piaget holds, these are both sides of the

b3

-Bame coin. The relationship between cognition and affe¢t in ‘
. |

teyms of their influence on directionality, quality, and con-

comitant behavioral development is extremely important. Thus,
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relational con;tructs are ﬁecessary for us toamove ahead and
deal with significant iééues in these conjofﬁgg domains.

One construct that expresses this conjoined quality is
cognitive style. Irrespective of the conceptualization (at
this point there are a number, kagank Gardner, Witkin, and
Sigel) they all incorporate affective\co&?onents by implication
and explication. What is needed, in addition to ﬁore precise
conceptualization, are refined methods which would allow for
extensive develobmental study.

For Piaget, interest and motivation are always involved.
How, thep, can one conceptualize cognitive tasks iﬁdependently
of motivational aspects. The individual's interest in and atti- )
tude toward objects, events, and problems, etc., should have .
some effect on performance. If this is so, categorization,'fof

B ‘ A3
example, of noxious or attractive materials should have different

effects. The definition of the "attit&&e" toward a set of
stimdli then could be z2xamined independently to determine the '
degree to which it influences performance; to put it another
way, “Does the cognitive procesées transcend the affective com-
ponents and if so, under what conditions?" ‘ >

»If cognitive style moderates how one approaches particular
obfeq;s and events, then this approach will influence tﬁe infor-
‘mation that is obtained and how it is used. Attention to indi- /
vidual diffefences,may well divulge the_rela?ionships we are "

. . - ‘ (]
\giscussing. Approach here can refer to the tempo involved, e.q.,

*» ~ * . -
reflective, impulsive or to the aspects of the object attended

to. T N

]
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Flnally, conslderable work needs to be done to grapple with
the problem of the cumulative affect of the cognitlve-affective )
1nteractron.l For example, suppose that a child learns about

',hls efficacy‘in\causing an object to break, and is punished for
this act on a number of occasions. What he learns about the
. consequences of his actions become part and parcel of the individ-

ual's experlentlal base, presumably influencing subsequent be-
A 4

hav1ors. The cumulative impact may well influence each subsequent’

Fy

learning experience. In the course of this, however, memory

.

* comes into play. How these expériences are stored and retrietfo

may well explain how subsequent acts are influenced.

'The model I am wquinb'from argues that experiences are
s
1ntegrated at varylng levels of development. Thé quality of the I

content of thls 1ntegration depends on the type of experience.

All experience 1nvolves some affectlve discharge, and these

K3

"feelings" become attached to the learnings- involved.~ Hence,

~-

retrleval of partlcular knowledges for use in subsequent settings

is probably influenced by the,gtmospherew}n which the kndéwledge
. ¢ ¢ ! -
was acquired. - - " ‘

A third aréda of study which is related to the intertxinings

of cognltlon and aifect is that of the s1tuational context. We

-~

are a1 aware of the role of ‘culture and the tremendous problems

,/ of- asse551ng soc1al:‘motlonal development on a cross cultural

bas s. - We have been concerned with this for many years ahd much

work hAS.been done on cross-cultural, personality development, »

[
.

and the like. . .
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In the past, situations have been defined in rather gross
B £

terms, e.g., urban-rural, Within the past decade Barker's con-
cern fo£ inyeétigation of the eco}ogical factérs infiuencing‘
behavior has receivé@ increasing attention. The work of Sells,
Willems, and Sarason provides examples of what néeds to be done.
We.must do at.Ieast two things here: 1) work toward increased
Precision in identifying situational dimenbioﬁs so that concep-
tualization of the environment can advance, and 2) begin to

particularize situational variables in describing our research.

ecological factors is a crucial issue. Laborgtory research®does
, »

not prbvide the answer to many questions. It merely identifies
a problem and indicates results under a given set of circumstances.
. '. ¥y .
' The growing interest-in this area speaks for itself. The

rationale is clear, What doesg crea%i a problem is the fact that

* urdtil the dimensions are defiﬁédﬂwith_some certainty, we have a

long. way to go in this field. However, the fact that generaliza-

tions about behavior and its relationship to the ecological fac-

~

. . 3
tors are being considered in a brogder context is a step forward.
The organizatiqn of iéeas, suéh as have already been touched
upon, must be put into a developméntal context which goes beyond

the changes which occgﬁgovgf time, and includes various kinds
of developmental interrela%iadghips. The concept of developﬂent‘

has to be changed from the linear type of Gumulative model, as

re

Idg;Eribed by people like Bijou, Baer, Spence, and Skinner, and

must deal with a. more complex view of development which includes
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not only behavioral aspects, but also mental states and capa-
bilities. I feel the behavioristic model of development is
- X

limited and naive &nd tends to overlook the complexity of ktruc-

tural change that occurs in the organism. But, unless we have

. _some progtess in our conception of development, we will always

come up with compromised limited understandings of tyg process.
Another area of consideration, of course, is thé need for
instrumentatiéh. Here I am preoccupied with the need for ade-
quate measures, but am fully AWare that measures, no matter how
ski]lful we make them, may neveé'fap just the behavior in which
the investigator is interested. In developmental psychology
we are forced into measures which are very behavioral with young
children, such as observation schedules applied to different
situations. But og;er observations~in test situations in dif-
ferent contexts using clearly defined concepts become very
central. We.have an array of such measures, many of which are
very adequate, but whigh we never bother to codify or to use’ ~
other peoples' meﬁéﬁres to see if they work. We almost always
invent our own. Perhaps the title of tq‘é paper should have |
been "The Re-Invention of the Wheel Number 99," because we're
always doing this and we're always‘saying we're.doing it and we
proceed also to centinue 3Bing it. This is a good case of where
we're doing it, we're articulating what we're doing and what's
wrong with it, but it doesn't alter what we're doing. The'problem
of instrumentation is complex , but it is something that I feel

we must really &ttend to. There are hundreds of rating scales,
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tests, observation schedules, and experimental situations for
investigating such things as self-concept and achievement. All
of these are available and many‘of them may be wvery useful.
What may be needed is tigs, effort and funding for developing.
the kind of instruments which would merit the same use that the
SFanford-Binet or the Peabody Test has.achieved.

The cgaracteristics.of.measﬁ¥ement instruments have been
alluded previously, but herein arise g.number of questions.
First, Fhe validity of assessment procedures should not rest
solely on indirect criteria, such as would be the case if a
new I.Q:Itest were considered to be valid simply because it
correlates with~the Binet. Much more thought needs to be given
to the validating critefiak

Second, donditions of assessment must encompass all the ¢
attendant related behaviors. Some of our own res;arch has
demonstrated that social interactions do influence test perform-
ance. Ratiqg scales to be used by examiners, for example, can
be extremely valuable if they involve reiEQant itéms. This wili
necessitate more precise empirical research.

Research must not oniy be integraé&ve and generalizeé, but |
also musé have predictive validity for significant conditions
in life. It seems to me that validation will be enhanced to |
the degree that we are able to deal with configurations and

patterns of behaviors, rather than the single variable operating

as though other conditions are controlled. This is a horrendous

problem, but I think we are in a position now with computers and
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good programmers to deal effectiJely with configurgtional
analyses, and hence to examine configurations in their dynamic
interrelationships. By configurational analyses, I mean develop-
ment of profiles of attributes (e.g., cognitive, peronél-social)
which extend our knowledge of the person. Thus, assessment
procedures have torbe employed in batteries that provide an
opportunity to deVelop an individual profile.

In the preceding discussion, I have sqﬁh very.iittle about

specific studies, constructs and measures. Instead, I have

i asked for greater clarification and definition within particu-

’
-

lar problem areas that I have defined.




IV. Ecology and Development: Future Directions
William J. Meyer
Syracuse University

Despite the large number of reports purporting to evaluate
educational programs designed to provide "depr%ved" children
with those skills required for school success, it remains unclear
whether these programs have been successful. A major part of the~
problem can be attributed to faulty design and data dnalyses but
some aspects of the problem relate to pop;?conceptualization and
lack of épecific knowledge re&e&gﬁt to the culture of minority
people, especially 1nygspms of thelr behQV1ors towards their
children, 1In this paper an effort wlll be made to dellneate these
problems, show how they gonfuse our thlnklng, and suggest fairly
“obvious research programs which will provide the knowledge base
required for more informed policy decisions and programs.

One of the more important, or at least inf;uential, hypothe=-
ses developed to "explain“ performance differences between minor-
ity groups and the middle class has been labeled the "cufturai
difference hypothesis." This position is most frequently attfi- .
buted to Labov k1970) who concluded, on the basis of sampling
Black lower-class language, that their language is at least as
structurall complex as that of the standard White middle-class
onl§ it is /different. He concludes, appropriately, that any

interpretation which suggests "deficit" is incorrect and fails

to allow forgobvious cultural variations in language forms. It

should be nofed that Labov is not responsible for pushing the

1
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"cultural difference" hypothesis beyond language but rather one
can find that case developed by Cole and Bruner (1971); Thus the
position is taken that the poor performance on a variety of tests
of lower-class children, Black and White, is a function of their
different cultures and not a reflection of. deficit. One does

not need to accept Jensen's (1969) position to understand the
circularity of this interpretation; note it is equally faltacious
to argue that lower test score performance reflects either a
cultural d;fference or an aptitude difflerence - the antecedents
are simply unknown!

There is, of course, a more important error in the thinking
of those 3%0 interpret all findings with respect to SES differ-
ence in terms of culture. Specifically, there is the im%licit
assumption that all members of a particular sdcial class possess
the same culturaL features very much in the way that uniformed
1nterpreters of test data conclude that all members of a race or
class are equally defiCLent. In p01nt of fact, the overlap in
distributions of test scores between classes or races far exceedek
the differences between the means of the groups. One can only
assume that a simjlar situation prevails with respect to cultural
values, and their attendant behaviors, especially those that Tre o
hypothesized to influence both social and academic performance
in the schools. .

This lengthy;introduction to what seems to be an obviously

important problem is prompted by the fact that its equally obvious

solution is time consuming and expensive. What is required is

/
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a program of ecological research along the lines long advocated

by Barker and Wright (1955) . ;heir use of observation procedures
is widely known and the implicatdons of their data for informing
us of the enormous number and variety'of encounters in a child's
day have been.of extreme importance to the study of child behavior.
Despite the contribution of this work, it sheuld be noted that
their objective was to describe’beha&loral encounters rather than
to employ ecological strategies in some'formAOf hypothesis testing.
A similarvdescriptive objective is currently being achieved by
Schoggen (1972) both with respect to observations made of lower-
class—children at home and at school. Schoggen's datd may provide
a better picture than is now available of the home  and school
lives of these children but will proo:tly not provide a satisfac-

tory explanation of how these encounters influence development.

it would appear that the technology for conducting ecologi-

callresearch is available although there continues to be a problem

of data reduction. But assuming that such problems can be re-
solyed, there remains a much more complex set of conceptual prob-
lems. Perhaps the nature of the problem can be best stated in
the form of a working hyoothesis: There exists a set of identi-
fiablelvariab;es in the domain of cultures, which distinguish /
envirénmentg,and which are related to, those child characteristics
influencing (related'to) school performance, in particular, and.
adaptiveness to society, in general.

First, considetrthe initial component of the hypothesis:

Q%riables that distinguish between cultnres. What is needed is

. -

D
1
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not a set of ad hoc conjectures based on casual observations but
a com@fehenszze model. Such a model simply does not exist and
existing data does not provide much in the way of clues as to
how to construct a model. It should be made clear that what is
needéd here is not the identification of such macro-variables as
mid-p;renﬁ'education or I.Q., job description, or neighborhood
but the quality of intquctions that these rubrics incorporate.
Any attempt at developing a conceptual model should include
a developmental view both with respect to cognitive and social
behavior. Thus in the study of any culture it ig as 1mportant
to know what a child experlences as Well as when these experienéﬁ%
typically occur. It may be that certain experiences are, in ’

~

actuality, crucial for survival and occur earlier whereas other,

~—
— e —

seemingly less importantlevents, are less crucial and occur later.

~ But, there is the possihility that overly delayed experiences

can be detrimental for further development. Specifically, the
developmental view QEEQﬁdQ an examination of both wha£ occurs
and when it occurs.

A basic premise of the required model must include.the
biological chéractefistics of Fpe populations of children. The
use of the term biologfzal is meant to refer to those observable
vg}iables tﬁat are apparently related to developmentéﬂ patterns
ané which have effects on school performance, both social_and- .,
cognitive. Perhaps health is a better term than biqlogical be-
cause some of the known 'variables include birth weight (for term),

evidence of prenatal or perinatal anoxia, Apgar or Brazelton

A4
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ratings of neonatal vitality:_and general nutritional status.
These variables are known to have long terqreffécts and ﬁo»occur
two to five times more often amohg the low;r-class, especially
Blacks. That these variables affect the nature of parent/child
interactions was demonst;a;ed dramatically in a study reported
by Stechler (1965). In Ehis'study, u;ing middle-class families,
distinct differences were found in the bghavioral and attitudinal
patterns of parents whgré'neonatal anoxia had occurred (approxi-
mately one-third of the sample of 27) and where it had not. The
mothers of the anéxia babies were more negative towards their
children, reported their childréh as having more“eatigg and sleep-
ing p;oblems, and a higher frequency of tangrums. ‘Test score data
collected over the first three years of life revealed consider-
ably greater'betwegn test variability than forvthe "normgln
‘children. Essentially similar findings were ;9por£ed by Birch and
his célléagués (Thomas, Birch, Chess, Hertzig and.Korn, 1963) and.
Bell (1972) . Indeed\\szsg_such an obvious chi;d'characterisgie

as sex influences the quality of parent/child interactions, ‘and
! ; d
not. just in terms of sex-typing (Morse, 1967). ‘

A moments thought about the poténtial interactive effécts
of biological variables with family and school variables should

generate numerous possibilities for resedrchers and, it should

e o .

be noted, these research questions contain ;mportantfpoliqy rele-

' s .
vant issues. Consider, for example, the conclusion that anyane
"

of the earlier specified/variables abqpunts for a majority of‘the
»

-

variance observed in school performance. This is to gay, that

PR

~
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the biological antecedents, even when the interaction variénce'
is removed, stillxstand out as the major predictors. In this un-
likely event, the clear implication wguld su%port the placihg of
an even greater priority on medical research. Another and more
llkely pOSSlblllty, is that the bioclogical varlables 1nteract
with certain types of parent attitudes end behaviors which, pos-
sibly, transcend socioeconomic status. Here one can speculate
alblout dimenslions of control (authoriterian - permissive), methods
of coping with uncontrolled behavior (physical retribution -~ psy-
ch;logical retribution - no retribution) or the effects of the
child's behavior on the marital partners. The character o%’these

&
early interaction effects should change as their effects become

v

manifest over time and .it should be possible to describe later

behavior outcomes more brecisely. In terms of policy relevance,
1t should be possible to better prgpare and help these parents
and to provide day-care supervisors with similar informatlon.
Obviously, this“outcome would still provide an empirical bas}s'
for retaining a high priority for medical research. There are
certainly many otﬁer questions of this type which can be asked,
depending on spee%ﬁ}c interests. These are complex questians
and will require care in identifying covariates but the outcomes
seem obviously worthwhile.

A second *component of the model must incorporate some con-

ceputal viewpoint of the nature of the developing child in order

to identify what environmental variations warrant investigation.

~ . .
Here a choice is demanded between essentially structural y

Aty
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(organi;mic) and mechanistic modeis of man. The writer's bias
is toward structural.models first because’ they seem more con;istent
with his concern for biological antecedents and secondly because
structural models appear more parsimonious for the given problem.
The last reason perhapﬁ-requires comment. An organismic model ,
as ; see it, views man as pos;essing innate structural properties
that are invariant and which emerge over time given appropriate
environmental stimulation. This view is essentially similar to
Chomsky's -(1967) with respect to language acquisition. It's
advantage in tegﬁs of parsimony is that its focus is on how
competencies aré acquired which operate across broad spectrums
of behavior classes. Thus, rather than having to account for an

almost infinite number of behaviors, the structural view demands

explanapions with respect to a finite number of competencies

(all of these competencies are not now known).\\\\\\\//,

)

. A caoncrete example of what the implications of this approach
generétes may be helpful. Without citing specific authors (there
is no need to-embarrass them) one can set down a number of speci-
ff&‘stimuii thought to be crucial for normal development: crib~

mounted mobiles, color-naming games, form-naming games, orderly

)

o
dinner hours, noise level, space, books, etc. Of course these

stimuli are useful (although there must exist an infinite variety
of substitutés) but they rely on the child's attending (visually,
tactually) to them. Lewis (see his paper in this report) has

shown rather persuasively that lower-class children are less

likely to attend to such stimuli; more accurately, the attend
: /
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‘ 4
later than their middle-class peers. Attending behaviors reflect
basic processes that influence further learning (for new knowledge

develops from already formed structures) but the issue here is
| 2
to contrast how middle- and lower-class parents create situations
[

that foster these competencies. Object-permanencé'is a compe-

tency that emerges during the infancy period which, I would -\ge

think, could be stimulated in many ways. Perhaps a classic beﬁav
ior is "peek-a-boo",lor hiding ; toy (as the baby observes) and
asking him to find i%. I doubt, but don't know, that these are
universal behaviors. Are there substitutes and, if so, what form
do they take? When are these behaviors typically used by parents
and what are the reactions of the babies (do they visually attend,
do they smile, etc.)? Assuming that there are content difjfrences
between classes, are there qualitative diffgrences that ar@ dis-
cernible that may )bcount for variations in the age at which //
object~pérmanence is established?

Another important area of development is attachment for
which at least two major theoretical approaches exist: ethologi-
cal and social learning (Gewirtz, 1969; Bowlby, 1960; Ainsworth,
1970). It is not my purpose here to either review each position
or to evaluate them. Suffice to éay that both positions rely
heavily on d{ggnsions of the quality of mother-child interactions.
The ecological position naturally emulates the organismic posi-
tion taken in/;h{f paper and Ainsworth among others has made

significant contributions to this area. However, Ainsworth's

work (this involves babies between seven and 12 months) has

‘
-

o




lleyer 9

usually involved middle-class parents and, for the sake of experi-
mental precision, laboratory contrived\kituations; a strategy not
unlike that used by Hess and Shipman (1965). The problem here,
discussed fully by Cole and Bruner (1971), is that the middie-

class parent's reaction to the laboratory situation logically will

be different from the lower-class parent's and thus influence the

"results. The parental correlates of attachment behavior have

been reasonably well specified (at least sufficiently well to
permit an adequate épecification of observable parent/child inter-
actions) so that systematic observational work could begin includ-
ing SES related behaviors as major variables. |
Another important source of process variables are available
from Piaget's(1947) work with respect to the toddler age child.
Of particular relevance is the emphasis giqﬁp to “play",
particularly symbolic play. Although play continues to involve
substantial components of motoric action, careful observation
indicatesctﬁat increasingly during the toddler period the features
ofgthe play include {gpresentgtions. Thus a pencil can represent
a truck or an airplane’ o which the child applies appropriaté
actions. The todéler also begins to apply past experiences to
new ones, although not always appropriately, indicating that the

[
chi}d is thinking, at least in some primitive sense. An interest-

ing characteristic of play behavior is’ the often incredible

repetitiveness of it; that is, the child repeats a set of actions.

b

_over and over apparently in an effort to master the particu}ar

skills involved. - (It-might be noted that this behavioral
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characteristic is not soledy restrict ed to the toddler stage but

in fact can be observed at later age levels ) Degpite the pheno—

’ "3}

,menal growth in sgmbottc‘development, there remains a s‘piaf

characteristics that reduce cognitive performance at.this stage

LI ¥ €
L

. .t0 relatiue'immaturity. First) the toddlers thinking of abstrac-
™~

\

trbns are, in fact; relatlvely concrete or lacking in generallty.

" In effect the child has not formed r@cognizable concepts §6 that
LBBjEEEB canngg be classlfied in terms of slmllarltles. Secohdly,
- the Chlld s mental act1v1t1esaare largely egocentrlc; that'is, his

]

R /

A
thlnklng is largely 1n terms of hlS own needs. Empathl behavion,
for example, lS unllkely because the Chlld is unable to entally '

/place hlmself in .the §1tuatign of another. Thls lnterestlng aspect

A

; of the Chlld 'S behavxor is reflected 1n his guestion, asking behav~

-

lor, partbculigly about physlcal causallty’ Rather than reflect-

lng a request for a causal (fadtual% explanatlon, the child is - -.

. '

"apparently much more concerned about his rélatlanshlp to the par=-

" ticular event. For example, the toddler may accept the nNann .

i) 4
that theré is.snow on the ground because he wants tqQ go skiing.

N >
It should beemade epricxtly clear that thls characterlstlc of the
< b *-» ' * \‘ *
toddlers beha&Lor is cognxtlve and not . a personality characterls~

* .
tic in the usual sense of the term egocentrxcxty. And f1nally,

the toddler rs apt “to dlstort reallty to conform’to his own desires.

4
Although this, account’ of theoretlcal §§pects of the toddlers7/

. ‘cegnitive development ls‘very general and lacklng,detall, it should |

" be apparent that during this age period Ehere-is:the emergency of

'symboli'c"’beha\}iox;. ‘Specifically,_ the child is moving away from _

” ¢

A
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purely sensori-motor actions to increasingly greater*reliance on
s N * ¢

-

'symbolic or representations modes of behavior that rely less and
less on actions. It is also clear that an important mode for
expressing and for developing symbolic competency 1is through play

T . 'n}

and imitation -- modes which are particularly adaptive to the

more formalized settings in which groups of toddlers are likely to

be found. Theoretical conslderatlons clearly indicate that toddler

«

age children should be strongly encouraged to engage in symbolxc X
play and that materials and 1nstruct10nal programs should be
developed to foster such act1V1t1es. -

Again, the kinds of questions ra1§ed w1th respect to other
components of the generallzed model are completely relevant here. ¢
In addition, 1f we extend the toddler period through age four, it
is quite possible that many children in a particular sample would
be placed in preschools and day care programs. These aspects of d\‘
thelr lfves would also'require observation_and it would appear that
sim;lar observational dimensions would be equally relevant.

Before concluding this paper’, I would be remiss if I did not

at least briefly comment on certaln desjan -problems. It should be.

. Clear that the natugallstlc" work that derives from my fragmen-
S,_, ¢ e

) . .
tary. model does not permit clean univariate comparisons. Tdke the

;following example from a report I jﬁst‘read: mothers of Héad Start

€

children 'who participate more in'sﬁe llead Start program, and

-

commnnity affaire,‘in general have children who perform better,

both 1ntellectually and gocially, in.the program Two 'conclusions

)

A -»

‘drawn from thesé studies:_(l),Head Start stimulates greater

.
~ . . - -
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N parental participatiéﬁ, and (2) this participation helps the
children. .This may be the case, but these data do not permit this
conclusion. Quite possibly, Head Start parents who are active
in the\community were active before Head Start, are brighter and
better educated, and had children whose entering levels were highern
If these vériabies had been partialled out of the outcome measures
(child's achievement, parent participation), énd the g:ae_results
were observed, then there would be a basis for the conclusions.®
In other words, in designing long term comparative ecological
studies it is absolutely crucial that adjustmeﬁts be made on out-
come measures as a function of entering measures in order that as
pure an index of the SES related variables be obtained. There

> are statistical procedures which are readily available for éhis

kind of analysis and‘ﬁust be used.

-

"Conclusions

A very sket&hy attempt has been made in this paper to lay out
the vﬁ?}ous parameters required to détermine what qualities of
environments influence the social and cogpitive development of’
children. An explicit assumption was made tkat SES as a gross

4

* A "
variable is, for research purposes, useless and continued use of

it as a b%ocking variablg.QiII not addqnew knowledge. As my

sketchy model suggests,Pghere is no global model availéblerapd
the fii§§ step towards understanding social class will be the v
debelopment of such a model. The second phase, data collection, \

will be expensive, difficult, and time conshming. But if we are

' . .

<
-
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[} .

ever to go beyond meaningless rubrics and produce the information

R
[4
4
<
Q
ERIC

necessary for designing educationai praograms (in the broadest

sense) this work must be achievea
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APPENDIY

Outline for PEM Study Adopted for Planning Purposes

(Detalled changes -have been made by Task Groups at the — —————

discretion of group members.)

’
~&

PEM(Aspects.of(Child Developiment

.
Special Problems in Infanqy and Early Childhood (birth to
5 years) . A

Group care .

l. Effects of orphanage rearlng, multiple mothering vs
one-to-one mother-child (or : 'surrogate mother)
relations

2. Related effects of environmental complexity

Separation anxiety: fear of the strange

Readiness )

l. General concept .

2. Special application to disadvantaged chlldren

Forced training ("pushlng")

l., 1In relation to "natural" intellectual limits

2. In relation to readiness

Sequential organization of learning

l. 1In infancy

2. 1In early childhood

Parentalr involvement and 1nfluence on early developmenht

l. Effects of home environment, of implicit theories
and practices of parents

2. Manipulation of parental beliefs and practices, in °
enrichment prograns

Modes of learning and experience that affect early

behavioral development

1. Differential effects on anatomicdl maturation and
behavioral development

2. Corréspondence between rates of anatomlcal and p
behavioral development

3. Effects of environmental (experiential) enrichment
and impoverishment, and cumulative effects with
1ncrea51ngly complex circumstances

4. Hierarchical ‘conceptions of intellectual development
(Piaget)

5. Development of learning sets and their impliocations
for intellectual, motivational, and personality

development; tesistance of resultant behaviors to
extinction s

6. Critical periods

Child Socialization

Conceptualization of the socialization tprocess

l. Socialization pressures

2. Learning paradigms: e.g., dependency relations and
adult control of "effects" (reinforcement), reference
group formation :

N

s ,89/%
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1202,

1203.

1300.
1301.
1302,

1303.

1304.
1305.
1400,
1401,
.402,

1403.
1404,

- 2000.
2100.

2101.
2102,

2200,

"Cognitive Conceptions

Internallzatlon of bellefs and values

1. Conceptualizationofattitude; belief, and-vatue
systems

2. Identification processes

3. Impulse control (self control)

4. Effects—of environmental resources

Cognitive socialization

1. Psycholinguistic structures, language development:
effects on thought, beliefs, attitudes, interests;
patterns of expression, values

2,,'Uncerta1nty and information-seeking .

3. Development of expectancies; category accessibility;
assimilation; effects on perception, cognition, action

4. Syrmbolism, symbollc behavior

Personality Development

Developmental theories (Freud, Erikson, Plaget Sears)

Developnental sequences, stages

l. Critical periods .

2. Fluid and crystallized patterns of 1nte111gence
(Cattell)

Development of self-identity

l. Self concept, ego theories, self theorles

2. Relations to social class, racial-ethnic factors,
region, sex, family characteristics

Effects of age, sex, culture, and other envlronmental

factors ’ -

Deyelopmeqt of mechanisms of coping and adaptation

’

Behavior Change

Personality, learning i '
Susceptibility to change of pers?nality traits, attitudes,
interests, bellefs, values 9’
Measurement cf change

Genetic, maturation, and learning factors in physical *
and psychologlcal growth “

Pe;séghlity

Conceptual and Theoretical Approaches ' .

Criteria for a viable theory . ‘

Development of unified, integrated theoretical formula-

tions .

l. Cross-level comparisons and correlations

2. Developmental historiass of stable traits

3. Relations among trait patterns at various develop~

., mental levels _

4. Relations of traits to perceptual responses in person

"Berception and interpersonal‘int{;action

L




Appendix . 3

2201. Cognitive style, complexity -
2202, Balance theories ©-
2203, Cybernetic formulations
l. Computer simulation of personality .
2. Mathematical models _ L

2300. Developmental Approaches (see 1300)

2400. Dynamic Approaches (see 1303, 4000)

2500. Morphologic Approaches

hysiologic, Psychophysiological, ang Biochéﬁiéél
Approaches (see 2102.1) : T

2700.__Trait Structure, Multivariate Approach%~ Taxonomy of
Tréi%—Explanatory Concepts of Stylistic and Temperament

- Aspects of Personality L

:701. Methodological problems: definition of iverses of
behaviors for self-report, observation-r ting, and
objective test studies, ~ross-media matching of stable
structures, design paradigms, including multi-modality
designs and trait x treatment designs; construct vali-
dation of traits; effects of age, sex, sample, culture, .
and other environmental effects, and relations of these
to resulting trait patterns; the range of roles and sets
in relation to diversity of response.patterns obtained 9
(social desirability, acquiescence, .and other specific /- '«
sets), their similarities in terms of effects on self- 7
description, and the relations of traits to moderator -
variables representing such sets ”

2702, Ob§ervgtional, rating methods: rater and "ratee" sources
of effects in peer and "other" ratings, in observational
trait assessment, and in interpersonal interaction; 8 -
explicit concern with task, stimulus presentatiog, .
response format, socio=envirsnmental setting, and demo-
graphic characteristics of participants; conceptual and
- empirical relationships among’ similar and related trait
descriptors within observational~rating”subdomaiq and

. in other subdomains (self-report) )

2703, Self~report methods: item  popls; format; item vs cluster

. factorization; measurement of and correction for response

bias or distortion; development of a unified, consistent

conceptudl framework for concepts Of personality style
and temperament . -

'~ 2704, Objective test, misperceptive, indirect assessment, and

development of fresh, new approaches to personality mea-

sur::ip and description
[
2800, Creativity

2801, Conceptualizatjen of creativity; relations tp intelligence,
personality factors

. .
4 b




Appendix "4

- >

2802,
2803.
2804,
2805/

Raracteristics of the creative person
Analysis of the creative process .
Chgracteristics of the creative produc . ’
‘!ii}acteristics of the creative'situation, short- and

ng-term; situational factors bontributing to creative
performance
2806. Measurement of Creativity

3000, Emotions .

3100. State.Patterns: Physiological, ‘Cognitive, Behavioral
3101. Arousal stimyli T

3102. Response dimehsions - ’
3103. Uniqueness Con '

3104. Learned-unlearned dimensions °* . ;

3105. Affective learning; autonomic and physiological learning

3200. Relations to Traits,‘Roles

- :

* 3300, iloderation of Expression by Learning -~ '
l.” Culture patterns ) .
2. Age, sex, group norns

3400 Drug Effects on Emotional Patterns

. . . . . .8
3500. Differentiation of States, Reflecting Situational,
, Organismic, and Stimulus Variations, from Traits,

R Represented as Long-Term Individual Dispositions

3600. Arousal SGages: Adrenergic Résponse" Stress

i’; 3700.,'Dyspho;}c Sta%es:{Anxiety, bgbréssion, Guilt, Shamei
" Remorse (see 4300) ‘

- e - v Nt .
. 3800. Duphoric’States: ngpinqss,-ELeQionf Joy, Hope; Confidence
1000. Motivation ' . 2 ]
e 1100. Concepthalization and Theory (human motivation)
4101, Homeostatic systers, physiological need, .
- 4102, Need-preéss system "(Murray), subsystems (n Ach) A
4103. ".Dynawmic systems (Freud, Cattell) . Y
4104. Cognitive and cybernetic approaches: motivation inherent
in information-processing functions (Hunt) cognitive
dissonance theory, incongrmity, cojlative variables
: . (Berlyne), balance theories, exchange theory
« -, 1105. Motivation inherent in individual performance, competence
: " * “ motivation (White) oo :
. 4106. Trait-systems and.patterns (Guilford, cattell)
. 4107. Values systems,-moral character . :
4108. Conceptualization of interest, attitude,. néed¢tbe11ef;u
value, ideql g ) - .
14 ™~ . L2
. T ‘




Appendix 5

4200. Process and Trait Formulations .
o 4201. Relations and differencds in conception and approach
. +202. Process theories and fornulatlons '
1, Balance theories . :
2. Lxchange theory )
4203. Trait forrwlations: motives, values, character traits
! 1l.. dethodology of measurement: Strong paradigm,
v Thurstone scales, Likert scales, Cattell's and
Canpbell's indirect approaches: self-report, objer-
tive, misperception, observation, rating; content
analysis, unobtrusive neasures
_ ) 2. Analytic approaches: factor_analysis, multldlmen-
sional scaling, profile clustering
3. Factored patterns of sentiments, attitudes, interests,
. beliefs, values ot
M 4. Variations related to age, sex, sample, culturd,

and other environmental factors ~£ém
1300. -Frustration, Stress, and Anxiety - .- .
. 4301, Frustration theory and research ev1dence '
4302. Conceptualization of stres
1. Relation to frustratlon (Selye)
. : 2, Utility of stress concept in 1nterpretat10n of e
T behavior '
3. Relatlonshlps among physlbloglcal and psychologlcal
aspects v

- 4. Stress and coping, adaptation
4303. Adaptation-Level Theory (ilelson) (see 5100)

4400, Conflict’ ’ ' ’
4401. Conc¢eptualization of conflict (i1iller, Murphy, Cattell)
' = 1l., Types of conflict: role, value, internal
2. Appcoach and avoidance relations
4402. Conflict measurement and calculus
4403. Conflict in relation to interpretatioen and predlctlon
' of action .

4500. Interests and Vocational Guidance

4501. .'Incremental value of interest measurement over ability

. and aptitude measures in predictions of various criteria
on various—populations (Thorndike, 10,000 Occupations;’
Clark, lMinnesota study)

)

b

50Q0. Environmental Variables , {
5100. Conceptuallzatlon of Env1ronmental Variables and Thelr
‘o . Effects on Behaviof; Human Bcology .

5200. Mgthodologies for Cncoding Env1rqpmentél Facsors

5300. Taxonomic Systemspof Environmental.Varfhbles

-~ ’
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5400, Normative Studies of Selected Behaviors in Relation to
Defined-Patterns of- Environmental--Setting: Sampllng

broblems in Relation to Populations, Béhaviors, Illacro-
-and Ilicro-Ehvironmental Settings_

6000. Interpersonal Behavior Processes , '

'6100.. Group Theory, Role Theory, Interpersonal Settings 7,

6200.." Interpersonal Perception, Attraction, Influence; Social
Aculty, Empathy ,

. 7000. Varlatvons in PsycholOglcal Processes

7100. Paradigms for such Research, Taking Account of Persons,

Tasks, an;ronmental Settxngs, and Occasions (Cattell
covariation-chart, Campbell-Fiske model, longitudinal
replication) .

7200. Paradigmatic Studies of Selected Learning, Motivation,

. ~Perception, and Other Psychological Processes to.Investi-
-gate Variations Attrlbutable to Shifts in Subject, Task,

, Setting, and Occasion Dimensions @

7201., Analyses to estimate magnitudes of variance components
in standard dependent variables .accounted for by trait,
treatment, and trait by treatment,sources and their
specific constituents -

© 7202, Analysis of total interaction parameter estimates into

principal components or other dimensions in order to
compare results by suth'hezggizyyifﬁ\eonventional R,
P, Q analysis, both with s dependent variables -
and vectors (multiple dependent varlables)

L )

’c-
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