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Abstract .

This paper'undertakes a theoretical and empirical’analysis of Piagetian

. , .o
and'psychoanalytic theories of infancy to establish the developmental relation-
rd b .

ships between cognition and affect. Theéretlcal points of similarity and dis-

‘
similarity are cited. Relevant research studies (Bell, Gouin-Décarie, Fraiberg)

are reviewed irf an attempt to resolve contraditions between the two theories. A

o . 'pogsible theoreficg& convergence is ﬁropoéed which involves altering the
.-motivational basis fo; analytic theory so that it is‘moré in line with the
Tiagetian model of internal drives for maséery and competence. Plagetian thecry
woulg necessarily expand from a considef;fion of only the physi;al world to

. include secial and affective sphereé. Other studies and Erikson's work con-
o ] *, .
clude a discussion of how cognifive}development may influence affective be-

J ﬁaviors and how affeqff;;—driveé ma& support the acquisition of new cognitfye

s - \

s -
. structures. ‘
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Interrelations in Cognition and Affeét in Infancia .
A Coﬁparison of Piagetian,'Psychoanalxtig and Eriksonian Theories

. . ’ Carol T. Mowbray

« University of Michigan A\ .

*_Tu- two major consributors to an understanding of_&evelopm t in in~
fancy ﬁave been'PiagéfIan theory and psychqangly;ié.tbeorY'(alpng with modern
ego psychology). The two theorie;, however, seem to.have draékically dif;
ferent conceptions of wﬂét the infant is all abo&t. Each theory sees thé )

behaviors Qesc}lbedkéﬁming from different Bources and thuf having radically
different meanings. }&he purpose of this pdper is to examine the theéries of
Piaget, psychoanalysi; (i.e., RapapoEy) and Erikson to‘skecify precisely

what the differences and similﬁriﬁtts a;e,‘to see 1if a theofexiegl rapbroche-
ment 'is possible, and to understand if a bonneétiOn between cognitivq’and
affective develqpment exists. Thus; the relevant éspects of each theory and
. _i£; assumpp}ons will bﬁ con;rasted ?nd attgmpts at syntbesig will be spvieﬁed
té determi?e Qhat the relationships between the tﬁeories are and how they may

.

contribute, to a total theory of development. 'l\_g
- . .

'

Pigggg;an—Psychoanalytic %}m{laritigs‘ ’ N
C9ncerning very génerél trends in developmeﬁt from zero to two years,
there are many points of convergence betwegp the'two.theories. 2Both theories
undoubtedly také a stage-%ype approacﬂ to conceptualizing development. In
Piaget's apgroach,-however. tAe stage cr;teria are adhered tq.much more vig-
or;ualy. Psychoanalytic theory would probably more or less meet soﬁ; of

Piaget'd‘f{ve criteria éf stages: invariant order, préparedness for the fol-
n\ . P P
lowing stage and achievement of the preceding stage, and equilibrium.
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\\ However,. stages in psychoéﬁalytic theory are used to denote the dominant

characteristic .of a period, not a gotal structure and so preced\ng stdpes
\ ) - .

ar> 1ot neceesarily integrated as substructures of the given stage. As far

as all the acquisitions of a particular stage occurring at the same time,

.

Anna Freud writes (1963): . \
We expéct a fairly cloose corrqspondéhce between growth on the.individdll

-«

developmental lines...though réalify presents us with many examples to the

contrary...[CﬁildEen] may stand high on some levels...whi e -lagging behina in

~

others...for what singles out individual lines for spec;q} prémotion in

[
’

. development, we have to look to accidental environmental influences...forcegs v

,

_embodied in’ the parents'. personalities, their uct lone and ideals, Ehe,family

\ L
atmosphere, the impacf/affthe cultdral setting as a whole [pp. 262-263]. ‘.

The criterion of structures d'enseqﬁle, therefare, is not dpplicable to psycho-

analytic theory. )

Both theories’ assume that there exist frém birth certain biological .
%

givens, although they differ in specifics. For Piaget, these innate char-

.

acteristics include the reflexes, the principle of organization andizhe'adap—
o 4

tive. processes of assimilation and accommodation. In psychoanalytic theory, the
g ( 2 ’

' b olog;cgl givens‘are the instinctual neegs.and the motor apparatus Yriéh
serve the discharge'of tension and the pleasure_princ£;1e. Both assyme that
the infant initially exists iﬁ a relatively undifferentiaxed state. IA

. modern ego psychology theory, the ego is initially given some structure in-

- ) ~cluding perceptual and memory mechanisms, etc. The id, b;iever, is chaotic
with nandirected instinctual forces. Piaget, at one point, speaks of the

"chaotic undifferentiation of accommodation and assimilation." However, some

lstructure is implied in that his theory.-states that organization must exist

SOLS T
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before any adaptagion can take place.

Both theories assume that internal- and external stimulations plaf &

rolein ucvt%opmuntr——?tngefiﬁﬁ}th!éry;‘ﬁowever, emphasizes the external while ¥
psychoanalytic stresses the infernal. Both also assume th;t necessary for

‘developmeAt are the existence of a favorable enylronment to fulfill prima
) ° [

néeds and the infant's innate ability to respond to the environment ‘(psycho-

analytic theory giving ‘this somewhat more stress than Piagetian). Thus, in,

- »

both theories impo;tancegis'accorded to both biological maturation and ex-

ternal environmental stimulation. . o o
| . . 3 ‘ B )
Both theories are surprisingly similar in the way they describe the qpurse

=~ of humandevelopment. The infant is initially in an undifferentiated state,

¥

B \)
not able to separate himself from his environment or even recognize his own

, body parts. With ‘development, the infant is increasingly ‘able to differentiate

?
inner de outer worlds. The ptecision of coordination between the internal
(needs, purposes, representations) and the external (need-satisfying objects,

"1nteresfing" objects) increases. £xternal objects are experienced'mé}e dis-

—~—

¢ cretely. Both theories agree that motor activity is essential in this process.

\ ]

-
d even when the outer

Js still seen as an extension
of the self, conforming to the self's own Béeds;anT‘ e§ires. Thus, develop-
.\3mnt in both models is seen to have directionalitye-even a certéin teleogggx.
In the 6roce§s of development, }rimitive modes‘of Aealing with the envi-
ronment, e.g., reflexes, hallucinations, are .replaced or smpplantea by be-
‘haviors whiéh are more reality orientéd, e.g.. understanding of cauéal‘con- . ,

nections, the reality principle. The child must give up the belief in the-

magical power of his activities and accept'a more vbjective causality. 1In

Vi - -
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both theories, the child gradually becomeg aware of his. autonomy from his

surroundinc environment. This awareness, and reality adaptation in‘general,.

requires that the child has a belief im the permanence of the external en- .
: N y - : |

e ———— e

|
vironment in order to be able to act on it.. : . |

. N .
. - The spé%ific mechanisms involved in develovpment are also quite similar
in the two theories. 1In both, the ability to delay istessenttal. Equaliy
essential in the pourée of development, the child must become aware of the hE

'direction.of his actions! Intention plus delay enabie him to construct

.
A

detour mechanisms (means-ends behaviors or secondary process thopght)rto

o
achieve more advanced goals. Processes of'interqcting Witﬁ'the environment
qome toainvolve more and mdre autgmatized.mental p:tocessi'es.a Ez;ntualiy,
this leads to_the.eiaboration éf mental struLturepi enabling exéeriments in
thought and thus planned activity. !
. . ,

\ ff}n very general terms, the progess'of developmentzl advancé posited

by the twd theories is also quite similar. In both, developﬁent ogcurs as

-

a result of recurre:t disequilibria at.sucéesqi@e étageé and correction bf
%

these at a more advanced level,. In psychoanalytic theory, this digéquilibtium .
.1s caused by frustration in that the instinctual needs cannot be gratified, -

. \ . L
In Piagetiah theory the disequilibrium is an}imbalance between assimilation

and accommodation (intermal capac#ties and external pre;entations). In the

earliestjstages, bieget also taiks ébout frustration. At the earliest stage,
)

, assimilation anqzu;mmmodation are opposed to each other. /"A new accommodation. ..
is at first experieaced simply as ag@¥ouhle-some otstacle to h;bitual as-
similation and is performed only under ddress"'[Piaget in Flavell, p. 60];
it can’only be e%periented as frustratiné.. This con:ilict is, however, ne-
ceégitated by functional assimilation. Gr;dually, as the éap bet;een the new
and the familiar narrows, "hovelty, instead of constituting an annoyance* -
avoided'b§ the subject, becomes a problem and invites searching” [Piaget in )

t

; aeng”




Flavell, p. 61]., . .
= >
Thus, it séems that in terms of genersl fundamentals of development,

there are several lines of rapprochement between Piagetian and psycho-

s "

analytic/theory. In terms of what happens, both see the infant progressing

»

from ‘an undiff'erentiatec‘l’ state to ane of increasing reality adapcarion and

-

both see him takxng some of the same steps in this process (delays, detours,
thought representations). Thére are also general similarities in sonBJes—
sumptions which the tweq theories'make. Both see development as directional
ang encompassing both learning and maturation, beginning with biological ~

. givens plus some inhate structural characteristics, and progressing forward

as a result of some -type of conflict and disequilibriuvm. However, despite

o .

: \
‘these general similarities, there are profound differences between the two

theq;ies.‘ And these differences probably are\ﬁost crucial to deal with if

e . 0 .
we are to hope for any serious integration/or coordination of the two theories.

. Differences - \ A ;

. s

The most serious differenfe‘between the two theories is in their con-

ception of the motivating force behind human behavior. This difference, nay
. . '
be seen to pervade other smaller points pf discrepancy between the theories.

-

JIn the Piagetian system, the infant has a need to function:  From birth on-

. wards, he is actively engaging his environment;, he is oriented towards ex-

: 1

ploration. The ideal stafe is8 at equilibrium between external reality and"

internal response, the tendency to assimilate external “‘events to the self.

The two princip;es of development are organization and adaptation. In ps?-

- choanalytic theory, however{ the organism is not acting but acted upon. The

N .

infant's gEal’fs to immediately gratify instinctual needs. His ideal state

of nirvana is one of the absence of all stimulatiod. The fact tnat this goal
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is ultimately unattainable produces frustration and this frustration leads

o

the infant into new forms of behavior, élﬁ;yé in an effért to gratify his ;
desires. In the Piagétian systgm, it is/gften the presgnce of an interesting
object which motivates the infant to ;ct upon 1t and mcdi}y mental structures.
In the psychoanalytic frame it the abseneé of the need—éracifying object,
which forcesithe infant, in frustration, to tﬁrn to otﬂ;F objects-of ﬁal— ‘

- s 3 ! ‘
lucinatory images for substitute gratifications. From this, higher order .

/
thought processes devielop. . .

There are also many resultant specific differences between the two

N —

theories. _In the Piagetian system, delay and detour behaviors are due to

st?uctural changes in mental apparatus.. In psy..vanalytic theory,. these .
‘ . LY

«

behaviors are due to tension diécharge controls which transfgrm-drive
. .o "
cathexes into neutral attention cathexes. In Piagetian‘theory, the motive 1s

, -

. L] P

. :inex;rfcably bound Eo_the coﬁcépt of mental structures. All éot%Ves are the
4 . i * é
: |
result of schematic imbalance. In psychoanalytic theory motives (drives)

are not ?irected towards specific objects in the environment but rather

towards the pleasure principle aﬁd’fension discharge. The existence of the

+ -motive 1is thus indepenaent of the related mental structure. The two- theories
[ 2

) assign different functions to thought--in Piagetian, it replaces motor ac-
. N 1 . !
tivity in providing sblutions to problems. In psychoahalytic, thought serves

4 . .
as a partial discharge of tension, to bind drive cathexes and mediate betweea*,

o

the internal need and the resultant action.

‘ In compa;}ng the two theories, others‘migﬂt have focusse& more on the

differ;pc; in areas covered by each than iﬁ the motivational assumptions

’(étg., intelligence vs. afféct). Houeve;, it see;s.to-me'that tHe fact that
| each theo;y deals with ; particular facet of the individuai's life follows

directly from each theory's conception of human nature. Any theoxy, which

sees man as actively exploring and eﬁgaging in his environment will most

RREIXTI
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. - ’ '4 .
»”n likely see this behavior as evider.ce of a need to know and so concern it- _ -

. ’
~ <

self with cognitive develbpment. On the other hadd,fa theory which sees .

J man striving for instinctual gratification and constantly enpounte}ing
. . . . A -\' ‘,
o r . . i
. o -frustration will, concern itself not only with how his behavior becomes adapted
. U . v . e . - .
' . 'to overcome these barriers but also how he expresses this frustration in

- .

affect. Thus, while it jis .true that the twa theories concern themselves

o .. ,
» ~with different areas of development, this js not surprising in light of the \
. . ‘

. motivational assumptions made byheach. \
. . P
- While affective development is giveﬂ slight consideration in Piaget's-
E \ - \ '

theory, it|is not true that it has been overlooked. Rather, Piaget considers

~a

. it a less primary concern. Affective development, like intellectual, is_

one form of biological adaptation. Piaget congider Aaffective and inteliectual .
. . \ : \

. | - .
~ life to be‘pafallq} and Interdependen~. However, the intelleétual seems to

~

be more important. Affect may. provide the ﬁene;getique" (;prce) behind be= - ‘-
) ha;ior or express the interests and wvalue attached'to & behavinr, but cog-
nition provides the structure thpodgh wﬂich affect and other aspec{; of be-'
havior are expressed. Piaget's use of the affect of surprise is a good ex- )
fample of this. The\child holds an expectation which is not coniirmed, re-

_sulti%g in a feeling of surprise. The child then pursues the misexpectation

with the eventual resultant being a change in cognitive structures. The

2 ° 4
grevious cognitive structures and their mismatch with reality was what(Pfod- N

L uced the affect dn the first place. The ﬁositive affect of deliéht is also

,‘ » -
seen in Pnget's observations, i.e., when a child makes a successful discovery

or masters a problem,or is confronted by novelty. Thus, in Piaget's scheme
\ the affective-persohalgsocial realm is seen only in its 9ognitivé context.

[ .
There may be affective schemas, but each will have its cognitive component.

- "

°
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In psychoanalytic -theory,. affective and intellectual processes trepresent

"different ways ofﬁdischarging tension and with development,'both come ‘under

increasing ego control. At the primary progess level, affective discharge is

an gltepnate solution to hallucinatory ideation. Affect and idea are "com~ -
’ " [ ! -

. L 4
. plementary and/or alternative drive representations [Rapéportf 1960,, p. 26]."
' “ In the secondary‘process model, with the hierarchical st.ucture and structur-
. * 3

al%zed delay, affect'charges are segregated from the drives and may be used .
<« [}

>
. »

by the ego as signals of mounting drive tension.
‘ " In the c?ur§e of ontogeny, affects change from discharge phenqmenona into
y %

€

signals,\from safety valves for dfive tension into anticipations of the méans
-»

7

. s for preventing drive Xischarge [Rapaporf, 1960, p. }i]." . ’
f \' b ‘I -~ )

Affects serve as inborn safety valves for dischatging excess tension and with
v ) - ~ ! K
development, new more compleﬁxneans for discharge are cteared., Affects and .
s 14 ‘

. 1nt$31ect are regulated by d!%ferent types of stryctures. From my rq%ding,

the eonnection between these two'types of structures, if any, 1s unclear,
’ ‘ . .

except that they both emerge with ontogeny and are controlled by the ego.

PR Psychoanalytic theory dlso has more to say about individual differences
' 1

4 . .
and varidtions from norma} development than the Piagetian.approach. This,
«  Ygmms N

tﬁwf course, is oue to the clinical oriéins of the theory--an attempt to under-

stand the indi&idhal patient. Psychoanalytic®theory focuses on the effects
¥

- on laver development of variations in th i individual's inborm equipment (his

14

capacity for adequate discharge) and variations in the environment (its
» . “

- . capacity to ‘provide adequate drive—discharge objects).
_ Neither theory systematically differentiates the role of human from non-
\ \ . - . .
human object in the child's development. Pilaget assumes humans are more

. | \
., importaat gince they are the objJects of many é!hemas; are most prominentiy in .

<

AW ’
. .
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o, . . o
v ’ . N - .
contact with ‘the infant.and are involved in many interesting exﬁériencqs,

/
.

like feeding, but the infant reacts to them like objeqts.‘ In>fact, Piaget ~

_—_

claims that it is not pntilIStége > that the sncial environment.is distinct

from the physical; "nor, conseqyently, is there any profound.modification of

intellectual structures by the social life surrounding him [Piaget, 1966, pZ:SBI.?

Psychoanalytic theory likewise assumes humans are more important in'that'they

R .

-

are most effeb;ive\in gqhtifyingiinétinctual ngeds. . ’ \

It alsc seems that both theorieg have an inadequate view of affect. =

-

. Piaget has emphasized how cognitionkmay influence affect e;Pression but has ¢

£

eliminated many affects from consideration, e.g, ldqeliness; despair, pain,

: e N

to name but a few relevant to this agg‘range. He* has also neglected to deal

L , . . .
_ with the possivility thég‘affecty may influence cognitive structufes. The. .
<

defense may be raised thaf Piaget'§ observktions were of homéhréhred, mid&le .
- [

? . — ”

rs -

class chilqggn where thése affects apparently play a small part. Even if

'K

this were so, though, a gengral theory of develdpmenf should adequately -

specify its assumptions and consider other areas'(non—midjjemclassf) where

the assumptions do, not hold true and what the possible consequences pight - -
be. . ] . y T :, .

. '
s PR N .

‘ Freudian theory considers afféﬁts and inteLlecf but makes no systcmatig

. . . . N ' »

. e ' .

attempt at convergence.’ @%epdian man 18 basically motivated by his instincts—~
] . - * 8 . . -

instincts which are bestial in nature. Thought and affect discharge are

initially equally likely solyiions to this problem. In time, both iné‘easing-

a, .
.

ly come under the contiol of reality. Bﬁt the development of the structute

-
¢ LY r3

nf one does .ot peem to affect the devélopment of the structure of the other.
. [} n . -.'
And, positive affects like empathy. or delight in mastery are not considered.

s -

. ‘ Criticisms of psychoanalytic theory wit!. fbb'Subdivisist of id, eéo,
A \ i

. LA | . . ~

X
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superego, taking a mechanistic approach to the vonceptualization of human

-

behavior ate vell know (see’ Yanke]ovitch & Barrett, 1971){' It seems orly -

/ . ' _ fair at ‘this point to indicate that similar charges might be ievelled against
£ - L . X .
.- the Pilagetian approach, although in a 1ess serious fash B...calanffy
: . -

. (in Piaget, 1971) contends human behavior is an open system and therefore -

' mnever reaches equilibrfum, bt rather a steady state, characterized by equi-
. - . ’ A Y '
@ . .
" finality. Piaget's. tpeory, of course, posits equilibrium and also reduces

p - N ]
‘ognitive development to the acquisition of particular mental structures. \
’ . 13
It also seems doubtful as to whether. the theory is completely open and
. ~

dynamic in qhat it deals with behavior whose development is completed in “
the acquisition of formal operations. . (The theory does not’attempt to

say that other aspects of behavior besides the intellectual are also completed,

- but neither does it_deal with these behaviors or their dynamics.)

. . Pd .
Psychoanalytic'and Piagetian Theories--A Convgggence? . ~7

E

) : Is it possible to, bring togethgr psychoanalytic and Piagetian theories

—1(.; ‘

of development? 1Is it possible to interrelate the developmental attainments.

‘- " described by each? Can ok thenry maké significant contributions ‘to the other
4

-+ and e versa? What floes one theory imply about the domain covered by the
—_

. other?
E

Peter Wolff, in higJreview of the two theories (1360), tinds a cémplete

synthesis-imﬁdssinle. Although his work was originally meant.to be a complete

comparison‘of the’ two theories, he found irreconcilabie differences between
- ) . the two concerning later development, so that he was’ forced to consider only

the senaJrimotor period; ‘Essentially, his solution for a synthesis of the two
. ‘ \

. |

theories 1is to segregaté them and findiéacn*apbiicable to a'different aspect

. of the infant's life. Psychoanalytic.theory is rele;ant\innatates of inner

1
-
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tension when concern with external stimulatiea is minimal. Piagetian theodry,

however, applies to states where organic need is minimal and §he infant can

respond optimaily to his envi}onmént. Thus; the infant also relates differently

2 -

to objects according to his states of inner need. _Where thef are high, he re-
/ r

e

lates in the psychoanalytic way--selecting objects according tb their drive '

gratifyipg abilitids with experienog modifying his means of contacting the ob-

jects. In these states, contacts with some special -objects must be mainvained .
' . 4
1

-

to guarantee their constansi. Their absence leads to organic disequilibrium
- !

N - . & -
and.affective discharge. When the infant is free of internal tension, he relates

in the Piagetian way in’ terms of the object's possibility for assimilation.
¢ . ! n.
In this state, he explores and adapts to new objects regardless of Lheir con-

nection to bodily needs. D{sequilibrium results from contacts with objects
! ° ‘
which are not assimilable to existing schematas. Behavior thus shows two ten-

‘ dehcies:' the Piagetian which is initially reality adaptive and thte psychoanalytic
— i {

which initially operatés according to the pleasure principle and ic :ter forced

to attend to reality and tame the drive forces. Thought is seen to fulfill two
. ~ .

functions, depending on whether driv. levels are above or below threshold--the

’ IS R A

.’ psychoanalytic one of replacing the absent drive object or find%ng a duitable ®

-

substitute and the Pjagetian one of having an internal representation of the world

adaptable to ?&1 reality relationships. Likewise, in the course.of development,

v

the child must develop two typeé of autonomy: ‘one from his need for 1mhediété,

instinctual gratification (psychoanalytic) and the other from his stimulus-bound .

perception of reality (Piagetian).

\
Wolff thus seéé states of the organism existing on a continuum from kigh

. 1 . «
instinctual needs to tension free. At the former end, the concepts of psychoan-

. L)
alytic throory aﬁf?y and at the latter end those of Piagetian theory épply. This- -
s notion seems rather too simplistic--what we are most interested in is the middle-

ground, where both theories apply and how they interaét.' Waolff makes no attempt

‘ \
AN
Q at such a convergence and in fact his'examples dichotomize behavior to the extent

ERIC Ju b1
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that 1t seems impossible that both theories would simultaneously(apply! There is

\ L] 4 £y
b :
also no indication of what effect certain types of intellectual structures have on

affect expression. Rather, ih this approach the two types of structures are

. “completely different and apparently not affected by each other. In any conver-

1

: gence of affective and cogritive d%velopment we would also be intgrested, particu-

-~ .

larly on an individual level, in how certain affective experiences or quantities

- t

or'qualitiés of affective experiences might affect the formation of intelyectual
;t*uctdres. On this point also Wolff's comparison is lacking. Finally, it would -
be helpful if the empirical data from one system could give’a critique or sup-
port for the theory bf the other system. Wolff's monograph and the point in time
'at which it was written can give no help in this area either. .

Since Wolff's monograph a number of other theorists have addressed.themselves
to the question of convergence between pé&choanalytic theory and the Plagetian.

We will now consider these contxgutions.

Psychoanalytlc ﬁheory and P;‘ggtian——An Empirical | Question?

One way to approach the problem of convergence between the two theories ig

empirically——khat is, to experimentally investigate the attainments accorded to

a child in a certain developmental period by each theoyy and then see if and o
they fit together. For instance, in the sensorimotor period, one primary attain-
ment described by -psychoanalytic theory is attachment and its related behavior. -

Plagetian theory, on the other hand, ascribes importance to acquiring an .apprecia-

‘tion of.tne rules governing the existence of objects. This relationship has been
o .

. . /
' investigated empirically. ‘Gouin-~Décarie (1965) investigated the relationship

between objectal relations (psychoanalytic) énd objeqt permanence (Piagetian) in

[y

children 3, 6, 9, 12, 16, and 20 months old, from three different environments \\

(natural home, adopted home and institutioa). Gouin-Décarie's definition of

objectal relations is "the libidinous tie which the subject establishes with
any‘object." Anna Freud's definition of object constancy perhaps more fully

delineates the concept Gouin-Décarie is describing: "Thg,child's ability to keep

Q \
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ur object cat..~xis irrespective of frustration or satisfaction" (in Fraiberg,

»

1969, p. 14). Gouin-Décarie delineates three periods in the formation of

\
s
objectal relations. In the narcissistic period (O to%Q months), there is

N

nc differentiation of self from environment. Parental objects exist only

in so far as they satisfy inner needs. In the intermediate stage (3 to 6
months), there is a begiuning differentiation. iThe first smile appears, sig-
nifylng that emotional reactions are beginning to be recognized and associated
with an external factcr,'fhe human face. The superficial attributes of the

object come to be rerognized. In the true objectal period (from 6 to 12.or .

<

15 months) there is differential smiling, an active expression of affection,

and the zppearance of anxiety. A scale was developed to measure obgectal rela-
|

tions. In addition, a Piagetiiﬂvscale of object permanence was administered

. ' -
.along with the Griffiths Mental Development Scale. - ‘ o

-

In Gouin-Décarie's results, irreversibility and other stage-related pro-

-

perties were confirmed for the Piagetian Scale. For theIObjectal Scale, three

series were hypothesized to have an invariant order: 1 - specific feeding
N S !
1 | 1

reaction, &utomatic smile, differentiated smile and signs of affection;! i
, |

11 - negative affect at play faterruption, negative affect at loss of toy; and’ |

-

II1 - compiies with requests, complies with/prohibitions and discriiinates
: ’ v

|
signs of communication. Series T was confirmed to be invariant for.ayl but |
. . ; , ‘
one subject for whom the last item appeareh early (it seemed possible;that

this subjéct had been 'taught to caress)..jSeries 11 was inconsistant/fdr about

. / . !
one-third of the subjects. Gouin-DRcarile implies from this thaf absence of

affect may not always mean immaturity but may sometimes mean more advanced
!

development, e.g., greater frustration tolerance or greater “trust. . (We will

]

see later from a study by Bell L-s a 51mi1ad finding may have a different basis )

I

The third series was confirmed Eor-all subjects.
\ Looking at the eomplete pruiocols of all the subjects, it wa%/found that
{4 ) .

the objectal relat fpns scale did not possess the same In.uriant cparacteristics

' - [ 4
1 | JU016 ”' , .
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Piagetian stages. Analysis of the honiogeneous protocols did, however, establish
[N

14 e
N
an@iitage properties as did the Piagetian scale. Only 50% of the profiles were

homogeneous, i.e., having all items passed up to a certain poiut and none °

passed beyond that point (invariant). It is thus clearly imposgible to establish

»

a rigid parallel between attainments in the objectal relations sphere and the

a ‘rough correspondence .between the two scales. Iu general, infantq\in Stages ‘I -
33ﬂ 11 are in the intermedlate stage of objectal relations. That 1is to séy,

infants in cognitive stages described as undifferentiated and reflex-dependent

4
(but with an emergent appreciation of the external world) can react tp a smiiing

? -

human with an autcmatic smile, react negatively to play interruption and be
sootked by a human voice. Infants in Stages I1I and IV are in the intermediate

T
period. When the infant has an appreciation of object constancy, although it 1s
k4
1
still linked to l:y own actions on the object {n that he does not attribute per-=

manence to a vanished object with visiple displacements, he is able to distinguish
a familiar person in his environment and show‘;igns of affection. Finally, the
infants in Stages V.and VI score in the true objectal period of the scale. These
infants, who have attained internal representation and a concept of the perman-—
ence of the object, aré able to endow the love object with objectal stability,

attachment exists through states of pleasure d4r dissatisfaction. As tated
. 4 . .
previously, these’relationships were not invariant. There were, however, cer-

’

tain absolute limits.” No infant from Stages I to III reached the true objectal
pgriod and no éubjects in the true objectal period were below Stage V.

The above general conclusions concerning a reldtionship between cognitive

development and objectal relations galned further support from an analysis whiQﬁ.iAA
~

{ncluded the heterogeneous profiles. It is interesting to note that in this N

group of children, those from ingtitugions and adopted homes were proportionately
over-represented The institutional group showed less cognitive develcpment in
general (lower IQ) nuch retardation in objectal -elations development and pr6-

found deviations from the expected course. The metlod used %P the statistical
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ana%ysis of the combined group of homogeneous and heterogéneous protocols was to

rank order the profiles on the basis of genetic advance. This rank was the sub-

ject's score on objectal relations. In a multiple regression model, the four
variables of environment, objectal relations rank, C.A. & M.A. account for 85% o

of the variance in the Piagetian score. All variab}es are significant contributors,
P . * 1]

M.A. being highly significant. With the object%}.relations score as the dependen:
variable, the other variables account for 777 of the variance. SurPrisingly\\L
environment makes she greatest céntribution, followed by the fiagetian.séaIﬁ
score and finally by‘M.A. and C.A. which contribute equally.

Thus, it seems that ccgnitive developﬁent 4 1a Piagetian measurement is

most influenced by mental age. However, objectal relations, chronological age

and environment all are equally significant in accounting for the.remaining varianc
. b

~

However, 'in analyzing the objectal relatjons score, the story is quite differént.

In this case, environment is the preponderant factor accounting for its var-
~ -~
AN
jance.. Thus, while important for cognitive development, environment seems~much )

¥
more crucial for emotional/deve#opment. The score on the Piagetian scale is
. g

: »
the second strongest explanatory factor, exceeding C.A. and M.A. Gouin-Décarie's .
: ' - ~
study shows that cognitive and emotional development definitely are related in :\
this agsuperiod, although in no simple, straightforward way. .

A more recent study has also looked at the relationshipbetween the two

»

aspects of development. Bell (1970) studied the relationship between the baby's

attachmen:, to his mother and his developme t of object and person permanence,
\

The study was longitudinal--babies vciig tested 3 times between the ages of 81/2
a-a 11 months (some again at 13 1/2 months). Object permanence was, determined

with a Plagetian scale of items. Thé same items were used to determine person 4

-

permanence--here the hidgden object was the mother and screens consisted of doors,

furniture, shields, etc. The discrepancies between the object and person perman=
. o .
ence levels attained made it poss ‘le to classify subjects into three groups.




Group I (the largest with about 70% of the subjects) showed positive déealage--

person permanence preceding object permanence. Group II (no décalage) showed ng

difference between object and person perﬁaﬁence (less than 10% af the sample).

-

Group: III (negative décalage) showed a disérepancy in favor of the object ¢about
20% of theé 8ubjects). Negative and no décalage may be related to Gouin-D&carié's

,
finding that for ong-third of her subjecés, negative affect at play‘'interruption

did not precede ﬁegative affect ;t loss of a toy. 'Over time, Bell found that )
the discrepancy between objecg ;nd person permanence decreased, indicating that
evehtually the concepts of object and'pérson perﬁanenée catch up with each other.
Artachment was measured by '"Behavior in a Str;ﬁge Situation" which permiés
observagion of the b;by's response to b{ief separ§t{pns from ;he mother, which
relates to the quafiiy of the mother—infgnt'interaction‘guring,the first year of

L3

life. Subjects were also classified into groups on the basis of their attachment

behaviors. Group A infants (15% of the samkle) showed striking proximity-avoidance

beh:viors upon the mo;hér's return. Group B in.@nts (aboﬁt'70% of the sample)
demonsfratfd approach behaviors towards the motZS?‘hpeq_;ganion. Finally,
Group C babies (15% of the sgmple) showed‘a;bivalence or passivity.

All bﬁ; one o;_the Group B (attach@d) babies showed a Eosit;ve décalage. -

On the other hand, most 6f the babies in Groups A and C (negative relationship
. /

or ambivalence) showed gegétive'décalage. That is, only the babies who showed

attachment behawior showﬁd an advance in the concept of person permidnence compE;ed
. L

\ ) a
to object. Maternal attitudes alsh differentiated the positive~aﬁa\q{gat1ve
i \ .

décalage groups. Furthermore, it was found that babies in, this positive décalage
group were significantly more advanced in the development of the object concept

than were other babies at every testing session. The babies in the negaéive or

N £

no décalage groups were not more advanced even in the object concept of things.

This study thus confirms the previous one in estel:rlishing the connection hetween

-~

cognitive and emotional development. Heré it was shown that the.development of .

the object concept is intimately tied to the baby's attachment to his mother.

¥ -
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Inéeed, there was almost a perfect correspondence between type of dé#alage and
the quality of attachment to the mother. Furthermore, the attachment to the
,mother relates to more advanced cognitive development overall. This also nrovides

support for Gouin-Décarie's findings concerning the importance éf enviropment for

¢ k]

-
the development of objectal relations.. It seems that Piaget's assertion that

]

‘the sosial Spéere plays go significant r?le/dn cognitiQe development is definitely
in error. .interestingly enough, Piaget himsglé includes examples of a schema
being first applied to:a human and then later to an inanimate object,'fog ‘instance,
prehension and imitatio; of the harid before other obj%cts (Piaget, 1962, p. 15).

Thus the Gouin—Déc;rie and Be{l studies have established the fact of a
definite connection petween emotional and cognitive development.—’ﬁoﬁ, what impli-
gation'do the;e findings have for a theéretical convergence Or reevaluation?

In her analysis, Gouin-Décarie focuses oh the contradiktions betweeq psycho-
analytic and Piagetfan theory éqgﬁerning the advent of mentai reéresentations.
PsychoanalyE}c'theory claims the presence of :rue repre ntation in the iqter-
mediate period (3 to 6 months), the capability of imiyating an internal model
before 12 months ;nd the existence in his first ye;r of % universe of fantasies

s

at the infant's disposal. In Pihgetian theory, however, true representation is

not achieved until 16 to 20 months and thus before this the infant ié incapable

+

oé imitating (or even Raving) an internal modei and incapable of imagination.
Clearly,‘one or the other theery is wrong and the data 1ngicate it is the psycho-
analytic theory. A cognit;ve behavior Fhat qﬁiarly requires mental representation
is not obsérved until the 16 to 20 mon£hs age range. A reexamination ofﬂthe
objectal relations scale reveals that none of the early attainments require re-

P

presentation ct all. Instead they are related to anticipatory behavio;, reac-

. —
tion to signals, recognition and direct imitation. Gouin-Décarie asserts that .

4

the early eéistence of representation via hallycinatory ideation requires. reformg:\

lation. In psychoanaiytic heory, the child's ability to obey prou.ibitions al;%

¢ ) g\- . :’ j
YRRV . '
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requires an internal representation and imitation of the representted figure (igen-

tification).- This /achievement is also discrépant from Piagetian tneory. She

accounts’ for this by hypéthe51zing a threce month developmental lag_ between -
attainments with people and with objects. This, however, seems to be quite an
assumpt;on.i'Bell's data are not presented in a form which permits direct testing
of this assumption, but from what one.fan infer, this &oes seem to be an over=
estimation of the time length of the positive décalage between acquisition of

object and person permanence. Bell's data also.indicate that even in the nosi-

1

tive décalage group, a complete internal repfesentation of the person-object g

definitely,not attained before a year, probably not until abon; 13 1/2 months.

Furthermore, Gou1n-Décarie S propo~ed three month developmenLal lag between

object and person permanence does not take into account the negative décalage
k] .

«group for whom objeete acquire permanence before persons. Thus it would seem
\ . I} } .

more parsimonious and closer ‘to the empirikal trath to apply Gouin-Décarie's
5 . ':‘:v\ ° . -
critique of the psychoanalytdc theory of early representation via wish fulfill-

ment tc all of the theory's postulations concerning iceation in infancy, that

[y
- [ 1

is, they a11 definitely require reformulation.
Psychoanalytic theory used the concept of internal 1. :sentation df the

-

object to answer many questions, e.g., the development cf thought, why the .
infant at ; certain ;ée.begins to cry for the absent mother, why he obeys
commands, ete. If however, a complefe mental representation, which allows
deferred imitation, 1s not achieven until 16 to 20 months, t%ese e&rlier attain-
ments necesgitate eome othet explanation. Fraiberg (19695 has done thie by

pointing out two different types of memory evocatiye ané recognitory. Her

description of her dog's behavior presents’this difference concretely. The

' o

dog would wake up from a nap and being hungry, go to the kitchen. If he wanted
a biscuit, he would stand befo ckaged.food cupboard and bark; if he

wanted something more s stantial: he would go over to the refrigerator. It~

.

- N
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seems very unlikely that the dog has developed the ability for an internal mental
’ : . ¥ .
representation of his environment. Indeed, he tested at only Stage IV in his

14

attainment of the concept of the permanence of an object. It seems even more
unlikély to posit a developmental. lag for the dog between an internal represeﬁtation
’

of food and that of all other objects! How then does the dog .khow-where to
. , .

go? Here 1s where the idea of recognition memory fits in.

The existerice gf a complete internal representgtion constitutes evocaéive
memory--the image of an object and its surfsunding context can be calied up into
,memory at any time. .This is a purpogeful; intentional, mental act. Recognition
memory ks not intentional. In it, thélimage of the object may be calied iqto

" memory but only B& its direct association with some specific external or intermal

1) B

stimulation. The image is not free--"it is entirely at the disposal of the stimu-
lation." Clearly, recognition memory is more primitive than evocative memory.

Thus, getting back to the dog, it seems probable that the iﬁage of féod was ¢

[

tied to a hunger stimulation. Thus his feeling of hunger produced the images

. 1mage, while strong hunger pains led to an image of 'meat in the refrigerator.'

/

|
which then guided his behavior: weak hunger pains led to the 'biscuit in the cabineﬁ

. . . .
For Brandy the{dog, it was his huriger pains whith produced the internal repre-=

sentation which guided behavior, not Brandy himself.

I

Fraiberg points out that this analysis of the dog's behavior is equally

applicable to the Stage III to V infant. The i:fant presented with a particu-

»

_lar stimulation may image the object connected with that stimulus. For

éxample, the stimulation resulting from an unfu‘ifilled needy like hunger or
i} lack of social stim&lation, may préduce the image'of the need—g;atifying object—
?;e bottle, the mother, etc. The image of the n~bject is not free but is a
part of the need and so when the need is experi.:nced, the object image is too.
This gehavior 18 clearly differe:L, however, from that of Stages I and II

where there was no differentigtion at q}l: the object was merely a fulfiller

L EREE FA R .
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. ‘ .
of needs and so could be substituted ;>\any other suitable object (e.g., any

other suitable caretaker). In the recognition memory of Stages II( to V,
‘however, the mother or caretaker still does not have a complete existence of

its own. / T‘is achievement does not occur until- the 16 to 20 month level. ' .

-~

.

In Stages III cJ V, the 1ove.object has an existence, brt it is tied to the
. ' s . '

- ’

child's actions upon it or needs connected to it. . .
] ) . U
- ) ’ L4 =
Schaffer's work (1969) has some relevance in this éiscussion. He finds

P -

that infantsxﬁéve an early (6 months) perceptual ability to classify objects

on the basis of familiarity (they show differential vi.sual attention to subtlely

nove%?Objects). However, there seems to be no integration of this information

on familiag};& with selective approach-avoidance behaviqr. That ig, it is not

until 12 months that the infant displays discriminatory manipﬁlation (metor

Ed

— . ,
actions) toward a new object. Likewise, the youlfer infant chgoses objects on

the basis of perceptual attributes, irrespective of experience. It cems that

. for the six month old, stored images are ineffective in guiding motor responses.'
Schaffét postulates two mechanisms to account for this. The earliest ote, in-
p R4

volving perceptual learning is achieved at about three months. It involves

acqulring some central representation which permits differential attention to

stimuli, varying in theiz;degree of familiarity. A much later acquisition is a

response-selection méchanism. Here, memory plays a mediating role so that the

apbropriateness of a response can be determined by past experience. It is clear

from this research that the existence of some central representation, which per-

-

mits recognition to occur, does not automatically mean that the infant can re-

trieve the image and-act selectively under its guidance. These.latter two aré

much later attainments.

.

How does the explanation of;;ycognition versus evocative memory fit in

with the behaviors which need explanation? Stranger anxiety conforms well--the

sudden crying(elicited by apstranger's coming close seems Very much Tike a mis-
*

~

match phenomena. The psychoanalytic explanation has been that the wegative affect

)
SHRIP
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produced comes from disaﬁpointmenﬁ that the object in{ernalized ir thé ego cannot
be fogpd in realxty The present hypothesis acgually fits the data better. We
hypothesize that at this point the recognition of the wother encompaSses her ‘
bodily shape as well as her face. So, grom afar, recoghition and the attached
féellngs becomé‘elicited from other hum;ns aszwell. The cgild comes: to ex;ect

that his mother 1s approaching. When these expectations ate disconfirméa, Heo
.. X T

is upset and displays stranger anxiety
. ) - -

an expectation that a familiar and beloved face should manifest itself in a

a . 3

familiar surround does not require the intervention of evocative memory

(Fralber\1969 p. 24).

L4

The child also shows anxiety 3t brief separations from the méther. The psycho-

;ﬂalytic exélanéfibn has been that the infant must.have a stable picturé of his

) <
mother for this to occur. On the other hand we might hypothesize that an\image
of the mother, as the most frequent gratifier, is tied to feelings of loneliness,
fear; or huhger. Wwhen the infant experiences these feelings, the mother's image

is elicited; he searches fof her and when she 1s not present, he experiences

anxiety. If the mother's image were really stable in this period, why would she

"be regarded as lost when she is not perceivea? It seems rather that there, is

anxiety during brief separations precisely because the image 1is unstable and
\ .
not independent of perception, requiring visual affirmation.

-~

1f we regard tolerance for brief separations at 20 to 26 months as an indicator%

of the stability of mental representdtion, intolerance, bordering on severe
anxiety states between the ages of 8 and 13 months, stt testify to the in-

stability of mental representations {Fraiberg, 1969, p. 25).
. ;
The fact that mental representation is not necessary in the achievement

*

of objectal relatio=s in the first year was also confirmed through Fraiberg's

study of blind infants. These infants met all the criteria for objectal relations:

-
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as for sighted children. Their scores on an object permanence test, however,
placed them 2 to 6 months behind other infants. -

?
Perception, recognition, evdcative memory follow the same structural and

' .maturational laws for human objects and inanimate objects; the differences that

f -

. . we discern in psychoanalysis are affective and are defined in energic terms; we
. . N oy R

can speak of degrees of cathexis but not of a different kind of mental repre-
‘ . . ) ——

sentation (Fraiberg, 1969, p. 32). -

It is difficult to imagine that the baby at 8 months can employ mental opera-.

tions on one level for exteroceptive data and another level, one of higher com=

-

- ~_
plexity for the stimuli of need states (Fraiberg, 1969, p. 44).
~

Thus, it seems that the empirical data necessifates a defin}te revamping

of psxfhoanaiytic theory. A comple;a:meejrl representatien cannot occur at the

/
ages specified nor is it necessary to the affective achievements of the period.

According to Rapaport, in the abs\ence of the drive object g the drive reaching
- threshold intensity produces the hallucinatory idea of prgvibué gratification.
This, we have szen, is possible, as a vague 1lmage of the objecb~mai be tied to |

the internal stimulus. His next conclusion is definitely not possible, though,
!
. N A ”
for Rapaport imbues the hallucinatien with an intentional character; he views ic
\ .
. /-
as a purposfve mechanism the infant employs for suqstitutg gratification, to

rid-ﬂimself’of his frustrations. We have seen that at this point thought has not

yet achieved the status of a problem-golving mechanism. The Jinfant is much more
v

4

likely to take acfiéﬁ, to express himself directly. So, while halluicinatory

> e e T -

‘{9éqsion ﬁqy SE?HE’,it does not bav€.the ﬁigsal CharéfFeF attributed to it an?
cannot provide the basis for the development of thought, Psyéhoanalytic theory
also presumes that the S;agg;iv child must be following an internal model in
order to obey prohibitionsi Tbig assumﬁtion is no( necessary either as this
can be seen as another example of recognitioﬁ memory, where the image 1s evoked

\ . -
by the situation of being told mot to do somefhing. ¥

ERIC ' hadlniah
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The empirical evidence also shows us that Wolff's conclusion of separating: .

" Piagetifan and psychoanalytic theories as applying to two different realms is also

inadequate. Cognitfye and affective dévélopmenté are definitel; related. Attain-
_ments in one area have définite effeéts on the other, and two separate\types Qf
mental functioning do not occur. _Thus, both theories cannot simultaneously or

alternately be upheld. Empirical data must provide the critérion for a choice

- of one over the other or rejection of aspects of each.

Qégnitive and Affective DeveLgpmggt-—What Isa.he Relationship? .
E{hgetian theory and cognitive data have shown ais that the.psychoanaLytic -

. theory of thought developﬁent is in error. Can we imply from these sources any- [/

—

’thing el'se about the theory that needs alteration?

As stated previously, the most basic difference betweén Piagetjan thégry

¢ — - ‘.

. . ’
and psychoanalytic is .n their cont¢epts of motivatiomm In any real integration of

the two, this difference would have to be tesolved. The general éxpegiméntql ””(,

evidence probably piles up on the side of Piaget. Rats and othér animals are not
. . 1‘

Just motivated by the satisfaction df basic drives. Behavior has been noted which
. is motivated by a need to explore, to have the company of other animals, curi-
- % * ~

osity, or even a desire for environmental change. If this is true for animals, .__
it must be all the more éo‘for humans (see Schachtel, 1959). And, as Yankelovich
and Barrett (1971) point out, instincts in animalsehave a ﬁore dynamic¢, less

narrow character than they are portrayed as having in psychoanalytic theory.
This difference might be resolved if one were te alter the motivational
- v ra !

‘basis of each theory. In this mew conceptualization the basf#f mativational

-principle would be a drive to master reality. -In Piagetihn theory,‘the process of

°

=

cognitive development basically involves the construction dbf invariants amidsg’é )

perceptual fluxi i.e., the invariance of the object's existence aﬁq its ﬁ%opeg;iga--

» v

mastering the reality of the physical world. We hypothesize that the child can
. A X t )

\

1 Gﬂ)
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be seen g the same thing wits other aspects of his exi: ~ence--that 1is, -

' N ' finding invariants in perception of self and others: discéyé?ing the underlyﬁng
. . \?\

co .tinuit} and sapeless in his_concept of himself, in the behavior of other people,
in sogial conduct and in b lief and vglde systems., All these present different
aépects ‘of reality that he w111 try to master. Cognitive structures.are difiﬁ;-

entially applied to physical and then to personal and social aSpeCCSJOf the indivi-

> T
dua#rs life. This diffeqential application is- similar to hopizontal dbcalage, or
R \ I
- in Flavell and Wohlwtil s terms (1969), competence preceding performanc;_‘\\;:;AUV

O
Piaget's assumptions tha& structures d'ensewble.appear simultaneously w0uld be

-~ - .

completely untendple if these additional areas of developrent are cansidered.
LY - —_

All in all, however, this col ceptualization is not diverging too far from -

[N
~

-P1aget's theory, for he himself speaks of develgpment proceedlng along two poles: T,
. . ’ Ty . . .
externalization--increasing knowledge of physical experience--and internalization--

.\

’ . -

increasing knowledge of internal operatidnms.
The motivational basis of psycheanalytic theory 'would be altered in that
the realit principle would b riginal directing force, rather than a mode

of ex1stence which society and cifilization forces the individual into--a mode

that 1s completely gpposed to his basic dessres of immediate gratificatinn and
\
nonstimul ti . Positing a drive towards mastering reality changes the psycho-
&

analytic conceptior of man--from one that is acted uppn to one that is actively
4

engaging his Sur(qpndings. In this new conception, fulfillini.the basis needs

kol
15 but one aspect of the basic motivational force. The child will attain the

/ most reali:y-adaptive ways to fill these necds along with a mastery of other as-
. { .
" pects of his life in the course of development. However, this conceptualization
- \

does not ignore the tepsion invaffective functioning yhich Schachtel (1959) and,
. others have pointed out--that is the tension between active exploration (activity-
affect) and maintenance’ of the status quo (embeddedness affect). A similar

‘tension is seen in cognitions of the.physical world in Piaget's writing: the

~

"y
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4

infant 1s constantly taking in new stimuli and accommodating to them (activity),

[

. yet a stimulus which is too discrepant from expectations will be ignored (mainten-

ance of stability)., In the present schema, this tension is to be gccepted as
L
glven; -the infant,in masteting reality vill tpy to cope with i. and minimize it.
L
' It should also be pointed out that this new conception does not mean that every

child will auf9matiea11y develop an ideal way of functioning. Rather, in this

____Méhwf,;_ﬂA;;Enrygreality is not an absolute state but is different for each child. So, —

for instancej‘a\deviant "reality'" necessitates a deviant way of .functioning and

adapting. Thus, this principle fits in‘readily with an examination of individual
differences and epvironﬁénta} variations as well as with Erikson's notions (1963)
that the expression of the behaz;or in any epigenetic stagé is dictated by the !

individual's culture. ' ’ “i:}

The mastery of reality will be more difficult in some areas of the cnild's

'y
1ife‘than others. The physical environment presents the least difficultiles.

Here the invariance 1s relatively easy to abstract since physical objects are:
~,
consistent and operate accardiqg to certain laws. Mastering bodily functions 1is
. - - .
more difficult. One must abstract certain signs and associate them with certain

bodily operations. In this sphere, the invariance is 1ess.cle;r-cut and there

is more inconsistency. The problems involved in abstracting principles behind-
4

others' behaviors are even greater. Greater still are the difficulties in abstract-

2,

ing the rules governing socially approved ways of behaving or the cohsistency
| =
\
and proper application of value and belief systems or even the control of affect

expression. Some of the areas are so difficult, so filled with inconsistenciﬁs
.

and governed by such imprecise rules that complete control dver them, complete
mastery, may never be achieved at all. (Although some invari;ﬁts governing-funé—
tioning in any 'area are probably known by everyone.) That is éo say, cogﬁitive
structures developed in one area (the physical environment is probably the first)

}
are not applied to other areas (e.g., social relations) until much later. The

]

ERIC SRUEI IR I .




26

L

cognitive structures are available,bﬁi they may not be applied to all areas.

Working with the puysical environment alone, Piaget has a parallel findiné

(vertical décalage), that is,

the achievéments of the sensorimotor period (the

1

-

level of action) must be repeated on the lev

of symbolic thought. .This lag or

\

décalage in application of cognitive structures

similar to Piaget's theories of hot™ vertical an
’ .

&hat all decalages exist on a continuum and may

. [

cepts.

In this case the ddcalage seems to resul
L
the physical; second, the individual's recogniti

dual may be less able to see the invariances; an

omy--the individual may

”

feel he has less control

les

areas may not be too far apart, but are likely t

found a strong relati
»

the first two ye,~

-

not- be as clear=-cut.

Regarding the role of cognitio
according to thﬁ previous findings and based on

constr

at the different.stages in the way it was expressed and the conditions

evoked it. Progression from stage Et
jve structures which hav

the avolu

ment in afféctive stage. Before this can happen, th

v
the appropriate environmental cues, must
structure can be applied, and feel the autonomy

tions. Certain ¢

A »
AR I

Y

material itself--the personal and social world may'possessa}es

s likely to act on the invariances he perceives.

is likely to differ with age. At the youngest ages,

onship between object perrmanence and objegtal re

<, but at later ages we may expeét that this rel
n in affect expréséion; it -seems possible,

uct stages in’ the development of affect expression.

e evolved (probably from other areas of behavior,

tion of new cognitive structures does not automatically im

onditidns, like severe affective upheaval,

s of development 1s

to other area
d horizontal décalage and may imply
be explainable with similar con-'

|
first, the —

t from three sourceg:

s invariance than

on--in certain areas the indivi-
‘

-

d third, the individual's auton-

‘over certain areas and so be
\

-

IThe extent of these lags
s \ L 2
achievements ih the various

o spread with age. Thus, we

latioqé in -'

ﬁtionship will

-
rd

the new theory of motivation, to
', p

A

Affect would differ

wmich

I3

»

)

o stage would be dependent upon the cognit*

but
ply advance-

e chiYd must be provided with

abstract the relevant features to which t

necessary to act on these abstrac

excessive affective




tive structures. does not necessitate affective advance--other events may interfere

{
. \s
inconsistencies or environmental interference may make this abstraction and

application impossible.
We have concluded that affective and cognitive development are related.

I have hypothesizel how.cognition may affect the expression of a%fect--thét is,
‘ ~/

¢
certain cognitive achievements are necessary before particular affective stages

in developmint can be attained. However, the existence of the necessary cogni-

{ : . ' .

causing a d?velopmentai 1ag" or even causing a stage never to be achieved at all. -
We turn now to ‘the other side of the_coin--hqy can affect have an effect

on the development of‘:Qghitive structures? ;;;§\¢§ ce;tainly pcssible as was

seen in‘Bell's study whefk infants\with an amBivélent or n;gqtive atFachment to

their mothers showed lesser overall development on the concept of the permanehcé .

of the object or in°Gouin-Décarie's study where home-reared infants surﬁpssed }

4

-~

adgpted and'institutipnalizpd infants in cognitive énd affective development.
'The ego psychologists have ‘approached this problem, aléhough indirectl&.

Erikson's theory is most relevant_to this issue. . Erikson covers two basic

\
1

-accemplishmenrs in tgﬁrpefipd from zero Wb two years: basi¢ trust and personal '™
A Y - .

autonomy--both highly related. In the first yeaprcf life, Erikson states it is

L
~——

crucial that the infant acfuire a sense of basic trust. Trust in this usage is
P Y M ,
much more than rhe usual meaning. It includes trustfulness concerning others as
‘ s 4 .
well as oneself. It is trustfulness that the world-is put together in an orderly

.

- ) .
Fashion, according to certain. consistent principles; trust thgt the world/yd<t

not deceive him, will not turn on him. Ts ndt this trust, then, necessary for

/

/
‘the infant to be open to experience, to go out and explore his world and make
the necessary abstractions to attain a sense of the invariances of the objects

around him? The critical period for the acquisition of this sense of basic trust

!

18 up through 12 months, just the time at which an appreciation of the existence
¢ t
ani permanence of the external world begins to appear. In order to gain the

-

genge of basic.trust, the infant must have his needs met reliably and in a

N 4
o YN NIN
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consistent manner, free from experiencing a great dedl of frustration or deprivat.om.

- Thus, a -ertaip amount ef positive affect 1s necessary for the infant to- have thctcon

//wf/ . fidence to engage in the type of behavior necessary for cognitive advancement to occu

*r .

E €
The second 6; Erikson's stages emerges out of the first. Basic trust in-

cluded an’ attitude toward onecz21f and oneie own functioning. In the seond stage,

a

this attitude is expanded into a sense of autonomy and control. Up to the

~

age .of two we are dea11ng with the early attainments of this period. This ’
. - .

involves a sense of control over one's actions as well as one's bodily functions,

>

a concern with holding on and letting so. Both classical psychoanalytic and "

»

" Piagetian theory have sttessed the importance of a sense of persenal autonony

t

and awareness of §eparateness of self from the environment for development in

the~second year. of life. Hawlng gdined a, sense of basic trust permits the 1id
- .
to achieve a sense of autonomy which then permits bhim to esplore unknown aspeqts

-

of reality and invent nfw/éombinat1ons to solve problems. In Piagetian theory, a

concern with control over objects is evident in Stage V. Throwing and drqopping

\ »
behaviors are,characteristic of this period.. Psychoanalytic theory has stressed .

mus~ular control and the sense of control the child must develop over his own elim-

= . ) .
inétion processes. Erikson also asserts that interactions with physical objects may
.

represent a way to deal with affective needs. In this way, by providing prac-

tice with objects, affective needs may further cognitive advancement. As an
example, hrikson notes that the infant begins experimenting with d§0pping and

\ .
throwing away objects at the time when separation anxiety begins. Erikson hypo-

~
thesizes that the infant engages in this behavior in an effort to mqfter che idea

S~

of going away and coming back so that he may also feel more in control of his
mother s appearing and disappearing and so experience less anxiety. (As an
example he quotes Freud's description, of repetition compulsion--hie grandson's

play with a ring on a string, persistently throwing 1t "away and drawing it back, A

synbolizing gaining control over’ the mother's d{sappearances. The Verbal label

-
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: ) \ D
which the child gave to this play, he subsequently applied to his own appearanfe

and disappearance in a mirror.) The child tries to master a situat#on which in

its original form had been too much for him by meeting it repeatedly and of his .

own accord (p. 216). \ )

éfway

that they permit him to imagine. that he is master ef his life predicaﬁent as

N

~‘utilizing his mastery over objects, the child can'arrange them in such

N

well, . .He has. . turned passivity into activity (Ei (Erikson, 1963 p. 217)%

Thus, Erikson's theory points out how affe¢tive relationships may be tied
to cognitive develdpmept--positive affective development may be a preconditioner
<
to provide the child the necessary support and self-confidence, and affective ,

needs may supply ;he necessary push to engage in reality-oriented bchaviors. The

basic attainments of Erikson s first two stages, trust in the world and attonomy

-

over one's own behavior, are strongly related to the necessary preconditions for (
. :

acquisitioﬁ of a concept, as stressed by Pinard (1973) and others, that 1s, a

) . -. e

‘realization of the relevant features of the objects under studxland the recog-

nition that one can act on these features.

. P P

In surprise reactions we can see how affect.and cognition are linked.

Surprise, in Charlesworth's terms (1969) resuits when an expectation 1s ndt con-

, firmed. This impiies chat surprise 1s degsndent on the existence of some repre-

sentation of the object in question and a cognitive structure relevant to it.

The capacity to be surprised. . .requires an ability to recognize a sign and

anticipate or expect the event the signal signifies; it 1is a capacity that

develops slowly over time and at different rates in different areas of cog-

nitive competence (Charlesworth, 1969, p. 272). . Lo

The affective reaction of surprise may have a facilitating effect on cognitive

development. With surprise, gross motor behaviors are inhibited and more atten- -

tion may be directed towards the surprising effect. Surprise is also thought to

-

have a general arousal effect on stimulus reception and information processing,
i
~&




. . R .
 Either effect can cause an increase in approach behavior and attempts at assimi- |
\ ) - K

lation and accommodation.

A 1} »

-

Surprise reactions....help to insure that the organism behaves in such a way 3s
to produce new knowledge about problematic properties of the environment.
’ %
Martin (1968) offers another theoretical position, detailing how the

mother may function to enhance the autonomy of the child's ego and -the develop- .

. @ - /
ment of ego functions. He employs the concept of the stimulus barrier. 1In the \_4//

-

,» immsture neural connections. Later in infancy, while the ego ig still develop—

immatufe organism, the role of the barrier protecting the infié;Afréﬁ excessive
stimylation and .consequent disruption may be filled by organic factors, e.g.,

[

ing, the role of the barrier may be played by the mgther and the protection she
supplies (similar to the sense of basic trust she gives to the infant). Vith o
further development, the child may rely on his own active ego processes;-processes
-1ike attentior which can serve a blocking function (ecreeﬁing out }rrelevsht
features)~-by raising the threqhbld for some srimuli and lowering it for ofhers;

or the process of concept formation which permits delay, and so adeun;

secopdary proceas. thinking. If, however, the mother's barrier is removed before
these processes are ready, they may never fully develop. N

‘ Mahler (1967) has also addressed herself to the'question of a stimulus
barrier. She speaks of data which indicate an increaéing'sensitivity to external

- / -
stimuli around the age of one month, implying that at this point the neural stim-

ulus barrier is beginning to crack. A stimulus shield begins to form around the

mother-child unity. This symbiotic state is important for the child's development:

~

While pleasure in outer sensory perceptions as well as maturational pressures
stimulate outward-directed attegtion cathexes--while inside there is an optimal
level of pleasure and therefore safe anchorage within the symbiotic orbit--these,

two fqrms of attention cathexes can oscillate freely. The result is an optimal

4

symbiotic state from which smooth differentiation--and expansion béyond Lne Ssym-

biotic orbit-—can take place (Mahler, 1967, p. 748).

b}
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__-4_ﬁi_analyti;:_thegr1kthe coulfse _vhick the theory hypothesizes introjects follow may

- ———

" the environment.

31

\ -
b .
-

Mffect mav be conceptualized af related to cognitive development jn yet !

-

, andthar way. This relationship comes out of the pSycheanalyticitheofy of intro-

jection. Introjection is a primitive internal reproduction of an interagtion with

i

|
) y
udes a representation of an object and of the self in |
-

us affective coloriné'of the experience. While the

It i

Vinterattior with the ebject

-

forny of mental representat on may be questioned here as in other aspect& of ‘psycho-

\

t addition. The affect associated with introjects caﬁBed/

>

represent an import'
them to sepangate and be categorized into positive and negatiye: clusters (spli*ting)

. » v -

'Within these elusters, homologous introjects tend to fuse Sso that “gelf becomes

4
i«separated from pther.’ Further diffeﬁentiations occur in a simblar fashion.
L}

Introjections. . ".may be considered as precipitants around which ego nuclely .

conseiidate. .fusion of similar ppsitive.introjects congtitute such ego nuclei )
[whicn] have an essential function in directtng t?e organization of perceptibn,

memory, and indirectly that of other autonomOus ego functions . .the general »
level of psychomotor activity; control over delay; orientation and Pianning of

activities, flexibility in shifting attention; differentidtion of all kind of

stimuli; and integrating of experience and actions (Kernberg, 1966, p. 244).
Kernberg goes on ¥ show how an excessive degree of this orocesz, that is posi-
tive and negative introjects so intense that later they cannot be reunited, can
have later deleterious effects: ‘ ,

Excessive paﬁhological splitting. .interferes not only with t.e integration.

of affectsE but also with integration of'the’self and with the development of
the representational world (Kernberg, 1966, p. 245) .

Thus, positive and negative affective experiences assoclated with the very young
infan%'s contact with the external world or bodily sensations may provide the
first basis fer categorization, the foundation for cognitive_developmentg The .

further operation of this process, clusté{ing into content areas may help in the

cognitive’ process of differentiation of self from the environment. Furthermore,

8ol




.

% The mechanisms. involved, thqugh, have yet to be established. Drawing upew varioys

L . | A < o2 e
{t can e inferred that deviations in this process may negatively affect other,

]
more general areas of .development.

. -~

In general, 1t should be pointed out’ that the role that affect plays in
4

cognition is so far only h}pothesized.. The preceding statements are only suggestive,

not empirically suppokted. They are, howeveryinot inconsistent with other theory
N ’ . : -
and research in this area. For instance, in, regard to the relationship between .

\

cognitive agﬁraffective factors in develOpment, Loevinger (l970) writes:
/

" The issue appears to be a Telic" of‘outworn‘categoriesrof—thought~*for_integration—r—

of observations intq a coherent frame of reference is obviously cognitive. while

- -

.2 . .
anxlety is obviously affectiye. But the failure to attain, a-meaningful and co-*

) 4

“herent integration is precigely what generates anxiety. . ' .

Thus, the search for coherent 'meaning 1n experience [mastering realityl* is

L)
~ the essence of the ego or ego functioning rather than just one among many equally

4 . ]

important .eg6 functions (p. 8). . . -~ )
f. - - 4

‘That affect does play 'a role in cognitive development ‘seems Yo be without question.

v w

.

%ources (e.g., Erikson, Martinédﬁernberg), the preceding sectign has Squested
t - .-
that affective states act as preconditioners fdr cognitive development to occur--
\ .
that, a certain amount of positive affect 1s necessary for such development to

occur and_ that affective needs may lead¢to certain oehaviors which facilitate

cognitive advance.

_ ®Author's insert
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