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-equivalent to what is elsewhere referred to as "the ego."

ABSTRACT ) o

» A PERSON'S CONCEPT OF PERSON:
A DEVELOPMENTAL MODEL OF SELF

Susan Trenholme Gardner, Ph.D.

Concordia University, 1981 . : °

o

ﬂpe'major claim of this thesis {s that the actions of persons can

ngt be understood, predicted pf explained, yithout,reﬁérence to their

i

concepts of persons. It is argued that the emergerdce of this *'self-
inclusive" concept brings with it the property of self-consciousness - ’
(described as the ability to imagine oneself from the viewpoint of

another) and the capacity to form social organizations of a "non-

stimulus-bound” type. ' Following from this thesis that the essence '

of persons lies in their capacity to imagine the viewpoint of another,'
& .
is the thesis that the essence of the development of persons lies in

their increasing capacity to imagine an increasing number of viewpoints

at one and the same time. This increase in social perspective-taking -

capacity, in turn, is aEcompanied by an increase in-the behavioral

r ' .
influence of these "internal" representations of self relative to

"external" cyes and an increase in an individual's capacity to adjust

his behavior with respect to ever more complex social units. It is

.

argued further that, since the structure of a person's concept of

v

person determines its content, in so far as this concept develops, its
f
content evolves in a predictable order. It is argued that a person's
" . . . .
concept of person -- also referred to as a "social concept" -- is
}

*
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In the first three chapters of this thesis, the major péstulates. ‘
' ] N .
of this Concept of Person Theory receive logical support by way of .

argument and reference to theorists in the fields of Philosophy,

ésychofogy and Sociologyl The fourth chapter offers empirical éupport .
in the forﬁ of a report of a correlation study carried out by the :V ‘
autﬂbr. The tools uged in this study were a quest;on;aire, a
sentence completion tesg and a séagistical tecgnique known ‘as
"multidimensional scalfngi"i The resulté indichted: (i) that thé

v

content of a person's concept of person evolves in the order
Q ‘ ’

'

predicted -5 namely from a self-protecgive attitude, through conformity,
to genuine moral thought; (ii) that the conseqﬁences of social éoncept

development are as predicted -~ that external orientation, social

o m—

isolation and anomie decrease with development, while sense o£ well-
being.increases; and (iii) that social concept developm;ng can be
consideted equivalent toiwhat is elsewhere refer;ed't6 as ego
development. In light of'the post hoc hypoth;sis that stresé -
gpuriou%ly decresses an‘individual's perspective-taking ;apagity as

- measured by multidimensional scaling, the pos%tive th low associatioﬁ
between perspective—faking capacity,las meésuréd by multidimensional
scaling, and social concept development, as measured by the QUés;ion—

naire, remains equivocal;

. ¢
The thesis concludes with an examination of general implications

of the theory. In particular, the final chapter explores the nature o
. , ‘ A .
of interpersonal interdependencg from a transcendental, developmental,

.
o
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. A PERSON'S CONCEPT OF PERSON: -
AN INTRODUCTION ' . 1

. ' 4

‘ | §

i

In light of its apparent infinite complexity and diveréity,'one ,

wonde;s‘whéther it will ever be possible to really make sense of human l
( . . - lr'
action. Certainly mﬁny(thebrists have offered a variety of insights

a®

intg this complex problem. This Treatise attempts‘to offer. yet
/ H

another, It will be argued that since most human action is carried :

out either in-direct interaction with, or in anticipation of, the

actions of othe; persons, one can only make sense of human acg&pn if

: R ’
one takes into account the sort of entity a person, conceives persons, L.

“in general, to be. More specifically, it will be argued that a N

3

ty of understanding, predicting, ‘'and

hd N

vital ingredient to.the possibi

explaining human action, at Yeast in terms of generél principles, . ) %m

- ' w L4 :
// . } ‘ . : 4 ' ) t '
. 'To make the claim that one must understand the content of a
~ ' B
person's concept' of person in order to understand a person's actions
Ly
g
! ~ . ‘
. . t
1 .
[ - "
. s f
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R : Lll
it Bgy seem obvious that one must understand a personfs concept of any

4

other thing in order to understand that person's actions and reactions
" ' ?

towatd that thing. To mapy, however, the development and behavioral
? El - .

efficacy ;ﬁ,d’person's concept of person, whébhe:\;béir own or that of

~

others, is not at all obvious. This oversight, it seems to me, is a

by~ product of our common pfactice of utillzing proper names with

\\\’ Sference to persons which tends to mask the fact that aside from

c

f perceivigg persons as individual entities, we also perceive them as

‘

members of a class -- namely the class of persons. Due to their

" common membership in this class, persons share common characteristics

.

which elicit common modes of action and reaction from both self andj
. Ty .
others. '
. .

Y

. In this treatise, it wili be argued that a person's concept of
person is §im?1ar in many respects, to ény other concept. For this .

' reason, there is much to be learned about the development and

behavioral consequences of a person's comcept of person from the
) . » ,

5
examination of the development and behavioral consequences of

other concepts. However, it will also be argued:that there are’

. )

.
important ways in which a person's concept of persons differs from

ail other concepts. The most obvious of these, which is reflected
in the purposefully redundant phrase "a person's concept of person,"
lies in the fact that such a‘concept is self-inclusive, By -self-

inclusivg&‘l méan that a persog\kﬁnsiders himself to be a member&bf
S A

the class of persons. For that reason, a person's cqucept of

. ..

I} ¥ . L —~

A

-~
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himself as a person; i.e., his self-concept, can be se;; as a di%ec;
derivative of his overall concepg éf person. : \g;
To some, the preceding reference te a person's self—iqclusfbe i

concept of.pefson may appear tq be an obtuse way of referring to the

more simple notion of a person's s;lf—conceét, Although there is a

sense 1n which this is true, sgch an immediate and direct reference J

to the self-concebt, masks a number of important issues. It masks,

for instance, the yéportance of knowiﬂg the descriptive content of a Do
person's concept“of person. What I mean by descriptive content,
eithér of a peran's c;ncept of pefson or derivative self-concept, is
the same: namely those characteristics that a person takes to be
com@on to'persons in general, including himself, b; virtue of the ’
"fact that he perceives all Rfrsoné to be members of the same class.
It is this descriptive content to which i give primary explicative

power. This emphasis is in contrast to, that given by many

[
i e o 0 24 et

theorists ﬁo'tﬁe subjective evaiuative aspect of the self-concept;

to the way in which a person evaluates himself as a particular
;hdividugé -- whether a persog thinks ;f him or herself as stupid,
inteliigent,-ﬁgly, beautiful, or any other self-appraisal. _, Although
a lot of interesting data haé,emerged'fronf&esearch devoted to this
topic (éf, Rosenserg, 1979), it is,my suspicion that this appgqaéh,
if not entirely similar ;6 the proverbial "blind man approach" of 5
exéminiqg diverse parts of the same elephant, is at least misleadigg.

As Foot points out in her article "Goodness and Choice" (1969), it

L

\ ' v
“0 " v

S




‘heterogeneous items" (Simmel, 1950, emphasis mine), the term "self-

is difficult to understand how a person evaluates anything at all,

. TR y .
unless one first understands what sort of entity that person conceives

<

the entity in question to be. Hudson makes a similar point in-his

book Modern Moral Philosophy (1%70) when he séys that it is élways
legitimate to ask one's opponent in an ethical debate "What is man?" .

and to raise the further question of whether or not one's opponent's

A}
4

anthropology .is compatible with his ethics.
‘This is not all that can be said in defense‘of the particular

phraseology employed here. To the extent that ""eoncept'" can be

defined as that which "isolétes that which is common to diverse and

concept,' since it refers only to one item, is a misnomer. Rather

than saying that a person has a self-concept, a more accurate .,

description would be to say that a person perceives himself and
others as particular instances of, or concrete instantiations of,

the overall class of persons, and it is of this overall class of

persons, that a person has a coﬁcept.

The third, more general, defense of the present phraseology
; ) ; /
rests with the, fact that a reference to a person's concept of person

1

explains how the property of self-consciousness emerges. It does so ' @

in the following way. A concept of persoh differs from a concept of '

object in that, through it; a person is conceived of as a EerceiVer.

For that reason, any individual who develops a concept of person . '

< g . . . \

N

J
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recognizes that he himself (i.e., the first individual) is an object of

¢
perception. It will be argued that this awareness of self krom the

viewpoint of anotherAperceiver is equivalent‘to the phenomenon commonly
referred to as "self-consciousness."  Since this awareness of self

from the viewpoint of others prings with it Ehe possibility of adjusting

vone's behavior with respect to those viewpoints, it will be further

argued that a major behavioral consequence of the emergence of a
person's concept of person, and its 'corresponding self-consciousness,
is the development of social organizations of a "non-stimulus-bound”

type. This thesis is summed up In the following postulate:

o

.

[+
Postulate I: A prime distinguishing feature of persons is their !
capacity to develop concepts of persons, With the emergence of these
concepts, persons develop -the capacity to perceive themselves from the
imagined viewpoints of others. These "imagined viewpoints," which
are organized and elaborated internally, influence behavior in a way
that can be distinguished from the more immediate effect of external
cues. It 1s because persons have the capacity to imagine- themselves
from the viewpoint of others, that they are able to form social
organizations of' the "non-stimulus-bound" type. °

The case for Postulate I is presented in CHAPTER II. In order
to clarify the evolutionary position of persons, it will be argued
that, whilﬁ human beings And perhaps the Great Ape may be unique in -

terms .of their ability tp form concepts of other conceivers (referred

to also as social concepts), they are not unique in terms of their

'ability to form concepts‘per se. It will be argued that animals have

the capacity to form concepts of objects, * The advantage of this

\

broad perspective on concept formation is that the pfoducts of the
‘ . 1

i

S s s A mey
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.development of social concepts -- such as self-consciousness and
" [l ‘ 4 §
intentionality -- arQ;geen as natural consequences of evolutipnary change.

’ T

4 . . ol

-
2 a *
- ¢

— Having argued in CHAPTER II that the essence of persons ties in .

their capacity to imagine the viewpoint-of another, it will be argued '

q:in CHAPTER TII that ‘the essence of the develdpment of persons lies in

.
et ot £ o st
«

their increasing capacity to imagine an.increasing number of vieﬁpoints

at one and the same time, It will correspondingly be argued.that the

N e s 4 PR e

° consequence of such development lies in the increase in the behavioral “

weight of these multiple representgtions of self relative to external

- i

. i . \
’ cues, and an increase in the capacity on the parf of the individual )
to integrate into ever more complex social units. &hi ”ﬁgvelopmentél
N -a ~
i . . thesis can be summed up as follows: i 5
1 . & .
' Postulate II: A person's concept of person has the potentiallto »

develop throughout an individual's life time as 4 function of his or
her increasing capacity to imagine him or herself from the viewpoint
. ‘ of multiple social others. This increase in social perspective-

' taking capacity is, paralleled by an 1ncraEse in the behavioral

-

influence of these "internal" representatfions of self relative to
"external" cues and an increase.in an individual's capacity to
adjust his behavior with respect to ever more complex social units.

Parallel to the argument that a person's concept of person
, ) P p P :

|
|
|
!
§
!

K 'develops as a function of an increase in structural complexity, it

will be further argued that structure determines content, For that
i

reason, insofar as a person's concept of person develo s, its content
] N p B Q
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evolves in a predictable order, This thesis concerning the contert
. < ' .
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of a person's concept’of person is summed.up in the following‘postulate.

.. -~
-
EN q <

© Postulate 1II: The general characteristics or properties that persons
impute to persons in general is ‘determined by the number of viewpoints
that an individual is able to consider at any one time. The content
.0of a person's concept of person, therefore, %volves as a function of
his or her increasing capacity to take up the’ viewpoint of multiple
social others.

-

o
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Throughout CHAPTER III, the strong parallels between the ‘develop-

ment of a person's concept of person and what is elsewhere referred

to as "egd development (e.g., Loevinger, 1976) will be noted. .It .l

, will be argued that” the édvantage of the present model is that unlike
others, it is virtually immune to the charge of cultural bias. That ‘ >t
\is,-since it holds that the content of a person's eoncept of person

As a, function of his or her social perspective—taking capacity, th@ \

logic of this developmental model is straightforwardly grounded on the

>

'

asshmption of numerical succession.
, \ . . .
- - * ‘

R . N . « |

A\theory that speaks of concepts can iftself ee seen as a genus
of the \pecies‘of which it speaks. " If this 1is the case, then Kant's
famous dictum with regard to concept application:)applies with eqeal
force to tpeory‘application. Kant's "cqncept dictum" that qthoughts, v

, \ .
witﬁout content are empty, intuition without concepts are blind”
’(1929, A51/B75) can therefore be translated —- w%th regard to theory a ;
applicatien -+ as follows: 'theoretical argument ueeupported by |

"empirical test \is empty, empirical data that lacks the backing of ' . ;

A . k o/
VLo - |




. to their concepts of persons. Support for this claim will begin .

sound logical argument .is blind.'"

CHAPTER IV presents a report on a research project, carried out’

by the author, that was designed to ;mpirically assess the hypotheses: ' :
. \

a) -that the .content of a person's concept of ‘person evolv with
P P P

(social/cognitive) development (Postulate III);
4

kY

b) that the behavioral consequences of a person’'s concept of person
- | :
evolve with develqpmé?t (Postulate II); -

c) that what is referred to here as "the development of a personis

concept of person" is equivalent to what others (Loevinger, 19
refer to as "ego development" (Chapter III);
4
d) that the evolution of a person's concept of person is associated

with cognitive differentiation that is assumed to underlie an’

individual's perspective-taking capacity (Postulate III).

CHAPTER V focuses on what will have been the major message and

main interconnecting thread throughout this treatise; namely that

-

persons are interdependent. In parti%ylar, the nature-of this

interﬁersonal interdependence will be explored from a transcendental,
k]

developmental, metaphysical, existential, therapeutic, and

\

metatheoretical point of view.

N

[N

In éummary, the dajor claim of this treatise 1s that the actions

of persons can only becundgrstood and exglained.th;ough a reference

v | | _ ,




with the generalz?rgument that such a reference is necessary to explain
the emergence of self-consciousness and 1€s general behavioral
consgquenbes. It will then mdve to the more specific argument that
cod ’ . ‘ ; :
such a reference is necessary to explain the form of an indiézahgl's
actions, as well as the degree to which those actions are free from the

behaviofal determining force of the ‘external object environment.

Empirical evidence will be offered in support of this latter thesis.

" The treatise will conclude with}a brief examination of the general

» -

implications of the Concept of Person Theory being presented heret

-

A

Y




) ] 10 .
. ‘ ' .'
o~ '
» & .
/,—f—-"~\\References .o
Foot, P: "Goodness and Choice," in W.D. Hudson (ed.), The Is-Ought l ,
Question. London: Macmillan and Co, Ltd., 1969. < ‘ .

Hudson\J§.D. Modern Moral Philosophy. Garden City, New York:
ch#ér Books, 1970. i

Kaﬁt, I. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated by N. Kemp,Smitﬁ. .
London: Macmillan and Co. Ltd.; 1929. ” '

Loevinger, J. Ego Development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, ,
19760 ¢

-Rosenberg, M. Conceiving the Self. New York: Bésic Books Iné.,
Pub., 1979. :

Simmel, G. “The Stranger,” in K. Wolff (ed.), The Sociology of
George Simmel. New York: The Free Press, 1950, pp.
402-408. '

.
v b o o o S




» - ‘Q
* \ Co

CHAPTER II A~

THE EMERGENCE OF A PERSON'S CONCEPT OF PERSON

8

-~
T e i i e ke o AN e S i Wy

Concept Definition : o

Since the concern of this treatise is the development of a person's
r ‘ - .
concept of person, 1 shall begin with an examinatiom of the term
"concept." Initially, the focus will be restricted to the examination

of object concepts. A major function or value of such concepts lies

~

in the fact‘that tﬁfy allow a conceiver to adjust his or her b;havior
with reséect to the contact properties 5f objecés, solely on the per¥
ception of digtal cues that predict those properties. Thus, it is
because of a conceiver's concept of. '"lamp" that on the mere perception
of a lamp-like object, a conceivgr's behavior will be guided by the
assumption that if one went up to it and turned it on, it would light
up the room. Similarly, it is because of a conceiver's concepts of

stove or figxe, that on the mere perception of a stove or fire, a

5
:

conceiv?r's behavior will be guided by the assggntibn that upon . »
actual-contact, he would be burned. An accurate definition of the

term "concept" therefore, can be formulated as follows:

.
\
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Concepts of. objects denote a combination of distal properties “‘

.

and contact or functional properties- combined in such a way

that the former predict the latter.

4

Conceptualized behavior therefore, can:be described

U

a

v e e maw

Behavior that is consistently adjusted to the contact or

functional properties of an object solely on the basis of ;

Lo i
the perception of distal cues that predict those properties. .

%

1

There are two things of note about the above operational definition

of the term "concept." These are: (a) it provides a broad view on the

_process of conceptualization; and (b) it carries the implication that

5
the process of conceptualization i1s an association process.

The above definition of the term "concept" is An "opgrational" one
because it states; in behavioral terms, the criteria according to which
one can impute particular concepts to particular individuals, \Cﬁf
Specifically, the above definition entails the following: any .
individual can be said to ﬁave :\Foncept of an object insofar as the ©
distal perception of thét object conéistently elicits from that
individual, behavior th;f’}s relevant to the prediction of the contact T
properties of that object, Since animals as well As humans can pre-

dict the contact propertieslof an object on the basis of their distal

* perception, according to the above definition, animals as well as
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humans can"be said to have the capacity te form,concepts.

'.

This broad view on concsz formation is in contrast to the more

-y

limited view of the traditiodal linguistic model, (Pich bolds that
it is only through language that concepts are formed. According to

this latter view, the capacity to conceptualize is a cépacity that

is therefore unique to man (with the possible exceptions of a few

‘great Apes).  Since there are a number of theorists who, liké the

A
ethical philosopher, may assume that they have much to lose wilth the

loss of those characteristics that are presumed distinctive of\Tan,
further justification for the adoption of a broad view on concept

formation is réquired.

From the philosophical realm, support for a broad view on
concept formation comes from a number of prominent thinkers who,
though they appear to have had the linguistic model in mind, have/

described concept structure and function in terms virtually 1dentiéa1

to those that I have .used here. In his book Mind and the World

Order: Outline of a Theory of Knowledge (1956), Lewis makes the

claim that one never reacts to an object as -a '"momentary given." He

says that a concept of an object always denoted something more complex’

than simply an identifiable "sense quale”" (e.g., that the concept

"bee," for example, denotes something more than simply a fuzzy, black

_and yellow, flying object). What a concept denotes is a "temporal

spread" .- "a sequenceuof actual and possible experiences.” One's




'
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‘reaction to an object therefore, is a reaction to that p}edicted spread.

Husseri.(1969), arguing along the same 1iﬁes, says that the-"noema," or
agncept, determines our various expeptatio;é of objects, which if they
are not fulfilled, explodg the noema. What Husserl mgan; by this is
that if aqlobjecg is faund not to have the contact or functional
ﬁroperties that are definitional of its clas;, it is not, by definition,
that kind of object (e.g., 1f a fire does not burn, it is not fire -ﬁ’
or at least not fire ip the "normal" sense of that term). ﬁant too,

makes.a similar point when he says (1929) that all pbjgcts must be

conceived under the concept '\wause" -- which can be taken tb mean

»

-

that all dbhects, insofar, as they are‘BErceived as !'real objects,"

. must partake of Rredictabie causal sequences (e.g., if water does not

feel wet, it is a mirage). Kant emphasizes that objects that are

not so conceived,yi.e., reality that is not so conceptualized, is a
By, -

reality we can never know., While Kant makes his case only with

\

3 . I .
respect to human conceivers, I would argue that this holds true of

- o

any conceiver, animal or human. o

The position for which Lewis, Husserl, and Kant’ argue is not

.‘\ ’ [#)
without its cri@ics. Ironically however, an examination of the

a

kind of cHarges typicélly leveled against thelr combined position, can

be translatéd‘tq serve as further support for the view of concept

-

formation presented here, I have in mind the particular charges of

"jdealism" and “solipsism.”  Theit position is labelled "idealistic"

%

be_cause. in terms of a being'slreactibngl, it gives priority to the
i

»
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"ideal" mind over the empirical world. It is labelled “solipsistic™

because, in arguing that a concéivet's reactions are a function of , X

o a
] N . .
av ’ " b

H . A R .
IR his owrl contepts, it argues, in a sense, that a conceiver reacts to
thipself" rather than reacting to the external environment.  These

charges, at least to the extent that they are outlined here, are .
. ' J
correct. However, they do not carry the derogatory impact that

y -

. . their proponents would intend. While there is no 3uestion that’ §

{ . : conceptualization, conceived in operational terms, can be said to

¥
! / . move a conceiver "out of. touch with reality," the fact that it does - ~

Accordin‘g to thé br'oad‘ definition c;f the term .'"concept," a -
conceiver makes assumptions.about the contact properties of an
object '(and adjusts his behavior accordingly) merely on the basis of
per;:eiving .associated distal cue's. Given this de'finition, concept-
- : , . ;alization can be ’described as a process that transfers & conceiver's

. "contact with reality from one that is direct (i.e., one of physjical

contact) to one that is indirect (i.e., one of distal perception).
In this sense, conceptualization can be said to literally move a

conceiver out of touch with the contact properties of objects and in'

©
’

so doing, presumably iﬁqreases the survival quotient of thaut: being..

Thus,.for a being to act in an "idealistic" or "solipsistic” fashion,. ' b

. as a conceiver necessarily does insofar as he reacts in accordance

with his concepts, is simply for that being to act in accordance with

" his knowledge of ’the environment. It is to act intelligently; it

v [

so, explains its very‘,raison d'€tre. Let me elaborate further. , -

3
a—




: . )
\
i

f

is to,act in an adaptive, s%¥£—beneﬁit1ng fashion.

A

»
M Il

The recognition that conceptualization is a capacity whose
1Y .
- emergence and continuing development has survival value, fosters a

particular and important perspective on the place of man in

phylogenetic development. In particular, it renders the emergence

of man's capacity for self—consc%busness, idtelligible. It does so

in the following way. It will be argued later, that the capacity to

form concepts of other conceivers (i.e., soéial concepts) is

{ .
indicative of .a being's awareness of him or Herself from the viewpoint. o
. !
of other coqcégyers; that the capacity to form social concepts is
indicative of the presence of self-consciousness. Thus, to the extent’ .

v

.that the capacity to form object concepts is indicative of awareness

of those objects, i.e., is indicative of mere consciousneés, and to

’

! the extent that Fhe capacity to form social conFeﬁts is seen as simply
th'e next evolutionary 'step beyond the general animate capacity to |
form object concepts, so the, capacity for self-consciousness can be
seen as simply the next evolutionary step beyond the capacity foé mere
consclousness. An operational perspective on the phenomenon of

,conceptualization'thereforé, allows one to see that, whiie,a‘fully

~

developed social congept renders adult humhn action different in kind

-

from that of both animals and infants, it is not that different -- at

least not that different in the sense that it ‘necessitates a

. \
3

qualitative break in either phylogenetic or ohtogenetic development. f

]
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As final justification for adopting a broad perspective on the

process of copceptualization, it should be pointed out that, aside
from its theoretrical advantages, it is one that appears to be

1

consonant with “reality."” In her article "Concept, Word, and

R

~

Sentence: Interrelations in Acquisition and Development' (1974),

Nelson, for example, presents data frpm récent stud%es that }ndicate
that young children do not learn concep%s tbrough their encounters
‘with language, but rather through their encounters with the physical
arnd social world. Nelson argues therefore, that the basi; question .

with regard to language acquisitiom is' not how the child forms concepts
to fit words, but. rather how the child is able to match words to

‘concepts.

¢ © ‘ . b
The second thing of note about the.above operational definition pf

)

the term "concept" is that it carries the implication that concept

acquisition is an association process. Object concepts were defined

"combination of distal properties and contact or funct-

as‘denoting a

ional properties combined in such a way that the former predict'the

latter."” Givén this definition, it follows that if an individual

begins to assume that because tw; stimuli (i.e., the distal and

proximal propertigs of an object) pave been associated in the past,
® -

they will always be so associated in the future, that individual can

be said to have acquired a éoncqpt of that object. .

© S
r

Having argued that coqéeptualization~is an'gssociative capacity

»




common to animals as well as humans, I shall now move to a more
, . » .
detailed examination of this capacity as seen through the eyes of . Q

contemporary learning theorists. In other words, 1 shall first

describe the development of object concepts before attempting to
describe the development of social concepts. ) )
_— ‘

]
Y

Object Concepts )

-whose theoretical father was Thorndike and whose most outspoken

_between stimulus and response such that, on future-occasions, the L

i ‘ i

The most influential version of Behaviorism to date -- the one -

A

contemporary proponent is Skinner -- is one referred to as Instrumental
Learning or s-r theory. S-r theory states that "reinforcement' or

"reward" strengthens, or facilitates, the neurophysiological pathways

-

perception of the same stimulus elicits the same response.

~
%

' : :
Irrespective of its popularity, this nodel hasig‘flaw. Precisely

because the s-r model assumes, as it must, a concrete, i.e.,

s

physiological connection between‘s and r, the model éntails that all
learned responses be identical to the origiz;} in the strict sense of

the word, i.e., movement for movement. In the bar-pressing paradigm,

for example, it assumes that food strengthens the connection in the

rat's brain between the perception of the bar and the pressing of that
4

bar with say, the rdt's right paw, so that on all future occasiohs,‘ v

the sight of that bar will consistently elicit the pressiné'of that

[} . ’ .
! ]




19 .

-

bar with the rat's right paw. Such, however, does not hold up in)
experimental experience, Although the rat will indegd press a
bar given a suit;ble reinforcemeng schedule, this £s true only under a
general act description, Within the general act description, the
rat will sﬁow a wide variety of movements, such as pfessing the bar

at one time with its right paw, at one time with its left; at one

time with its snout,.and so on. Because the response-reinforcement

o
model is incapable of dealing with this "motor equivalence and )
flexibility kor 'intelligence') in behaviour, . . . the sway that thé
response-reinforcement framework (Spencer, Thorndike, Hull, Skinner)‘
‘has held on the behavioural sciences for nearly a hundred years 'is
%inally ending" (Bindra, 1978, p.-4l). However, since it remains an
inarguable fact that énimals do indeed ac§u¥fe a great many
behavioral routines which are describable under general act
descriptions, the demand for an appropriate explanation remains.

( :

In response to this dilemma, a number of psychblogisfs (in
particular, see Bindra, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1978) have begun to look
with renewed interest at the classical model of Paviovian'cohdition-
ing. Very much like the classical Empiricist model, the Pavlovian,
or s-s model argues that stimuli comg\to be associa%ed in memory due
to their actual assoéiation, or conjunction in experience, so that
when one stimulus is perceived, its associated stimulus or stimuli

are expected to follew. A learned stimulus associlation therefore
]

is a learned expectation. It is through such stimulus association

— - s g v
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that Pavlov explained the "conditioned" salivdtion of his dog to the
sound of a bell, or to the click of a metronome. It is through such

-stimulus association that the eighteenth century Empiricist philoso-

pher Hume expl%ined the development of the conceﬁt'of\?éause," i.e.;,
that we expect a flame to follow the striking of a match since these-

two percepfual events have been associated in the past.

s

~
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There is no question that stimulds association,. or tﬂe classical

) s~s model, exélains a'good deal about knowledge acquisition both in

animals ‘and man. However, in and of itself, it is not sufficient to \ "

p;ovide a complete explanation of animate behavior. In fact, in its
. bare bones, the classicallassociation model can be aorused of leaving
the learning individual in a state of suspended anipation-»—a‘state
that Watson described as one of '"perpetual expectatibn." The
problem is, that while the model explains how one stimulus comes to

i
be associated with angther stimulus (namely by being perceived

together on past occasions), it does not explain, or does not

explicitly explain, how thdis stimulus association in turn comes to
. affect respounse. There is a problem here of how change in perception

gets filtered down éo change in behavior; there is a problem‘here of

how theoretical knowledge gets translated into practical knowledge.

Modern s-s theorists argue that this proﬁiem of introducing
response into their percepéual model of learning can be overcome,

One way of doing so is through an appeal to what Ethologists refer to




” a a

_as "sign s'timuli." Through extensive investigation, Ethologists
have; f?und that, for all species*, there is "a set of stimuli that
naturally elicit, i.e., without learning, certain spelcies—typi,cal,
responses. All young chicks peck at round dots; all .hum’an infants !
react with a startle reflex to loud noises; all ydung gdslinés run |
from hawk-1ike figures swooping t:cr;dard_'them from specific angles, -
and so on (Sc.hneirla, 1965). With the introductions, of these natural,
or ipnate stimulus-response links, the néw s-s theorists argue that

one important behavioral effect of stimulus association is the trangfer

-
ek n et £ o e,

of a behavioral motivational component. : From a strictly motivational
point of view therefore, stimulus association can be seen as a form

of response generalization (see Figure 1). Using the acronym

‘ ' B .

. ")5+?—§;Ts+s X | ‘~ \ %
o m ' m IL o

Key: s - stimulus

m - motivational component

Figure 1. Behavior modification within the s-s model.

>

/,7 * Modern associationists differ from their classical Sounterparts
not so much in kind, as in degree. With the introduction of sign

stimuli,modern associationists can ar%thavt all learmed responses
ultimately can be traced back to -a naviif¥al stimulus-response link.
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"pexgo" (presently excited gnostic organization) to refer to the

momentary central representation that underlies the perception of a
stimulus, Bindra (1978) describes this motivational transfer in the
following way:

. ' y
According to the incentive-motivation hypothesis, .
a pexgo of alparticular stimulus generates the pexgo of -
the hedonic stimulus and thereby generates the same
motivation (central motive state) as is normally generated
by the hedonic stimulus itself; this central motive state,
in combination with the detailed semsory-spatial features
of the situation, then determines what response will
emerge. Thus . . . according to the incentive-motivation
view, the (unspecified) response that is produced is a
fresh construction dependent on the motivational state and
the pexgo generated by the prevailing stimulus. (p.42)

t

-
“

'

A foint that Bindra is attempting to emphasize in the above quote
is that only the motivational component of a response is transferred
in the association process; "ot the form of a response. This is
important, because it ;s only on the Basis of.the ass;mption that
"the topography of any response . . . is determined by the nature of

the motivaﬁional state and the momentary spatio-temporal distribution.
of (response) eliciting stimuli" (Bindra, 1978, p.4l), that modern
s~5 theory is able to deal with the problem of response flexibility

in a way that s—ritheory can not. It need only be assumed that the

sum total of all external and internal factors (i.e., those biological

variables that influence stimulus salience, e.g., hunger and food,

Wise, 1974) will never be exactly identical from one learned response .

situation to another, for it to follow that one learned response will

- s ey S At N s e b

.
i b~ g m o=

i a5 i, I Mk ¢ Y A 7 il ST

Sl




'never \be exactly identical to another. In other words, it is implicit
in the new s-s model that one learned response can only be similar to

dnother in terms of a general act description.

Given that cbntgmporary associationists owe the viability éf
their rejuvenated theory to the assumption that t € "second 8" of their
s-s formul% has a response component already built into it, one wonders
about the wisdom of not modifying the original s~s formula so as to
. o

reflect this inclusion. 1 shall suggest just such a mbdification here.

1 shall‘argue that the advantages of adopting such a modification are:

(a) it ‘makes explicit what is already implicit in modern associationist

writing; (b) it more clearly reflects that the learning process is
one of concept acquisition; and'(c).the resulting formula can serve
as a core around which more complex formulae, representative of more

complex concepts, can be built.

/

The modification that I would suggest “is the following. In

contrast to the classical stociation'formula that carries the implica-
tion that behavior modification is a func;ion of a learned association
bétween a stimulus and a stimulus (s-8), and in contrast to the
instrumental forﬁuls that holds that behavior modification is a 4
function of a learned association between a stimulus and a response
(s-1r), % would propose the formula‘gzgg, that carries the implication

K i E2 )
that behavior modification .is a function of a learned association

between a stimulus and a stimulus of a response.

<
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. occasions, elicit those responses. In his book Learning Theory (1975),
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The replacement of the second 8 in the s-s formula with sr reflects,
in a ;ay tﬁéf the old formula does not, the modern associationist | »
assumption'that a stimulus-response link is embédded in the second 5, K
or. ynconditioned stimulus, of the formula. However) it goes further.
It suggests’ just exactly of what this link copsists. It su%ﬁests that

-

the link between a stimulus and a response just is 'a stimulus of a . ‘ g
response. It suggests in the "food—-eating" situation,'for example, 3
that the way in which the stimulus of food elicits the response of :
eating, is that the stimulus of food evokes the stimulus of the response d
of eating, and th;1 it is this stimulus of this rggponse, that elicits
the response of eating. In the bar-pressing paradigm, the s-gr
formula argues that the rat does not press the bar because the stimulus
of the bar(s) evokeé the associated stimulus of the food(s) which in
turn elicits the response, but rather, that the stimuiﬁs of the bat(sb
evokes the whole‘system of stimull associated with the wholé response
of eating the food (sr), and that it is this stimulus of this response,
that elicits the response from the rat. In other words, the s-sr
f;rmula argue; thateuponnthe perception.of a particular stimulus-
object(s), an animate bging projects onto that object"an image of its
own act in relation to that object’(sr), and it is this image of this
act that elicits that act from the animatehbeing in question.*

* Anyone who participates in a sport, will recognize the veracity of
this formula. One knows instantaneously, for example, whether cne
has, or has not hit a good shot, by how closely the body image matches
the projected ideal. Indeed, this is how a number of instructors

initiate the novice; by manoeuvering him into making one or more
correct responses, on the assumption that this "feel" will, on future -

Bolles similarly sugpests that such a proprioceptive feedback mechanism
may ‘'well play an important role in modern associationist theory (p. 209).

S
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The second advantage of adopting the s~sr formula, is that it

clearly reflects that in lea¥ning about the objects in its environment,
an animate being learns to reacé to those objects on the basis of
learned concgpts. Conceptualized behavior was earlier defined as
"behavior that is consistegtly adjusted to the contact or functional
properties of an object solely on the basis of the pefception of distal
cues' that predict those properties." Thus, if we take the symbol

"sr'" to refer to a stimulus of a potential response made to the
imagined contact properties of an object, and the symbol "s'" to refer
to its associated dista} propertieé, what formula could reflect

concept formation better than the formula s-sr? To say that a distal
property predicts a contact property, just is to say that a stimulus

(s) predicts a stimulus of a response (sr) to the contact property of

that object.

The third advantage of adopting the.s-sr for?ula is that it can
serve, in a way that the s-s formula can not, as a core around wﬁich
more complex formulae, representative of more complexaconcepts, can
be bu}lt.c Specifically, I am referring to the construction of
formulae that will be representative of a conceiver's concept of
other conceivers (i.e., social concepts) as distinct from object

1y

«concepts. This latter advantage will not become evident until such

formulae have ‘been constructed. Particulars'aside, however, the

following point nonetheless remains. If we are serious in our

.

commitment to the evolutionary assumption that a continuum exists

|
i
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between the mind of the most simple animate being and the mind of the
most sophisticated human adult, then wha;evér the formulae that are
finally adopted to represent the structure of those minds, they ought

to reflect such a continuum.

Social Concepts

In' this section, I shall argue that the nature of conceivers is
such, that in o;der for concéiver; to develop concepts of one another,
a concept of a different orde£ of complexity than an object concépt,
is required. From a theoretical viewpoint, this difference can be

described as a difference in the degree of complexity of context that

each concept takes into account with respect to predicting behavior.

I argued éarlier that conceptuaiized gehavior is intelligent or
adaftive in that it allows a concéiver to make assumptions about the
func;ional, or contact, or behavioral propeérties of objects.  Concepts
thereby.sﬁort—circuit the need to rediscover upon each encounter, which
properties aré characteristic of which entities. It is important to
note at this time, that in making such a case: 1 was assuming an
important quaiif?cation; anely that such a claim is true only .under
conditiéhs ofAenvironmentai stability., It is only adaptive for a
being to make assumptions about the functional propertiés of objects,
so long as those properties rqqsin reasonably static, If this were

not the cade, if, for example, fire burned at one time; and not at
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anothér, if a certaiﬁ~foodAnourished at one time,aﬁd not at another,
one'é assumptions ébout the functional properties of these'entities
would,)more often than not; turn out to be incorrect. Kant argued
that if this were ever to hap e; —— 4if the instability of.one's
environment were such that one could not organize it under concepts --
it would be a situation about which we could never know, since
knowledge just is the application of coﬁcépts.z Kang’s point, while
undoubtedly true, is a theoretical one. The actual reality of such
a hyéothetical situation would be that a conceptualizing being would

not last long in such an environment because his behavior, on the

whole, could never be prepared or planned.

To recognize the importance of this qualification, is to recognize
the funfdmental peculiarity inherent in the Wuggestion that conceivers
of sufficient cognitive complexity, have the capacity to form concepts

o

of one another. According to the above account, for a conceiver to

. develop a concept of another concelver, that first conceiver must
u - B

assume that the behavioral properties of the second are -reasonably
static, But the behavioral properties of conceivers are not static.
Bydefinition, they change.in accord with 'changes in a conceiver's

conceptual system. Bat if this is true -- if the behaQioral propert-

i

‘ies of conceivers are in flux relative to their conceptual systems ——

.

. surely the practice of assuming that the behavioral properties of

>

conceivers will remain static —- which a concept seems to require that

we do -~ becomes highly questionable. And if we assume that human

*
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beings_occupy one end of a continuum of beings ranked according tq their
facility to conceptualize, i e., according to their ability to learn,
can we not 'go further‘and presume that the validity and/or utility of

utibizing a concept in an attempt to understand and relate to‘such’“

'beings, may very well diminish to the zero point? ‘ ‘ :

o

It would appear that precisely and ironically because persons have
a tremendous capacity to learn, i.e., because ‘pefrsons have a highly

facile conceptugl ability that has the potential to keep'their

¥

béhavioral properties in flux, that the very deVelopment of a concept

of person, 1f not an outright contradigtion, is at least detrimental"

.

to a being's surﬁival quotient. - It would appear that the'nature of

N
persons is such that it is inappropriate to have. a concept of person

4

at all. It would appear that the most "intelligent" ot "adaptive"

approach for a person .to Gtilize in the interpersonal situation is to

v

perceive the other as if he were unique -~ to behave toward the other

"as_he is in hfmself" (Kant; 1967).
| ) L

. . ) "‘
. But this cannot be right. Coneept application, at least in the

1 e \ '
sense that we are discussing it here, 1s a product of learning; it

is -not something over which g'conceiber has control. A concelver can

' not decide of his oﬂﬁévolition when,” and when not, to utilize a concept.

*

Besides, it is just not true that®persons do not make assumptions

[

“about each other. Indeed, if we did not, if we humans always had to

]

deal with one another as unique entitieh, we, as a specles, would never

L
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have survived as long as we have. |, It must be the case that'persons

are able make a great many assumptions about each other, and
Y Y o 4

-
[}

assunptions which are correct; it must be the case that persons have -

Pl

beén able to develép a hiéﬁly adaptive concept of persom. The

.
'

question is, how? ‘ , ’ ‘

-~

«
n

The answer lies in the evolution of a new kind of concept. It is
a concept that takes,into account the very essence of conceivers that
we have just no oe n discussing. This ,essence lies in the capacity

of conceivers to perceive distal cues (i.e., receive signals) and to

adjust their behavior accordingly. By definition, therefore, a

- conceiver is a perceiver. Thus, to the extént th%t a concgeiver
recognizes that the behavior“bf another conceiver changes s,.ystemati——~
cally relative to changes in the situational arrangement of spatis-
temporalique; éhat are evident in that other's environmment, he will v

recognize that other as a perceiQer and his condept of that other will v

. ERRIN
oy

take that perceptual gapacity into account.

<
[ |
’ LY 2

i Another way of putting this, is to say that a concelver's concepts

s o . - -

" .-of .objectsand a conceiver's conceptsof othér’gonceivers'differ with .
réspect to the kind' of context that is taken into account when attempt-

ing to predict the:behavioral propexties of the entity in question.

o

Earlier I defined a concépt as denoting a combination of distal

properties and contact or functi®nal properties cdﬂbined in such a : b

‘way that the former predict the létpgr. The "ceteris parabus" clause
. , 'l '

N v
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that was not specifically meqtiéned at that time, was, that such a
‘deﬁinition is accuréte'only in so far as context is taken into
account. Siége the functional properties of objects change with
context ie.g., liquid water becomes solid in the context of cold), .
accorate prediction of the functional properties é& objects must be
bésed on the percéption of objects relative to context. Lewis (1956)
makes the same point in.the following way. He says that written into
. every (objecg) concept, there is é whole series of. "if-then'" clauses:
}f_waéer is exposed to.temferatures below 32 degrees Fahrenheit, then
v it will freeze; ugj-pafer is‘?;bosed to flame, Ehgﬁ it will ignite;
if a rock is hit\ky a larger moving object, then ig will move. A

social concept also has a series of "if-then" clauses built into it.
. \ A

However, these "if-then" clauses are different in kind. Thus, it is -

i

built.into a social concept that not only will a conceiver move if

exposed to a direct hit by aoldrge moving object; a conceiver will .

aiso move if he or.she perceives the possibility of being hit by a

' L 4
large  moving object. yn contextual terms,'therefote, we can sa& tgaf
a social concept differs from an object concépf in that it dictates
that for accurate prediction, one nmust tage into acﬁount, not only

the_ actual context of a concedver, but as well, the way that a cons

ceiver himself perceives the context.

Development of the Self

v
* In'exploring the evolutionary impetus behind'thg development of

r ]

N
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a éocial concept, the difference between an object concept and a
social concept was explained iﬁ theoretical terms. Lét us now look
at the difference between an object concept and a social concept
wiph regard to their éffect on behavior. We shall see .that this
difgzlence is a function of a difference betweer '"the selyes" that
emerge in correspondence to each of these concepts.

' | | L | ,

a) The Object'Self ‘ ' ‘é;*

-~ -

When an infant le;rns that some ¢gbjects-will fit into!his mouth
and that’ others will not, tigdt some o jects can be moved, éhat others
can be taken apart, the infant not only learns a?out the objects %n
question, he also gains a sense of his own body in terms 6?‘both
"feel" and capacity. This is true of all animaté beings. In ga;n—
ing kpowiedge of objects, conceivers also gain»knowledge of themselves .
as objects; the properties of objects are always relative to the

properties of/the self as object. This 1s not to say that conceiQers
dévelop two different kinds o% ;wareness. . It 18 to say, rather;that
this awareness has two focal paoints; di.e., an awareness of objects vis
% vis the self, and an awareness of self vis 3 vis object;. Awareness
of objects and awareness of self emerge -together with the eﬁergence of
concepts'of objects; they are flip sides of the same learning coin.

Piaget refers to this.development of the»déareness of self in

juxtaposition to pﬂh*awareness of objects ag, "decentration'; and while

17
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Piaget speaks specifically about human infants in this regard, there is

P

no reason to suppose that the same process does not occur in higher-
P .

order animals. Ginsberg'and Opper (1969) sum up Piaget's notion of ° !
1 [ 4

3

decentration *s follows:

-

+ . . the infant . . . does not have a mature object concept.
A thing-ceases to exist when it passes outside his immediate’
perception. Furthermore, for therinfant the world is merely
; series of unstable and unconnected “pictures." Neithdr
elf nor external envf?bnment—exist as autonomous entities.
. In the course of development the infant advances from this
‘adualistic" or undifferentiated state to one of greater
separation of self and environment. He decenters from the
self. In the case of the object concept, for example, the
infant now conceives of things existing independently.
Objects now dre centers of forces and have properties which
do not depend on his will. This greater understanding of
the external world i5 at the same time an increased compre-
hension of the self. The realizatidn of the separateness |
of things necessarily involves the simultaneous apprehension o
of the existence of self. In other words, the person’who
believes that his wishes influence the movements of things,
does not understand either self or things; the person who
believes that the two are separate has a greater understanding
of both, . (p. 68) e

| grz(J - -
The rfum that a seese of self develops in proportion to the Iy

@

N )

development of a cqnceiver's object concepts, will be disturbing go
many ~-- particularly to those who would wish to use the motion of
"self" as the prime index of "humanness." As disturbing as it may be,
however, the‘suggesti;n that any beings‘gky form concepts of‘?bjects,
havé an awareness of self, seems.fo me irrefutable. - What else can we

posgibly mean by the ability to perceive objects, .other than the ability

to discriminate between self and objects? -The important point, howevgr,

[ USRI
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(v

. is that the awareness of self that develops in correspondence to an

awareness of objects, is extngqi}y primitive; it has no behavioral

\ .
effect outside of, or separate from, the behavioral influences of a

being's concepts of the objects which populate his environment. One

of\f&i/major claims of this developmental theory of self, is that it

is not only a fact, but an important fact, that awareness of self is

not an all—or—hothing phenomenon, but rather a matter of degree.
(cf. Parfit's argument to the effect that personal identity, although

; |
it is in its logic an all-or-nothing phenomenon, is, in its nature,

r

a matter of degree; 1971a, 1971b.)
A

The argument that an awareness of self develops in juxtaposition

to an individual's awareness of objects is one that forms parf of the

central core of Kant's ;ranscendenfal deduction (1929).  Specifically, i

Kant argues that in order to perceive the multiple representations of |
an object as .the same object, those repreéentations‘must be combined
in one consciousness, i.e., "it must be pdséiblg for“the 'I think' to,
accompany all my representations" (81;}5. 'If this were not the case,.
if, for example, a different "I think" ac;ompanied each ‘representation,
a beipg would not be aware either of a unitagy,self, or of objects,
since there would be no distinguishing feature to separate the aware-~
ness of "I" from the awareness of'objects; It is only fhrough the
synthesis of different representations under one concept'that‘é being

can become aware of both a unitary "I" vis 2 vis an object, and vice

versa. For Kant, since awareness reduires a contrast, awareness of
: ’ . 5

/
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the self, and awareness of objects, of necessity emerge together,

Thus, for Kant, like Piaget, a conceiver of objects was necessarily

an individual who developed an awareness of self.

For reasons other than purely logical ones, Kant persistently
maintained tﬁat dnimals, other than humang, were not the sort of -
LJ
creature capable of developing concepts of objects, and hence not the
sort of creature capable of developing an awareness of self. Kant

thus locked himself into the awkward position of having to maintain

that, animals, therefore, could not be aware of objects either.

]

{

In the Second Critiqué, which he labeled the Critique of Practical.

Reason (1956), Kané went on to what he considered the critical follow-
up to his first investigation. Having "ttansdendentail&’deduced"
that conceptuaiizing beings must have an awareness of self, Kant now
attempted to determine specifically in what way this "self" made a

-
practical difference in human action. Kant argued (1967) that this

~self musf make a practical difference, since if this verg not the

case, then all of us would be incorrect, in a way that Kant thought

inconceivable, not only ir' assuming responsibility for our own actioms,

. but as well, in holding others accountable for theirs.

' 1

It is not to Kant's discredit that he was unable to solve the
problem that he posed for himself. ”The problem thatthe posed for

!
himself is inskluble. Kant could hot ?rovide a plausible account of

~
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how the self makes a préctical difference because the self to which Kant

was referring, i.e., the self that develops solely in correspondence to .

& .
the 'development of object concepts, is a self that makes no practical
difference outside of, or separate from, ‘the effect of those corres-
ponding concepts. While the development of the "obje;:\gflf" indeed

signais a change in environmental control -- namély, from one of

direct contact to one of indirect or perceptual contact -- it in no
c §

way signals a decrease in environmenthl\control. This la*ter'deveiop—

ment must await the emergence of the "social self."

i
§

}

o)

b) The Social Self” ‘ .
. . ' -

N

It was argued earlier that whén‘qonceivers with sufficigntv
cognitive coﬁplexity are confronted with éntities whose behavior
changes systematically in accord with perceptual changes in the
environment, they come to conceive of those entities as conceivé;;
p;rcéivers. This afgument, while accurate in its logic, is academic
iﬁ the sense that it paints a picture of conceiversg carrying out

conceptual judgments in' a pseudo-sciédtific, or non-participant

fashion. In actual rgality, conceivers come to fora‘concepts of

¢ .
objectg d/or conceivers through interaction. As a congelver
comea-to recognize that another is a conceiver-perceiver therefore,

he alsg comes to recognize that he himself is an object of perception

from the poinb\of view of that other perceiver—conceiver.
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o

This new éwareness of other (as perceiver) and self (as object of
perception) is accompanied b&'a new form of interaction between other : !

and self. It is a form of interaction that can be described as

N ’

communicative or intentional. Inteqtional interaction can be -
distinguished from gtiyulUSLboupd interaction in the following way. : ?
Intentional interaction requires both a signal sender and a (real ;r

‘ imagined) signal receiver, It requires that the signal sender send out

signals with a view to, or in the hope of, affecting, controlling, or

, shaping the attitude and/or behavior of the signal receiver. - It

requires that the signal sender have a hypothesis about the sort of

effect his signals‘wili have on the gignal receiver. From the .point . l
1'of view of the 'signal sender alone, the;efore, inteqtional interaction
can be characterized‘as requiring: (a) that a signal sender recognizé
that another is a signal-receiver whose behaviorAchanges syste?atically
with‘perceived signals, i,e., that a signal sendeé rééogq}ze that
another is a perceive;-conceiver; (ﬁ) that a signal sender recégnize
thétlhis own behavior, vétbal or otherwise, has the potential to serve T
as a signal, i.e., that a signal sender recognize Fhat he (thq first
individual) is an object of perception; and (c) that a signal sender
' recognize that he has the potential to control the behavior of the
signai receiver throﬁgh control of the signals that he emits, i.e.,
that a signal seﬁder recognize that he has the pote&tiai to control
the behavior of the other through control of his own behavior. These
conditions can.be summed up'as follows: intentiogal interaction requires °
s . - \ .

-———  that a signal sender develop a social concept. . .

0
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Having argued that a condition of intentional interaction is that

14

an individual control his own behavior with a view to controlling the

_ behavior of another, the question that now arises, is how an

,individual gains sugh control over his own behavior -~ control that
hitherto has been the sole property of external stimuli. The answer

is best illustrated by way of exémple.

Qi% Let us take a situation in which a child is cénfronted with a batch
of newly-baked cookies. The per;eption of these cookies (s) evokes

in the child an im;ge of that child eating those cookies (srl), which
in turp elicits an approaé£ response from that child. But let us
suppose that the stimulus of the cookies also evokes the stimulus of
mother (0) perceiving thekchild eating the cookies, which in turn
evokes the stimulus of the child attempting to avoid angry mother
tsrz). What is haépening here is that the same object is sending out
'contradictory signals; the same object 1s evoking both a behavior-
eiiciting stimulus ofhapproach, and a behavior-eliciting stimulus of
avoidance. And this is not simply the same as the pairing of positive
and negative "reinf;rcements" within the external environment -- though
admittedly the behavioral conseQuence; in this particular siﬁple

instance may be identical. What is happening here is that the child

himself as percelved by his mother is ‘included 1n the behavior-

eliciting projection that'is evoked by the extefnal stimulus, and it
is this image of himself reacting to the perception of another (sr )

that competes with the image of himself reacting to the object (arl)

a »

e
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+ (see Figure '2). ( -
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[ “ ' I - Individual
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' sT; - Stimulus of response to object . ' '
: . 8T, - Stimulus of response to other *
K _ +s+ses. = Mere conscilousness ' . e
. T e -~ = Self-consciousness '
!
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Figure 2. A sacial concept
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With regard to the behavioral consequences that develop as a result

of the eﬁxergence of a social concept, therefore, one can see that there

. o 1s a sense in which it is misleading to say that, through such develop'—
’ . ment, an individual gains control over his own behavior(. In fact,
‘ © - ipsofar as the above theoretical formulation is correct, the term
"self-control" becomes a misnomer. The above formﬁlation argues that,
: . just as awareness c;f self is always through the eyes of another, so

control of one's own behavior is always from the viewpoint of another, v

o

An accurate description of the behavioral consequences of the" develop-
) P

ment of social concepts, theréfbre, would be to say' that through them, - =

» . ' : /
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-~ bound”" organization can be defined as one in which individuals

individual can only develop an idea of ‘self -~ which he refers to as

L}

1 " . . ;

persons acquire the capacity to adjust their actions with respecf to
the viewpoints and potential reactions §f each other, rather than
simply with respect to the external environment. It is in this

of the emergence of social concepts is the development of social

t
i
sense that it is argued that the prime distinguishing consequence ) j
!
|
organizations of a '"non-stimulus-bound" type. A '"non-stimulus- {

P

adjust their behavior with respect to the potential and predicted
responses of one other, rather than merely being a result of the

behavioral-molding forces of the external object environment.

Theoretical support- for the claim that social interaction is a

necessary condition for the emergence of self-consciousness, comes

2 i

from the social psychologles of Cooley and Mead. More will be said

about the writings of Cooley and Mead in latér chapters. However,

.

it is of interest to note at this point that Cooley (1964) says an

a "looking-glass" self (p. 184) -- through imagining him or herself
from the point of v%ew of another; and Mead (1934) claims that it
is only hby taking the attitudes of [the other] toward himself, that

[the individual] becomes conscious of himself as an objegt or ) Y

individual, and thus develops a self or pérsoﬁality" (p. 218),

o

\

The most ﬁncluttete&‘e@nirical evidence available to support the

- thesis that aelf—conscigﬁsness emerges only as a result of inter-

\ . - .
“ ' . ! B

1

o
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conceiver interaction, comes from the field of comparative gsycholoéy,
and ironically from a study @one on Great Apés. In a recent
experiment, Gallup (1977) subjected a number of wildborn chimpanzees
to periods of full‘length‘girror exposure for 10 days. Within~3 days,
the rat; of othef-directed response; (e.g., ghreatening)Adropped
““dramatically, whilelghe rate of self-difected respénses (e.g. grooming
" parts of the body visually inaccessible without the aid of the mirror)
rose equally dramatically. Gallup argues that this reversal from
other-directed to gélf-directed behavior, indicates that the chimps
recognized the mirror reflection as their own. He goes on to suggest

)

“that such self-recognition is indicative of a pre-existent self-concept,

A

i.e., that "a mirror simply represents a means of mapping what the

chimpanzee already knows" (p. 335).

After the 10 day mirror .exposure, the chimps were anesthetized, and

~

the upper portion of an eyebrow ridge and the top half of the opposite

ear, were painted with a bright red, odourless, non-irritating,

alcohol—soluable‘dye. Following recovery, and without a mirror, the
nﬁmber“of maré-directeq responses made by the experimental animals was
vefy limited. This was also‘trug of controls, ife:,'chimps subjected
‘to the same treatment, but opiy thereafter exposed to a mirror. 1In
* contrast, the mark-directed responaeé of the experimental chimps
increased by a factor of over 25 times in the gfesence';f a mirror,

‘

indicating that’the experimental chimps indeed recognized that the face

in the mirror was their own.

1 [




In a sugsequent experiment, Gallup subjected a number of isolate-
- reared chimps to fhe same proce&ure. He found'thét, unlike normals,
isélate—reared chimps failed to show any sign gf self-recognition A
ﬁuring the entige 10 day exposure.. « Two of théde isolate-reared

v

'chimps were then given 3 months of remedial gsocial experience by
housing‘:rem together in the same cage. Both sh;wed sig£§\of self-
‘recognition, in contrast to-a third, who was kept in isolation and
whHo showed no sign of self;recognition.:‘ Gallup argues that tbese
findings support the Cooley/Mead model of: self—éoncept emerge;ce;
i.e., that a self-concept, or self-coﬂsciousness, is an interpersonal
-phenomenon, and as such, can oni& emerge with social interaction.
Aside, from the Great Ape, a number of other species, including
- several different kinds of monkeys, have been tested in similar
L
seif—recognition studies. None but the Great Aﬁe have shown any
! evidence of self-recognition. In an attempt to account for this
~ apparent psychological gap between Great Apes and otﬁer primates,
Ggllup nqtés‘two further ways in which Great Apes differ’from other
primateg: Great Apes engage in co—operétive hunting which is
.terminated in co-operative sharing and Greaﬁ Aﬁes have been found
capable of mastering ypriou; forms of non-vocal language (Gardner et
al., 1969; Premack et al., 1972). These compar;tive differences
lend support to the general thesis formulated above; that e@ergence of

self-consciousness 18 accompanied by the capacity for social co~

operation and intentional, i.e., communicative’, interaction.
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To the extent that this interconceiver interaction theory of self-

‘consciousness development is correct, the critical role played by tye

s-st coe in\theusocialncoﬁcept formula hecomes evident Because the

1

o ,igﬁge of the self is already embedded in the sr of the s-sr object

concept formula, there is no difficulty in depicting the image of

another perceiving the self in -the social concept formula. If the
'c%assicel 5-8 formuia had been rétained, the resulting social concept

formula could odly"depict a situation in which conceivers perceived

other conceivers, perceiviné objects. In other words, using the s-s

formula'as a core, there is no way to show that the major behavioral

consequence'of the developmént of social concepts is that persons are

now able to adjust their actions:with respect to an image of others

7/ . . .
perceiving those actions, It is\gnly with an s—sr'core, that the’
s' . N
resulting social concept formula can represent the emergent capacity
\.s
. ‘r./‘of persons to image the potential reactions:of othé?swib their own ..
potential responses. It is only with such a core that the social =~
. concept formula can represent the capacity of persons to form gocial
brganizatiqns of the non-stimulus-bound type.
.. 7 ‘
' ] af '\ -
The Role of Language . T N

ki ’ » . - \
Thus far I have spoken ‘about cenceptuak activity and-about

intentional interactioe. 1 have not yet said anything about the
¢ 7 .
'J"
specific "conceptual"” "intentional" activity of language. Given its
i -~

obvious importance in all our 1ives,.this discussion would be incomplete

T ° ‘- > '
" . - . . -
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rat, for example, can learn the rule that upon seeing a white card he

(23
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if I did dot attempt to explore the role that language might be presumed .

to play in the development of selves. Since language is a rule-bound
J v

. <
agg:ivity, I shall begin my discussion with that topic. .

a) Rules e

4

Peters (1959) argues that infentional human action can be’distin-

o

guished from the caused movement of animals, by the fact that it conforms,

<
“ .

to a rule,

- ! s

To make explicit ‘the implication of my thesis for psychological
theories: If the question is "Why did Jones walk across: the
oroad?", a sufficient explanat:lon can only be given in terms of
the rule-following purposiye model -~ if this is a case of an
action rather than something _happening to him. .(p. 15,
emphasis Peters')

-

In aﬁy discussion of action in this post-Wittgensteinian era, it is

: B . v
always pertinent to make a reference to thé’} notion of rule-following
O ' - 1

behavior. enthusiasm: to separate the men from th_e

However, in Peters'’

‘.
.

beasts, he misses the point of why it is, that rule-following behavior \

[l
xn

is important, N R

There ig no question that the bulk of human activity can be aptly
However -~ and this’is

. . . «

an important however .-~ animal behavior also conforms to rules, The

characterized as actions conforming to rules.

~ ».

N '

L]

- .

"

4 e e
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. . _
_ animals pannG{ know when they hgve made a mistake, they cannot ¢

44

- .

must turn right and upon ‘seeing a black one he must turn\left; and 7he

_ pigeon can learn that gréen means go and r%9 means stop. n closer

|
examinatiop, one realizes that any sort of learned behaviopkmodification

L3

presents us with an example of ru%e-conforming behavior. This fact is
|

reflected in the very problems associated with act-description. It is

precisely because we can never jpecify an action exhaustivély in terms

[}

of moyements of the body} Ehat act descriptions must always be couched
An terms of a general rule. . An act description is a statement of a

rule, and since the employment of an act desc}iption is necessary for
the characterization of any unit qﬁ le;rned behavior, human or anipél,

to claim that a bit of behavior is learned is, ipso fécto,\to claim that

4

it conforms to a rule.

So the qﬁestioﬁ arises as to why the notion of rule-folllowing 3 la

£

Wittgenstein 1s thought by many philogophers to be such an exciting new "‘

perspective through which to approach the problems associated with human

.action. The answer is, I think, Wittgenstein's notion of 'E;stéke."

Wittgensteiﬁ dgmonstrated that because of the probléﬁs embedded withinM

, \ :
our notion of the "same,' one can only demonstrate the presedfe, or the

N \
instantiation of a rule (which dictates that one must go on i? the same

L

way), 1if one can show in that situation what it would be, to make a

mistake. - Presumably, this position can be.used,as a springboard to

w

separate animals from human beings, by making the claim that since 3.

giéctly

. ) .o . : :
be said to’'be following-a rule. -However, if one adopts such a‘P&sition,

v
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is not between rulé-conforming (genmerally mischaracterized as rule-

JURURIUVEIP VRS

one is immediately faced with the question of how one is supposéd .to

. independently identify an individual's awareness that he has made a

mistake if not by his attempt to rectify that distake -- which is

precisely the criterion of any learhing whatsoever, again, animal of

+ 0 v

human. As well, even if a human being is aware that his behavior is

conforming to a rule in a way‘“that an animal i{s not, that human may

not only be unable to articulate that rule, but as well, be unable

v

even to recognizé, let alone articulate the mistakes that he makes,
-3 . A N '

\ ' ‘ )
(The above is a common occurrence amdpg language users.)

»

*

The objections to the general position formulated above show us

that for the'phiibsophy'of action, the important behavioral diétinctibn
J .

following) and non-rule-conforming behavipr, but rather between

rule-bound and rule-following behavior. While the notion of mistake °

is neceésary to make the %ormer distinction, the notion of excégtion )

is necessary to make the latter distinction. I would claim that.it is
\ .

only if an individual can make an exception to a rule, that he can

strictly be said to be following a rule, rather than simply bound by

e,

The burden of the"ﬁréblem now switches to the necgessity of
)
characterizing the criteriological markings of making an exception to
a rule. I would propose the following: an, exteption can only be made

to one rule via reference to another rule. To make an exception to

2
g
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rule A is to decide in that instance, that the instantiation of rule B

\

"is, for whatever reasons, more appropriate than the continued

scompliance with rule A. This rule transfer is precisely what is
w

involved in the process of exXplanation or justification, i.e., the’

‘glving of reasons; e.g., "I jumped up from the dinner table and ‘ran,

. ‘ \ -
out (breaking an etiquette rule) because I was quite sure I heard

? 4 ' : ) .
someone. calling for help (the instantiation of a moral rule)." Of

co rse,’an exception need not be considered justified in order to count
as an exception; it need only ‘be considered justifiable —— in terms of
some other generally understood rule of behavior.
jenj

Since justification or explanation would seem to requife language,
it followé that language is a.necessary pfergquisite for the possibility
of Qaking an exception to a rule, and hen;; that lanéuage is a necessary
prerequisite for the possihility of ruleffoliowing behavior as such.
Iﬁ fact, this exception-making ability may be the prime uni}ue
characteristic of languagé:;sers. In other words, thé thgsis‘indicates-
that thé important function 6f language is not .that it.a116ws for
structured activit}, but rather that it shows how activity is structured;
hamely by indiciigng the rule under which any bit of activity 1s to be

3

subsumed.

In summary, the general position that I am arguing'for~he;e is that

. \
in the analysis of behavior, no interesting distinctions can bé made ,

via reference to tule-conforming behav%fr as such, since rule conforming
. N R

>

- e
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behayior is a mark of any learned behavior, animal or human. I have
argued fﬁrtper thgt reference to the notion of mistake does not
increase the viability ofgsuch an approach. - However I have gone on
to show that the general philosophical thesis that the notion of a
rule must play a fundamental part in the explanatibn of human actioﬁ

can still be salvaged, by emphasizing the distinction between rule-

" bound- and rule-following behavior. The criteriological mark of

rule-following beMavior lies with the possibility of making an
exception to a rule, Since an exception must be justifiable in ordér
to Eounf as amy exception as opposed to a mistake, the ability to make

-

an exception is tied to the two-pronged ability of language-use and

_ reference to publicly understood rules.

\
b)  Language Types ) j

\
A

In the preceding section, I suggested that language was a N

" necessary tool to mark the distinction between rule-bound and rule-

following behgvior. Here I would like to make the suggestion that the
rule—bound/rule~following distinction can be utilized to demarcate
different language-types, There has been much dispute, for instance,
as to whether or not it is correct to gay of some animals -- and
ﬁotentially of computers -- that they possess agd/or have the ability
to utilize a language; Since there is no question that communication
and a number of other 1anguage-t§pe phenomena t;anspir; in the animal/

computer realms,, it seems to me simply narrov-minded to flatly deny ‘




L3

the occurrence of language-use in such gituations. However one can

“

g0 on to correctly point out that the language used in these instances

is a language of 1 rule-bound type,4i.e., one which does not admit of . ‘

exceptions, Animals are naturally programmed to act in such-and-

R

such a cbmmuniqative way in relation to such-and-such environmental
stimull, with the only possibility of rule-jumping being some sort of

biological mistake. Computers too are programmed through an algorithm’

or meta-language which.sets out a priori and in a completely determined

v

Such formalism does

not indicate, as many would suggest, that computers do not have a

fashion, how a set of rules is to be employed.

. language but rather that their language is of a rule-boun&.type} ' “

e

In contrast to rule-bound languages which do not admit of
exceptions, rule-following languages are such that exceptions are

— L

virtually'Fhe Fule. An example of exceptional use of language is the
" metaphor, e.g., "an abyss of grief," ha,fiery temper." | As Waiémann
(1959) has pointed out, it is because of the "opeq texturedﬁess“ of our
' , concepts, that our lan uage remains an open and g;owing semantic system;
‘it' is the possibili{ff making exce\ptions in rule-following 1anguagéb
- that is the ;qurce of its prolife‘ative nature, which is itself a
spriking characteristic which distinguishes rule-followiAg from rule-
bound 1anguaées. Waismann say; of éxceptional u;es: "This is one of
A speaker may, on 'he spur of

the means by which a language grows.

the moment, place a word in a néw célléction, thus giving rise t6 a new
. /I

meaning -~ a process over which there is little cbntrol.! /

~ ‘ . . . )

« -
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‘ of the canopy which covers rule-bound behavior, rule-following
4 : . .

49

" The ramifications of recognizing this distinction bétween rule-
bound language and rule—following languagé are téo numerous to~examine
here: However I would mention in passing, and as a "for instance,"
that in the debate as to whether the communicative import of language

4
lies with meaning per se{oy in the intenqipn of the communicator, the
answer wouldzaepeqé upon whether one were referring to rule-bound.

lgﬁguages which of necessity emphasize the former, or rule-foliowiﬁg

languages which emphasize the latter. I

c) The Dialec(ic .

’ i

) o . ) ! ‘
The last two. sections in combination show the dialectical nature

S

I3

3

ghavior, and rule-bdfnd language,. and rule—following language. Since
Have made the claim that language is a necessary pterequisite for

-;Avxule-fdlloéing behavior, including iple—following language, it

wayld appear than in order to get the dialectic étarted, the child,

fow, example, must first employ rule-bound language in order to open the
|

w for his transition from his initial rule-bound behavior to his

\
All of

‘Vg—following behavior, including rule-following language.
§s argues for a tuch more flexible view of language than is
traditionally held. ' It certainly indicates that when theorists such

as George Herbert Mead (1934) utilize rule-conforming behavior as a

premise in a transcendental argument for the proof of sel nsciousness,

one} need be very expiicit as to which type.of rule-conférming behavior

°

A
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. .

one is referring. And if Mead's arguments for self-consciousness are -

valid (which it seems to me they are), and if the transition from ~

rule~bound behavior and language, to rule-following behavior and
language, is a gradual process, then these provide yet furthér grounds
for making the claim that the emergence of self-consciousness, or

o

sense of self, is alsq a gradual process. ‘ '

‘ * 4 e o
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- CHAPTER III

THE CONTINUING DEVELOPMENT OF
A PERSON'S CONCEPT OF PERSON

. 7

S . °
«

.In Ch;pter I1, it was argued that the essence of persons lies

in their capacity to imagine‘tﬁe viewpoint of another, In this chapter,

it wil] be arguéd that the éssence oé the development of persons lies

in tﬁeir increasing capacigy to imagine an ever greater number of view-
' points at one and the same time, It will be argued that this increase .
in social perspective-taking gbility results in a predictable change in
the content of a person's_conéept of person. Specifically, it will be
argued that the social attitude of individuals §i£h a limited Sapacity
to imagine the viewpoint of another is one th;t can be characte{ized‘as
"self-protective" -- from the point of vieé of these individuals, "every
.man is out for himself." Individugls with a moderately developed,
capacity to imagine the viewpoint of otheré, tend to develop a "conformist"

@

social attitude; and individuais with a highly developed capacity to

imagine multiple vieﬁpointq‘tend to enéage in genuine~moral thoﬁght.

s s o
- P .

Using terms borrowe& from Parsons and White (1966), the ' two ptimar&»v

—y

e
g
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"processes of social concept development -- namely an increase in social \

perspective-taking capacity accompanied by a change 'in the content of a

person's concept of person -- will be referred to as processes of
"quantitative expansion" and "qualitative upgrading' respectively.

-

Quantitafive.EEPansion and Qualitative Upgrading

o

The notion of quantitative expansion within fhe social concept

»

model, refers to an increase in the number of viewpoints that an ’

individual is able to entertain at any one time. This claim, that

i

‘social concept development proceeds by way of qﬁantitative expansion,

v

is‘similar to the Piagetian (1967) thesis tﬁat development is character-
ized by a progressive move away from "egoceqﬁf}sm," What the present
model suggests however, is that,this move.awaé from egocentrism is not
so much away from taking up-one's own viewpoiﬁt, as it is toward taking

up the-viewpoint of mulq;ple social others; that development, in:others

words, cankbe,aptly characterized as a proliferation of the imagined

audience that one carries around in one's head.

. " . o
.

Object-relations* theorists also speak of an internal audience,

K

although their focus tends to center on the quality of the internal

audience (i.e., whether one's internalized audience is perceived as

7

" good or bad) rather than on quantity. Ghn;rié (1969) descfibes'regent

Al

* In psychoanalytic terms, "objects" refer to "persons."




deve%opﬁents in object-relations theory in the following way:

\

Karen Horney (1945) says: '"Neuroses are generated by distur-
bances in human relationships.” But Horney thinks only in
‘terms of relatlons to external objects at the conscious level.
- Bad external relations in infancy lead to the development of
a less obvious danger, an attempt to withdraw and carry on
living in_an inner mental world, a repressed world of
internalized psychic, bad objects, and "bad object situations.”
What is new in all this is the theory of internal objects as
developed in more elaborate form by Melanie Klein (1932) and
Fairbairn (1952), and the fact that’ Fairbairn makes object-
relations, not instinctive impulses, the primary and -
important thing. It°is/the object that is the real goal of
the 1ibidinal drive. We seek persons not pleasures.
Impulses are not psychic entities -but reactions of an ego , . ° , A
to objects. (p. 20-21) :

-

P

I
‘ , , |
Guntrip goes on to point out that there are many differenges amongst i
l
!

‘,ijéct-relationa theorists with regard to their view on-the specific

dynamics of this introjection process. Bion (1962) for example, draws a

shafp.distinction between the two processeg of memory and internalization; ¢
and both Bion and Fairbairn argue, 1n contrast”to Kléin, that only bad

objects are internalized:-(in the sense of being retained as "undigested" . = =

~ - A

foreign objects) while good objects are simply remembered.” Guntrip .
himself spéaks“éf the sﬁ{;tting»of internalized good and bad objects. .

* In light of, the complexities and ambiguities of these various contro- N
&> . D ¢ .
+ versies, it is important to keep in mind that, within this more.global. .

theory, reference to the viewpoint of another is necessarily imprecise.

) .

1 A} . -

The notion of "qualitgfivé upgrading” within the concept, of person

dodel, can be taken to refer to two things. It cam refer, on the one .

.
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' 1l§ividual presumes op’erativel in any' one instance. Il'huq, individuals, -
» .

'
\ '
B 3 3 “

handw, to an increase in the generality of the social rules th@it an

'

“

who have the cgpacity to consider at most, the viewpoint of only one
\

other at-any one time, tend to follow Bocial rules that aré person-

speci'fi;: (i.e., rules that are relative to the -v:iewpoint' of only 'one
'other). individuals who have thevcapacj:ity to consider at least two
other v:lew;oints tend to follo‘; social rulés that are relative to a
.s:ys,tem (1.e., a syst;ang of viewpoints). Individuals who hdve, the

tapacity to consider more than twp‘ other vviewpbin'ta have the potential

to operate with reference to a universal or moral law (i.e., in princi-

_ple, with reference to the ‘vi'ewpoints of infinite others).

_abstraction of that concept, are nat unrelated. - However, there ate
. , . !

On the other hand, the notion of "qualitative upgrading” can be
taken to refer spegifiéally to the level of abstraction of a pgi‘sbn'sz i

concept pf'ﬁerson. Ohviously, these two. nc‘:tiona of level of generality.

[

of behaﬂoral rules that are generated by a coricept and the level of

P

advantages of ldoking at the notion gf 'qualitative upgrading" from' both

points of view. By referring to qualitative upgrading in terms of an
, . : . ‘ £

-

2

increase in gen‘erality 'of behavioral rules, it becomes poasible to -
dqnonstrate how social concept develop-exit affects behavior. 'fo
referrins to 1t in térns Jf an increasing :bstraction of a concept, we
create an analogue with the ‘develo;ncnt of other cmfepts, and thereby
can gain insights n.t':ct‘:rdifgly. ‘ 1 have in mind here an analogue bJerweaen |
.th‘ 1de\nalop-en't qf the self and ‘the cievelopunt of quantity conce_ptr as

- - . . [
¢
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0

demonstrated in Piaget's "conservation" emperiments (Ginsberg and-Opper,

196?). These experiments.show that quantity concepts develop by way of
- . : ! *

the dual prodess of cognitive differentiation (quantitative expansion)

and conceptual evolution (qualitative.hpgrading).

. .
‘ e

" a) Differentiation Prodding Conceptual Evolution

-
A ?hild aged four or youngeg, is presented with two identical
@

beakers (A and B) (Figure 3), each containing the same amount of liquid

and is asked whether these two glasses have the same amount of liquid
or whether they do not, The,child will correctly respond that A and B

contgin the:same amount bechgee the level of liquid comes up to the

same place on both glasses, ' The child is then presented with a third "

‘ heaker (C) which is shorter but wider than the first two, and intorwhich‘

the liquid of either A or B (say B) is poured. Thqﬂehild is now asked

whether B and C contain the same amount of liquid. At this level of

. development, a stage which Piaget calls "preoperat;onal," the child will

. V.

persistently claim that beaker B has more liquid becausé it is taller.

%
[ ! . ¢

A . B

/] .

// \

M 4

v ‘\\gigure 3. A child's preoperational view.

t P .
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L .
which lies behind the child's response is

The cognitive explanation
B

. ‘that, at ;his level of dévglopment,'the child is relatively cognitively

“undifferentiated. The child is only able to ‘perceive one dimension at

a time; in this case height. In order for the child to have been

'able to perceive that beaker B and beaker C had contained the same amount

. of liquid (i.e., that while beaker B was taller, beaker C was wider), he

would have had to beén able to perceivef both the dimensions of height

and width at the same time. Gipsberg and Opper (1969) put it this way:

"in all these probleﬁs.[i.e.; all of Piaget's conservative experiments],

the pregperational child deploys his attention in overly.limifed“ways..

He focuses on one dimension of a situation, fails to make use of another,:

§

equally relevant .dimension, and therefore cannot apprecfgte the relations
between the two" .(p. 167). Ginsberg and Opper point out that this
Al

cognitive tendencyrcO focus on only a limited amount of the information

" available -- a tendency whic% Piaget calls “centration" -- is similar

[

to Piaget's earlier notion of "juxtaposition™ which is described as a

tendency to think in terms of the parts of a situation at the expense of

f

perceiving those parts in relation to-a more integrated whole (p. 167).

1

Just before the:child i¢ able to give the "correct" answer in the -
experim;ntal situatién describeé above, he ;;es(through anperiod of
oscillatibn ;nd confusion; Presented ;ith this problem, he will first
say that the taller glass hgs more because it is taller; but then,

that can’t be right, the Becond glass is wider, therefore it must have |,

‘more; but, just a minute, 1f the first glase is taller, sufély it must

<




+
~dt : 4

, P- 174) (see Figure 4).

.

have moré; and so on (Ginsbefg and Opper, 1969

A

!

5

"more" ""pore"
because it is 1::::;/( because it is
“"taller" ./(-“‘~——Pwid91".

Figure 4. The transitional view.

:The csnfdsﬁbn in which the child finds himself immersed, is a
function of the fact that he has developed a second dimension, whichvi;’
as yet "unigtegrated" by concéptual evolution. Perceived through one
@imension, ie., hgight, the first Qlass has more liquid; perceived
tﬁrongh the other dimension, i.e.,\width, the second:glass hgs more
liquid. But if both\glasses have "more," there can be no right answer. -
The contradiction éppears insoluble, and such iauthe experiential
fesult‘when perceptual differentiatién proceeds unaccpmpanied by con-
6eptuai integration.

»
The child evgntﬂglly finds a way out of this contradiction through

FIANN

1

.the emergence of the higher-ievel concept of "volume" (at approximately *

age seven). With the acquisition of this Mgynthesizing" concept,; the
child now realizeg that_ judgments of quantity can not be estimated

strictly with relation to either height or width, but rather to both

»

height and wiath taken together; i.e., judgments of quantity are

' .
. A @
' -~
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relative to "volume." Utilizing his newiy acquired concept of "volume,"
the child at this stage of development -- one which Piaget calls "concrete
operational” -- will now claim that obviously the two glasses contain

the same amount of liquid ~- who could possibly think otherwise? (see

Figure.5). ’ ' /

v

A}

* same
"volume'
Figure 5. A concrete operational view.

¢

b)L‘ Conceptual Evolution Qutsteps\Differentiation
i The reverse of the above phenomencn, namely "épparent” concéptual
development unaccompanied by adequaté differentiation, (i.e.,

association learning unaccompahied by structural change), can aiéo be

demonstrated through one of Piaget's conservation erperiments. In

"this case, a predperatibnal child is shown two sets of candles, with

’

one set having its members spaced further apart than the other (see

f AN LI
Figure 6). .
’ Set I ,"Set 11 . ’
. ) ST -
o 0 0 0 O S L ¢ ¢ O
Figure 6. Two sets of candies. . S
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The child is then asked how many candies are in each se;,'and'he responds

'

with the correct answer; namel& five. On the surface it appears that

¥
the child has acquired and can utilize the concept of number. However,

if the child is now asked which set has more candies, he will respond:
"get I1." For the preoperational child, "more" in'this example is
that which occupies more space. It will not be until the child.has

"differentiated" into the concrete operational stage (again at

approximately age seven), that he will fully understand that the

notion of quantity is intricately tied up with the coﬁcep; of "number,"

and hence be able to perceive that both sets are -- in terms of quaﬁtity -

the same, Imother words, it will not be until the child has
"differentiated” into the concrete operational stage that his gercegt

, of number will match up with his concept of number.

The Theory

Similar to the Piagetian model of conservation, to the Kuhnian

(1970) model of progressive paradigm shifts, and to the Hegelian

dialectical developmental theory of "thesis-ant1tbesis—synthesis

{Taylor, 1975), the theory of social concept .development that 1 shall

argue:for here is the following:

a person's concept of pagson develops through an encounter
with a series of contradictions; these contradictions
result from an individual's increasing interpersonal . -
experiences, as. well as the maturation of cognitive ' *
structures that render it progressively more difficult to

a v

4




ignore apparently incompatible evidence; these contradictions
must be persistent and systematic so as-to point to the

) inadequacy of the concept rather than the inadequacy of the

+ conceiver; concept development progresses toward ever more

abstract levels such that each succeeding concept embraces
hitherto disparate variables; this increase in abstraction
results in an increase in an individual's.ability to engage in
smooth functioning interactions with ever greater numbers of
others; and therefore, the superiority of each succeeding
concept is recognized once 1t 1is embraced.

Ego/Social Concept Equivalence

.
b

The thesis that the developmental path of persons, or selves,

assumes an invariant order through a series of stages, each of which' is L f

characterized by a core attitude, 1s mot a novel one. The parallel
between Loevinger's tﬁeory of ego development (1976) and the theory
.presented here on social concept development willibe noted throughout.
Similar theories of sequential development can alsd be founa in the
writings of Erikson (1980), Rogers (1961), and Kohlberg (1968, 1969)
améng others. To what purpose then, 1is tﬁe aréiculation of yet
another mod;l? The answer has already been alluded to. . A major aim
of the present project is to provide evidence: both in térms of logic
and empirical data, for the objective validity of such a path, i.e.,
.fhat all persons, lrrespective of'cultural milieu —- in sb far as they

- t

develop at all -- develop in the order outlined. o

|

The difficulty of establishing the objeétive yalidity of a

. . \ .
developmental sequence has not gone unnoticed either by the develop- .

v . ' 5 [N
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mgntal\theorists themselves, or by their critics. While longitudinal
o . studieQ\(Kohlberg, 1968), cross—cultural studies (Turiel et al., 1974), - :
. ‘ \ .
and croés—sectig&al studies (Loevinger and Wessler, 1970) have been .

highly suggestive, they can not circumvent the %Parge that such

(M3

findings'may be more reflective of common soclalization processes --
either of the investigators or‘Fheir subjects —-- than 1if is of‘the
intrinsic nature of thé self or e%o. -Agusto Blas% recogniies this\”
Q ' . difficdlty when he writes in the third chapter of Loevinger's book o |
(1976) that while empiyiég} data are both important and interesting,
@ ' ultimately a developmgnt;l model of ﬂersoqs can only be validated by
first attempting to take into account the very "essence" of persons

(p. 53).

gk A e

This is precisely what T am éttempfing to do here. That is, T, \\

having argued KCHAPTER I1) thaf the essence of persons lies in their’

4

capacity to take up the viewpoint of another, it follows directly from

this model that the essential characteristicabf\the development of

P e T
3
L3

persons is an 1ucrgasing capacity to. take up th viewpoint of multiple
social others. Further, since ;his increasing numbex of perspectivgs
requires the integrating fo}ce éf ever more abstract social rules, and
' . ' ,\ 4since.the evolution pf Tules éan be presumed tojfollow a path toward

. . ¢ . X
‘ evér increasing abstraction, the objective validity of the develop-. ;

mental path of persons about to be outlined is further substantiated..

v
1

- - ‘ " .The parallels between what is referred to her€ as soclal concept
. - LI .

}\ v _— o Y
.
. .




F

}

64

. 'develophent and what is referred to elsewhere as ego development '
(Loevinger, 1976) are striking --'so striking in fact that they nggea;
. a virtual equation. ,If this is the case, then the present model

‘challenges traditional psychoanélycic theory with a new way of looking
L

: at what is referred to as the "ego." The model suggests, that is, that

v . ¥
the ego, yather than being, as typically characterized, a rational

»

'procéss that "is required to overcome the lrrational urges of the id, is a

. f
‘e . .

_social-learning probess that is required to overcome the rational,

albeit externally oriented mode of interaction that is basic to animate

: nature. The equation also presents a similar challenge to the Kantian

model of the self (1929, 1956, 1967). ' In the following, a new way of

e b e b ot e

1ookiné at the superego will also be suggested. . ’ Y.
. : | !
The .discussion of the development of a person's concept of person
' : ) " will center around what is hypothesized to'be the three fundamental leaps
- of milestones: ’ co P
. : . . “ . Ii
a) the emergence of a concept of person; :
‘ o ) b) the develmeent of the notionlof a sckfél organization; - ‘
c) “the leap toward unjiqueness.’ p . :
S ] . .
. The Developmental Stages of a Person's Conceft of Pefson )
4 ‘\ \ .
' o , o
a) The Emergence of a Concept of Person ' ' - , ‘
< ' .

- ”Fﬁﬂigﬁam“‘“'yf"
b LR A ARl R
BRSEEMNAC Ky 3 A




[ e U

-

\

For the health& infant, who is well loved and well cared for, the

o

first few months of existence consist of contirduing interactions with

an almost entirely good object (sic), namely mother. As the infant
‘continues to mature however, his world changes; mother begins to expect

"

more from her child.” She begins to teach her child'whau, to her, a}e
the éasic rules of social interaction. In Qéstern culture, th; growing
child must learn that"one eats one's food with Qtensils; that one
deposits one's féces in the toilet; that one wears glgthes in public,
and so on. Wish‘the initiétioﬁ into this rule—follo@ing process,
soclalization begiﬂs, and with it the child's expulsion from utopia.

One can imagipe the shock of £he child when he experiences for the first
ﬁime, mother's annoyance ‘or negative affect -- which is a prerequisite
for.the child being able to learn any rules whatsoever. Suddenly, good
pommy'has turned into bad mommy aﬁd, like ?iaget's'one-dimensioﬁal

child who, when given the two beaker situation described ;bove, could
o&ly perceive eitPer,height or width but not both, once moﬁmy has turned

bad, she has turned all bad. The temper tantrums of the "terrible twos"

are a reasonable reaction to what, from the child's péint of view, is an

intolerable situation, .

i . ’
i . .

. 14

. 3

The child is a resilient being, and thus socon learns to cope with

his good/bad split wprld, largely as a rat would learn to cope in an

experimental environment in which. some responses are associated with
posigive reinforcemenf while others are assoclated with negative rein-

forcement. With yet further maturation however, the child moves

. o
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closer and closer to a crisis point. As cognitive efficiéncy increases,

iL becomes progressively more difficult for the child to keep thetimagg
of good mommy (object) and bad mommy (objectj apart. The ddifficulty

is that, in theory at leasg, the full recognition that good mommy and
bad mommy are the same mommy, qught to render the child immobile; just
as thHe pairing of posditive and negétivé reinforcement at the same source
renders a rat immobile. On the one hgnd, éhe image of bad mommy begins
to lose its facility to elicit anger froﬁ the child due to its close .
association with the appetitive image of goo& mommy in the child's
mind, to destroy one, would be to aestroy th? othér (Guntrip, 1969).

On the other hand, the child becomes reluctant to approach good mommy --

the good mommy who has so recehtly been bad. With an increase in

-

cognitive efficiency-that enables the child to hold the two dimensions

. of good and bad together, therefbre; the child moves into a transition

period virtually identical to the one described previously in

Piaget's conservatién experiment. . One beaker is ta;ler but lesé wide;
the other beaker is wider,,ﬁut less éall. . Mommy is good, but she is
bad; mommy is bad but she is géod. Such is the source of the ambiva-
lent ﬁehavior of the period that ﬁahlei et al.» (1975) refer to as

. ! * ”
,"'rapprochement” (at approXimately 24 months), and which Kaplan describes

8o poignantly in her book Oneness and Separateness: From Infant to

&
?

Individual (1978).
o ‘ \
A s&%ution to this contradictory situation becomes evident t§ the .

child as he begins to realize that there is a regular pattern to mommy's

tr
’
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contradictory behavior. What he realizes is that whether mommy is good
or bad isg.very ﬁuch dependent upon the sort of beHavior that he happens

to be engaged in at the time.» If this is the case, then the child now

realizes that his mother is subject to "second-order' control, i.e.,

mother's behavior can be controlled by following her rules. In other.
words, what the child realizes is that he can control mother's behavior

through controlling his own. The question is: hoﬁ? How does a child
come to gain control over his own behavior -- control that has hitherto

been the solé property of external “object stimuli?

W~ Al

.

The answer lies in the child's newly developing cognitive

capacities, The child is now able to imagine, at one and the same

time, nét only the image of his own impending actg, but also, the image

of mother (and others) perceiving and reacting to those acts. With

. systematic agsoclation, situations that evoke a behavior-eliciting image

of the child reactiﬂg to the various objeégs in his environment (srl)

. v S
also evoke. an imageaof the child reacting to various significant others
in the same situation (sré) (seé Figure 7). It is this second image
(srz) of the child reacting to significant others (0), that in turn

either inhibits or facilitates the first image (srl)'of the child

reacting to the various objects within- his environment. It is this

second image, that induces the ghild to adjust his behavior relative
to the image of various significant others (aside from the adjystments |
that he will be prone to make with respect to the external stimuli

of the strictly object environment),

0y
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Key: J
% - Individual ) '
0 - Other ‘ .
s -~ Stimulus - o ¢ : \ - .
sr_ - Stimulus.of response to object * - . - .
sr% - Stimulus of response to other *
) B ’ - 3 5 .
, Figure 7. A two-dimensional concept of person. .
2
. A less technical way of describing the above would'peato say, that . “

- 5

the child is learning to follow rules by imaginatively putting himself
in the place of the other and perceiving his own responsés from that

vantage point. Mead (1934) refers to this period in child development

~

as the "plai period.”"” He says:

+ « « Playing with an imaginary companion is only a peculiarly . A
. interesting phase of ordinary play. Play in this sense,

especially the stage that precedes the organized games, is a'

play at something. A child plays at-being a mother, at being
A a teacher, at being a policeman, that is, it is taking different
v, roles, as we say.-. . . In the play period, the child utilizes
his own response to these stimuli [i.e., the imaginary role of
others] which ‘he makes use of in building a self. . . . He plays .
that he is, for instance, offering himself something, and he , "
buys it; he gives a letter td, himself and he takes it avay, he ’ e
addresses himgelf as a parent §r as a teacher; he arrests him~ o
self as a policeman. . + « He takes this group of responses and ' ’ ’
organizea them {nto a cértain whole. . Such is the simplest form
of being another to.ome's self. (pp. 214-215):
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- 'cally he says that "
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Parsons (1964) argues that this process of taking up the role of"

3

another is equivalent to what psychoanalytic theorists refer to as

—

. the process of "identification.” Contrary “to the traditional

psychoanalytic view however, Parsons argues’that identification is

L]

not necessarily a process of becoming like another. He says, for

i

inétence, of the pre-cedipal period, that when a child comes to identify

with his mother, he does so only in the sense that he learns a role that

L

is complementary to, hers —- not necessarily the same as hers. Specifi-

S ' °

b
e mothereand child come to constitute a

collectivitz in a atrict sociological sense . . . but this does nof

> N .

meann that the two members of the collectivity are alike, in the sense

that they play identical rolep; on the(contrary, their rotes are
shhrplp differentiated, as are the norms which define the respective
éxpectationsd (p. 91): ) Parsons thus redefines the Freudian notion of
M{dentification" as a "process by which.a person comes t8 be inducted
into memberehip in a collectivit9 through learning to play a ;ole

complementary to’ those other members in accord with‘thé pattern of

values'governing the collectivity" (p. 91). - - ‘ g

* o

v

® But look at what has happened here.. The child's conception of 429

another with whom he takes up a complementary role, is of a being

(4

possessed df both appetitive and aversive properties, dlbeit properties

that vary systematicaily telative tosthe perceptiqm of the child's own
A .

behavior. His concept of "social other" therefnte, has trpnscended

' the natural appetitivelaversive classificatory split that ia inherent

.
a

Tre
>




) ‘interacting in a strictly "object world, " t‘;vard interd®ting in a

Eeive defense mechanisms ’(Kemberg, 1967)."

* the concept of.‘self.‘

' regress within the 'social moda -- the initial unit necessary to hold . o

' 'However, second-ordet ‘eontrol provides the 1mpetus for }the further .

to the general laire of learning theory, and which is basic to the

perception ‘of objentla.
e ' ’ . ,o
S . - . ' '
Support for the thesis that the tranacendence of the natural PR

T *

classificatory split is the primary and primitive step. away from - ’

“sacial" one, is bm;rowed ﬁrom the gﬁychoanalyti‘: (claim that "splitting" ",
- .

(i.e., the ap})rehension of one 8 world as divided exclusively between \
X .

good and bad), ‘though typical of the infant is transcénded with

maturity. Splitting is also considered to be amongst the most primi-

) T
- . ¢

<4

P o - ‘ | |
R ’ ' & i

The concept of "other" (person) that develops with second-order ' |
control, therefore, is one that is qualitatively distinct from the
concept of "other" (object) ‘that hasy gone before. This' is elso true of
Second-idnder control can not',be said'-to initiate
the 'development‘ f the "coucept" or "gepse" of self, since, on the ong -.* ',
hand, for the Kan\tian reasox;“B already e:tpopnded upon (p. 33), :he don—
cept of self is required as a contrast for the perception of oﬁjects ' .

(vithout the "self," there is no "other" _and on the other hahd ‘a
)

concept of self is a prerequi%te for halting an otherwise infinite

gether the opposing sidee of the aforementioned spl:bt of the "social

other (i e., it is the same me to wbich mommy is both /good and bad).

a
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development of the self. Wit the notion of second-order fohtrol, an’
. individual begins to understan\d that how others treat him is no longer
strictly a ﬁixtxction of what he is, but what he does (cf. Macmurray,

s ‘ 1937). . He is no longer simply an object with stable app.etitive‘or._

N .
' =

)
f

) or aversive stimulus depending upon his own b'ehavior.,

.
>

s o ;,Th:&t‘s ﬁ not to imply that the notion of’ actor is cq-extensive with

s, the.notion of agency. Though the child (or cognitively 1mmature adult)

4 P

may understand that how others treat him is a consequence of his own -

R ' uz-1ctions, he may. nonetheless feel ly minimal “c'ontrol over what he*ddes.

¢ @

When such sitpations 'arise, such an individual may still attempt to

) o
ontrol the” behavior “of others by attempting to manigulate ‘their
. ’ ¥
€ tion of what he does. He may attempt to cover up and excuse

©
«

beha' ior that he knows others consider unacCeptable, nhe may external_ize .

* - -~ >

en caught; ‘and so on. . Such manipulatory beha\;fbr'is; highly
. ‘ % « [ -

. Protectiv ," a level of functioning that she claims is mongst the lower
R . ‘ ”~
1 rungs om t 9ca1e of ego deve],opment. " " she describes the self—protective

P 0

individual as\ ene who is manipulative, exploitive, and opportuniatic, .

¥ VR ~
whose major concemr,is that of controlj who fears being caught and who

. - . ) o
tends to_exyternalize blame. This behavior contras'ts th that of the”
- ' individual at the lower ,.Impulsive" stage of ego develop nt, w‘no ia aaid

El { .
. .. > to d’ichotomize the world into 306'@ and bad, ane who exhibité ‘f.,nk

dependence; presumably through 1ack. of ,any aenae of contra}

aversive properties; he is rather, an actor who cam become an appetitive 3

; L

re
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The first stcp bnt of the "object world'f and into a ;'social" one,
therefore:l'isba.function of an interactive control process of a second-
‘ordcr nature which initiates the dcvelopment of a pfimitive concept of
. person, , Essencially, to learn the difference between an object and a
person is to learn that the latter, in contrast to the former, i.s\ a
being possessed of contradictory properties which vary systematically’
in accord with the perception of the acts of another; who can both '
e:ihibit' and ‘be subjlect to second-order control; and whose nature,
‘since it is that of "action" rather than that of "being,;' is a fluid

u. ¢
B one.

. 'b) The Development of the Notion of a Social Organization

“ N

‘At the most primitiv,e level of social de\;elobment, a child has the

capacity to take up, at most, the viewpoint '0of only one .other at any

Vs - ' PN . -

‘v

one time. . . The social rules’ that this child follows are “person—

. specific they are specific to the perspective of the individual that =

LY

™~ i
. the chtld happens to be imagininé at any one time. - e
. “ . ) \ ' .
'é ' ' With continuing maturation ‘however, the child begins to move .
. ' ) (.‘} K :j
. toward yet g¥iother crisis poing. As cognitivc-efficiency Ancreases,

" .

ncre,ﬁsingly difficult for the child to keep the images‘of '
3 € , . s A

. ] v * o [Y] & a
ignificant others apart.  In western culturea, the'mast .
P )

. ? ) " "significaht" 4f*these’ signifi‘cant othe.rs, will Be the child's. mothar

3

" ' Y ‘

y and‘ ’Tather. ) Thus, the- difficulty which this child, fac.es'°(a difficulty

b

¥




itpat, it is argued, lies at the core of what psychoanalytic theorists
I

: refer to as the "oedipal complex") 1is that while the child wants to

please and be close to both his parénts, he does not see how he can do

¢

this‘at one and the same time (cf. the perceived height/width contra-

‘ &3 ’ .
diction of ‘the transition period in the conservatidn experiments already

described). This‘growing contradiction is illustrated in the following

s 7

parable. ’ -

'Let us say that in the very earliest stages of life, the child

recognizes that mommy wants him to learn how to play ‘ball with her, i.e.,
. 4 : . N

" that momuy wants him to be a good child relative to her: ., He learns

later on that daddy also wants him to learn how to play ball with him,
i.e., that daddy wants him to be a good child relative to daddy. As

long as the child plays ball with each of his parents one at a time,

there is no problem. Difficulties begin to arise f%wever, when the
\ 7 child begins' to imagine the perspective of both of his parents at one

and the same time. Now thé child }ecognizes that when he plays ball

'
.

with mother (i.e., is a good child relative to méther), he is not
playing ball with fatggr (i e., he-is not being a good child relative to
father) Oh the other hand, when he is‘playing ball with father, he is'

¥ B not playing ball with mother. It is a ho win" situation similar *to

/
’ . { b

.the’ height/width contradiction in the conservation experiment described

previously, and the good/bad contradiction %f the "pre—oedipal" stage.

f' I It is a dilemma that renders the child reluctant to approach and/or stay

Adl

’ in tune with m?ther for fear of offending?%aepnr,.and reluctant to
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EPproach and/or stay in tune with father for fear of offen&ing mother.
It is a dilemma that renders the child's behavior highly ambivalent with

respect. to both his parents.

o
<

A solution to this second contradictory situation becomes evident . o
to the child when he begins to realiZe that Pis mother's and father's
; ‘ !ﬁ!' ) © demands and expectations can be seen to form a system (see Figure 8). ' J

- If mot@yr s rules and father's rules are consistent and compatible, the

chil¢ begins to realize that it is not the case that mother wants him to *
s play ball with her. Nor is it the case that father vants him to play ’
ball with him. The truth of the matter is thatithey both want him to "
’ simply learn how to play ball. In other words, they both want theit ' 0

child to become an active ané cont;ibutiqg member te the fam?ly unit- as
,a whole. With thie recognition, the cﬂild now moves from the unhapéy

. situation in which he couLd‘apparently do no right, to the happier
situatfoq in which he can now apparently do very little wrong. That is,
the child nde recognizes'thet in playing ball with either parent, there
is a sense in‘whieh he plays ball with both; in fulfilling the wishes

W and’ expectations of one parent, he fulfills the wishes and expectations

* of the other, With this recognition (wh;ch occurs at approximately

. D age six or seven) the child transcends the oedipal crisis and iarnow
. \ . ' - . 4
ready to move into the comfortable years of middle childhood -- what® o

*

Freudians refer to as the latent period. . oot P




,
75 . ) :
o
v ~
P} ' . A
AN * ' . ‘
I —>8 ST . .
/ ‘1
0\ A ‘
P ' ‘ 0] st ’ '
° . . . 3 )
" A - , '
o Key: ’ "
. “'1 - Individual . ‘ ’
.0 - Other ' . . .
. - s - Stimulus ° L L.
: srl < Stimulus of response to .object >
sry - Stimulus of response to a system of others
, . . + 1 .
Figure 8. A t;hree—dimensional concept of person. .

0

] Mead.(1934) deséribes the above period as one in which the child

moves \from what he refers to as the. 'play" stage, to what he refers

to

: , o
as the "game" stage. Mead argues that the difference betweenl*tixe

4

primitivé play stage and the more &ddvanced game stage, is that in the

former fthe child must learn to take up the

’

jole‘of multiple others one at

-~

multiple others.at one and the same time. Specifically, he says:

N . y " e

. -4 .
2 N .
/ [ ¢ " . . '
. - .
i N Q

' 'The fundamental difference.between the play and game 18 that .
+.in the latter the child must have the attitudes of all the
others involved in ‘that game. ' The attitudes of the other

players ‘which the participant assumes organize into aisort .
of unit:, and it.is that organization whith controls the Tt
. response of the individual., The illustration used was of a s
rson playing: baseball: Each one of his own acts ig deter-
&.\n@d by hia assmnption oﬂ» the act:ion of the pthdra who -afe

a time, while in the.latter the child must learn to take \ip:the role of .




P

»

. o . .
playing the ’game. What he does is Antrolled by his bein’g~
everyone else on the team, at least insofar as those
attitudes affect his own particular response. .We get then

. an "other" which is an organization of the attitudes of
those involved in the same process. ,
' ‘The organized community or social group which gives to '
the individual his unity of self can be called "the
generalized other." . The attitude of the generalized other
is the attitude of the whole community*, Thus, for example,
in the ,case of such a soclal group as a ball team, the team
is the genera%}zed other insofar as it enters -- as an
. organized process of social activity -- into the eXperience
of anyone of the individual members. (p. 218) ' .

B

»

. . |
"In a similar vein, Parsons (1964) argues that while the identifi-

Y : )
cation process that takes place during the oedipal period is more:

'complex than that which took place during the pre-cedipal period, it
‘ v

nonetleless malntains the same basic form.
I - L

In the oedipal period, 'a
child
simply remaining a member of various unihtegréted.bocial dyads, chh as
Child~ﬁother dyad, tﬁe child-father dyad, the éhild-eibling dyad, and

80 on. ‘

Thus, Parsons says of the resplution of the Oedipal complex

that:

What Freud refers to as the parentdl functions [in the
oedipal period] may be interpreted to mean a function of ; 5
the family as a system, and moreover to include the J

« - function of both parents as the leadership coalition of ‘

v the family. " Seen in these terms, , the familz is an object
with which the .child identifies, and through this ,identi-.

.
.
< ®
'

initiated into the family constellation as a whole, rather than‘

-

. rs .

* Mead does not mean here literally ‘the whole community.

‘referred to at any one tima.

A

. He meana)t
“rather, the whole of the game-playing collectivity that 1s‘being

)
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fication he becomes a full-fledged member of that family;
he and its other members come to constitute a collectivity
. which if not new, is at least, through his altered status
and the adjustments made by other. members, a changed one.
The superego then, is primarily the higher-order
normative pattern governing the behavior of the different
¢y  members in their different roles in the family system.

: This pattern’is first impgpssed on the child threugh the
sanctions applied to his behavior -- through rewards and
_punishments which, although administered by different
members of the family in different ways, presumably have a
certain coherence as h system, derived mgiﬁly from the cé-
ordinated leadership roles of the parent8. Therefore, a
‘new element of organization is introduced into the
personality by this process of identification, an
organization on a higher level of generality and com~ :
plexity than before, giving the child new goals and
values. (p. 96)

°

Pl

*As has already .been alluded to, not all family unigs are identical
in stricture, particularly if looked at from a cross-cultural perspeét-

ive. It is with this point %p mind that Gerth and Mills (1953) argue’

that, while Freud ought to be credited with the recognition'of the

X .
impdrtance of the internalization of the famlly constellation by the

charabter structure of its youngest member, his greatest short-coming

(8]

.was that he understood this- to be the internalization of a particular

type of kinéhip‘system -~ namely the‘occidental family., - "Freudg as a

soaiological thinker, was [thus] handicapped by Frsyd as a medical

\ &

man" (p. 151). Gerth and Mills argue that "in the absence of the -

~ patriarchal family(one can not very readily expect the Oedipus complex |

¢

{as Freud described it] to develop in the child's chatacter, much less

exert an influence.upon the later adult" (p, 151). = - 2

* v
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. child who successfully transcends the, oedipal complex (or a version
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In'summary, the specific piéture of the oedipal period being
presented here 1s one in which increasing cognitive maturation brings
with it a groﬁing contsadiction between person-specific rules. In

optimal circuhstances, this contradiction is resolved with the recogni- - :

v

tion on the part of the child, that these person-specific rules or ¢
> ) . .
viewpoints interlock to form a system. Persons are thus no longer seen

-

as isolated individuals,  each with his or her own idiosyncratic viewpoint., -

Persons are now seen as Belonging to a larger sodial system. Thus, the

Ehefeof) ﬂo longer attempts to adjust his behavior solely with respect

to the isolated viewpoints of individual others -- real or imaginary.

~ N ‘. :
Hé now dttempts to adjust his behavior relative to the role that he 1s-
i : . .

eéxpected to play within the larger social system.

y
. .

, -

. . . \

"Sipce it is only the rules of any given social syétem that keep

v

the otherwise disparate social dyads together, it is hardly surprising

¢ ¥

that an obsession with rule maintenance is the core .characteristic of- P

A\l
‘

indi&iduals at this stage of de;eiopment. After all, it is only through
such rule\qgintenanc; that any person can hope to influence the behavior
of any othér person through the control éf his own behavior; Indeed,
this iaﬂthe very définition of second-order control: thét individuals

act and react according to a predetermined set of rules so that any

given behavior, on the part of any individual, will a;ways'eiicit~p B

o v I3 . !

" certain behavior ¢n the part of any other .imdividual. ) ‘ C e f:f’
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embody, and not the individuals themselves, that exert aecond-order

. Loevinger (1976) labels this stage "Conformist" and claims that the
major concern of such individuals is with superficial appearance, social

acceptance, and conformity to external rules. As well, and unsurpris-

"ingly, these individuals employ stereotypes in their perception of; and

©

reactions to, other individuals -~ stereotyping being a natural offshoot

of the agreement between people to judge one another according to a set

i
9

of agreed-upon rules.

This.latter characteristic however, points tb a basic instabilitﬁ
that is inherent to all conformist systems. In snch systems, individuals,
éua individuals, oo not really relate‘to one another at all." In the.
same way that an individual's'concept of object dicta;es that he telate
to his own cognitive categories rather than to individual specific
objects, so his conformist concept of person dictates that he relate to
other persons‘only as emhodiments of rules rather than reacting to them
as specific individuals. While the conformist has moved a considerable
distance from his original "object" mode of relating to the world, the
funda;ental solipsistic quality of his perceptio; has remained basically
unchanged. it is this fact that leads to the next contradiction in
social development; namely that the very rules that are a prerequisite

o

for co-operation and hence necessary for the possibility of individuals

<

] 4 - s
retaining a measure of control within a social situation, themselves . .

-

~ rob those individuals, qua individuals, of that control. In a very ..

,real sense, in a conformist society, it is the rules which individuals

L
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control over the behavior of other individuals. Since you are reacting

v

to the rules that I.embody, I, ar anyone else in a like positionm, is

}adically substitutable. - It is not l‘who”matters here, but only T
insofar as I emboay a set of Fules. Or put énother'way,~it only ever
makes a difference what I do, not that I am doing it, And since rules
no? only define what any act is to mean, but ds well, whether.aqy‘act“
has meaning at all, if my actions are to continue‘to make any sense
whateyer, it must be the case that I continue to follow rules ~-— those
rules that, by definition, mask my uniqueness,

’

.Thus, although in a conformist society there is,a sense in which

.the ingividual retains some measure of second-order control through’ the

possibility of choosing'which rules to folloﬁ.of a predetermined set,
becaﬁse of the fact of thedindividual;g radical substitgtivity, énd
because an individual can not choose'but to follow at least a subset of
those rules, there is also a sense in which the very systéﬁ that ;féofds
a mé;sure of control to individuals in their interactions with one

another, also precludes it, Such is the paradox of this stage of

social development. ‘ ' ‘ ’

N
¥

The first step away from the "object" mode 6f apprehending the

world was to move from the basic category of "I am" to that of "I do'"y

" from an emphasis o the individual as object to an emphasis on action,

The problem now is how to move away from this'eﬁphasis on action and -

ﬁovetback toward the individual only this time as subject not objecég‘
) ~.: .‘ " i“'[’

1
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of how to move from the category of "I do" to that of Vlfdo."

<

| » - o -
c¢) The Leap Toward Uniqueness
'It was noted earlier that the way that a conformist individual
acquired his set of geﬁeral rules was by ng of his varying interactions
[}

with persons who, from his point of view, appeared to have different

sets of person-specific rules. It was through the emergence of a more

Ll
"

abstract set of rules that these varying demands and expectations of

different others were accommodated. Let us now suppose that, aside
‘ ° 12

from encountering individuals like himself, a conformist also encounters

. individuals who conform to a different and incompatible set of abs;ract'

rules. What would be the result of such an encounter? . v
A

B é ) .
> . If such an interaction were highly threatening, each of the , .

individuals'would perceive the other's set of rules as person-specific

-

and would act accordingly; namely in.a self-protective fashion,

However, let us suppose, by contrast, that such interactions took.
place in a non-threatening environment, with the extreme being, fpr

example, a conformist's encounter with another culture through the

\

v . literary medium. With frequent such encounters, our conformist would ~

realize fhaﬁ since all fheae sets of rules can hot all be "r;@ht;" and
since he has no third set from vhich to adjudicate between any two, it .

follows that all ru1e~3ystens are :arbitrary, It 1is just a matter of

_i Yeultural chance" which set of social ru}es an 1nd1v1dual happens to EERN e

- - /
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be the only right way to behave. The conformist's’aqwn behavior thus

begins to appear not only culturally relative, but.as well, literally

"superficial" in the semse that it is more reflective of the'so;;gxy in . )
nner

“which an individual happens to be brought up, rather than the "

nature of the individual himself. ' L .

In his books The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959) and

Behavior 4n Public‘Places (1963) (among others), Goffman presents just

such a critique of conforming Behevior.g .He says in Presentation of

- 4 °

Self that:

In this report the performed self was,seen as sgme kind

.of image, usually creditable, which the individual on’

* stage and ip chaggacter effectively attempts to induce

others to hold in regard to him., While this image is

. entertained concerning the individual, so that a self
1s imputed to-him, this gelf itself does not derive from
its possessor, but from the whole scene of his action,
being generated by that attribute of local events which
renders them interpretable by witnesses. A correctly
staged and performed scene leads the audience to impute -
a self -to a performed character, but ‘this imputation -- ' '~
this self -- is a product of a scene that comes off,

- ' and is not a cause.of it, The self, then as a

performed character, is not an organic thing that has
-t . a specific location, whose fundamental fate is to be '
’ ~ ' bornm, to mature, and to die; it is a dramatic effect .
N + arising diffusely from a.scene that is presented,- and
; the characteristic issue the crucial concern, is
whether it will be credited or discredited. "{pp.-..
' "252-253) i i P L .

. N .
B - { N L]

’ In support of .hia thesis, Goffman offers many epeeific portraygls

.o@' confoming behav:l.or, or what he refere to as the "pu‘bl:l.c eelf“ U

- PR
b3 1 . s v : ?v» '
. > . f B

follow, and which, therefore, he naturally, but fallaciously assumes to

t
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. MWhat is disturbing about these XEaricaturep i5 the extent to which they
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. seem accurate; ' If we all follow pre-arranged situational behavioral

o

sets, even to the extent of prOperly positioned eye—gazing. a gerious
question is raised as to hoy any of our acts c¢an Fruly be said to be k
genuiee — a true ﬁtoduct of our own volition -~ and thus freflective of
our.own unique;nature. Since there are on}y el}imited'number oﬁ social

fronts (and Goffman does"seem right on this assertion), but apparently

e,

an infinite number of ways in which an individual can act, it follows .

that individuals must mold their behavior accofding to pre-arranged

‘

role-sets’. But isn't this just to show that most acts are reflective

v

" of a false social self, rather than a genuine 1ndivi&palistic one?

-

Laing .presents a similar* position in his. books Self and Others (1961)

o

and The Divided Self (1965). B
" Goffman's basic argument is that conforming behavigk -< at least in
its extreme form -- 1ig false behavior It is hardly surprising there-

fore, that he goes on to claim that situational 1mproprieties, i.e.,

s

noﬁ—conﬁorming behavior, can be interpreted as an expression of the

1pdividual'e "real": or "genuine" attitude toward the situation in which

he finds himeelf. However, both Goffman and Laing carry.this idea to

g .

the extreme when they imply that the psychotic, precisely because he
. . ’
v : : | s

[

* The degree to which Léding's .and Goffman's beliefs parallel one’ another
is intereatingly marked by the fact that they both use the same
"Sartreap" quote ((1956, p..59) when attempting to characterize' the
degree to which much of what is considered "normal" behavior }s really
elahoraté pretence.  (Goffman, 1959, p. 76; Laing, 1961, P 44)
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refuses to conform to any social proprieties whatsoever, communicates hig
0

. |
ultimate disgust and contempt for the falsity of social life. Goffman '

(1963) says of an individual in a psychiatric hospital:, )

’

-
'

It seems that the patient sometimes feels that life on the ) v
ward is so disgusting, so unjust, and so inhuman that the
only self-respecting respoﬁse is to treat ward 'life as if it
were contemptibly beyond reality and beyond seriousness. . .
Thereby “the patient demonstrates at least to himself, that
.his true self is not .to be judged by its current setting and’
has not been'subjugated or contaminated by it. . . . 1In short,
the patient may pointedly act crazy in the hospital to make .

SD\“;\ it clear to all decent people that he is obviously same. . . .

The aim, then, of some of these bizarre acts ig, no doubt, //

to demonstrate some kind of distance and isolation from the .
setting, and behind this, alienation from the establishment.

.; (p. %25)

He also states: . .-

il .

. -

. , N ,
. Vhile proclamations of alienation and gestures of situational

contempt are certainly means by which the individual places
v ' some unapproved distance between himself and the establishﬁtnt,
there is btill the paradoxical fact that these acts may be
symptomatic of a deeg concern about the establishment. . . .
The individual, in other words, is bothering to do something
about his situational obligations, even though he is inten-
tionally doing what is felt to be wrong. . . . There is a sense,
then; in which those who actively dispute the proprieties
governing a gathering show the gathering (and hence the
encompagBing establishment) more respect than do’those who
glve no attention to it at all. (p. 226)

’ ! N

>

/ Goffman (1963) says of the conformists who practice the "involvement
. 4 N

/- . R . . \
. idiom" (p. 234), that they? . | " . . " ‘ S
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. .\. are likely to sense that their rules for participating
in gatherings are crucial for society's well-béing-- that
these rules are natural, invioclable, and fundamentally. right.
[Thus] these persons will need some means of defending them-
selves against the doubts that are cast on these rules by .
persons who'break them. . . . One way of correcting situational

offenses is to look upon the offender as someone who is un-

natural, who 18 not quite a human being, for then the offense !
becomes a reflection on him and not on what he has offended.

. Current psychiatric diagnosis and treatment. . . offer:

this way out. . ... Whatever psychiatry does, then, for the

offender -- and this varies greatly -- it functions:
.additionally to protect the sanctity of the social occasion

and the sentiments of the participants. This is an important v

service. = We need to think that situational pffenders are . i
sick; _someEimes, of cour?e, it may be demonstrable that

they really-are sick, but'even this demopstrability may not

be the reason for our thinglng them so. (pp. 234—235)

[
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With respect to the categoﬁizing or pigeon-holing effect of social
rules, Laing (1961) argues that there is a sense in which ''all groups

2perate by means of phantasy" (p. 39). He says that all of us,

»

therefore, are prone to an "alienation effect" (p. 38), i.e., that "we .
i e . f

are all prone to being drawn, into social phantasy s;stems with loss of
one's” 'own' identity in the process. . ." (p. 38). Laing goes on to . ’
say that "a person in an alienated, false position within a social R

phantasy system, who begins partially to apperceive his position may

L4 . @ 7
give 'psychotic' expression to his partial apperception of the.actual
. L )
- phantasy state of affairs. . ." (p. 39). That is, "madness may be

sought as a way out" (p. 53).

ooe N ! ,a'

This idealized picture that Goffman and Laing paint of the \

N

psychotic is, I would argue, miscopceived. For behavior to communicate .

{

!
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the kind of intentional comment that éoffman and Laing impute to the
psychotic, it must take on the fo;m of common action patterns, or
social fronts. How else is another to understand the message? Y
This is no more, nor no less a comment than to say that if my speech

is to be understood by my fellow man, I must ;se words that carry
common‘meanings: Precisely because the pgy;hotic does not empl?r
common social action patterns, his actions can nbt communicate meaning
in the intehtiona{*sense. One might try to argue that the psychotic
cogmits mental suicide and in that manner, delivers his ultimate state-
ment. This does not work,eithérc Since his behavior lacks coherence,

we are unable to attriﬁute to him any kind of purpose. Although

Wittgenstein was speaking of another problem, the last statement of the

Tractatus (1961) .shines some wisdom on this paradox: ''What we can not

speak about [either through common words or common action patterns] we

must pass over in silence."”

¢
A\ ‘ i

This "psyéhotic paradox' epitomizes the pontr;diction faced by
the individual as he makes his first step into the post—-conformist
stage. On the one hand, rule—bo&nd behavior appears to be intrinsi-
cally false, and hence detrimental to the possibility of genuine
commﬁnication anq interaction. On the other hand, rule-bound bqhav;or
appears to be a prereqqisife for meaning, and hence for the possibility

of persons interacting at all.

’

u . .
1

. ¢

» As a temporary solution to this paradox, the individual develops a

At
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new attitude toward rule maintenance. He begins to realize that there .

~

is a third option to the hitherto dichotic. choice between "conservatism”
and "chaos." That third option is "flexibility." This flexibility
stems from the recognition that if rules ;re indeed both arbitrary and .
necessary, rules can be necessary only in the sense that some set of
rules is necessary to achieve some‘set'ofvenés. However, 1if rulgs‘ara
a means to an end, and not aA end in themselves, tﬁen allowing exc;ptions
to. rules i& liéht of the ends to which they point, will, in many
v circumstances, be as important as the'maintenance of the rules themselves.
It is in Fhis sense that indivi&uals in this post~conformist stage can be
characterized as "flexible." ~ .
. 3

Loevinger (1976) refers to persons who have reached this'post—
conformist sfsﬁe of ego development as ''Conscientieus."  She degcribes
them as indiviauals who have a deep concern for ﬁuman intentions as
opposed to mere concrete forms of behavior, who'repognize the necessity ’

of critical self-evaluation, and who understand the over-riding value of

communication between persons. (See Figure 9.)
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" Key':
. . .
I1 - Individual '° " .
0 .- Other : ' )
) s - Stimulus /

SRl -~ Stimulus !

.

SR, - Stimulus of response to system of others’

I, - An individual who responds to a different
system of others than Il '

SR& - Ilicommunicating with 12

* NOTE: The three dimensiondl formula for I, is wr{{ten.
in mirror form so as to indicate that I, has to
"turn his back" on his own rules in ord%r to be
able to hear 12. '

r
N

Figure 9. A four-dimensional concept of person.

7
&

While flexibiiity serves as an interim solution to the "psychotic
paradox,” it can not serve as the final solution. Flexibility with
regard to ajudication between réle.segs dhd making gxéeptiops ﬁb‘ruleé,
assumes common gnds. But suppose ingeracting’conscientious individuals

‘

dofﬁot even share common ends? If this is the case, then the only way

N R
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to judge the relative adequacy of the two competing rule systems 'is to

appeal Loﬁiét a third rule-set that one takes to be, in some sense,
“objective" or "absolute." But‘tﬁis is to assume that there is at,
ieast one set of rules that can duck the epithet of "arbitrary" -- a
prqperty‘that the conscientioﬁs individual has only so recentiy iearnéd
to be inherent to all rule-systéms. Thus, the prgblgﬁ that the con-
scientious individual now faces ig that, while4hé uﬂderstands that all

rules are arbitrary, he nonetheless is unable to shake the conviction

.
o

that there must be some objectiye standard by which to judge the co

relative adequacy of competing rule systems. Without such a standard,

there can be no distinction between "right'"and "wrong," or 'good" and

"bad" (cf. Winch, 1958; Jarvieé, 1970; Giddens, 1976); - there can bé(
13

no such thing as "truth" (Lﬁkafos and Musgrave, 1970).

{

3

How can two communicating, conscientious persons, at one and the

same time, disregard the authoritative viewpoint of their competingy .
hd

rule-systems, while avoiding making an appeal to yet a third, and even

more authoritative viewpoint? :This is the paradox inherent to the
conscientious stage of development, which is summarized by Gadamer

(1970) in the following fashion:

The unavoidable consequence to which all this leads is
that the basically emancipatory consciousness must have in
mind the dissolution of all authority, all obedience. This °
means that unconsciously the ultimate guiding image of
emancipatory reflection in the social “sciences must be an

 anarchistic utopia. Such an image, however, seems to me
to ‘reflect a hermeneutically false consciousness, the

]
& . ’

EAE A XA TR L nhinsd
RONAS



-

.

~
»

‘antidote for which can only be more hermeneutical .
reflection.* ]

%

ot

"* What can be the~answér to this final and most-difficult of

paradoxes? , What is it, if anything, that persons who adhere to

. different rule-systems can be said te have in common? 4

-

In éhswer to this question, Winch (1958) argues that persons ha@e
"biological universals" (Giddens; 1976, p. 50) such as birth, death, and

4 .
disease, in common. Winch argues that Since these universals ''pose

-

exigencies that have to be adapted to or coped with by any form of

social organization" (Giddens, 1976, p. 50), they-therefore serve as a

-

common ground through which persons can understand one another across
. . .

[y

cultures. °~The difficulty with Winch's suggestion is that, biologicél

universals are not unique to man. Since animals also must copeqwith

the exigencies that arise from biological universals, a reference to

these universals can p}esumabiy be of no greater-help in understanding
i ’ ’
the "culture' of men" than in wnderstanding the "culture of beasts."

But this side~steps Winch's purpose. What Winch is attemptiné to do

5

here is to find a way"to avoid full-blown cultural relativity. For

this he needs to delimit an element that is common to all human action
qua human action -- not-qua animate behavior. What he nﬂeds, therefore,
L) [

is a referendd to a phenémenon that persons have "exclusively in common';

what he needs is a reference to "persons' concepts of persons." o

“
t

9 .
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-To recognize that all persons have coqcepts of persons in $bmmon,
is to recognize that ;11 péfsons develop through the same process;
namely the social developmental érocess‘that has just been outlined.
It is therefore to recognize that one can understand the structure of °
another's social attitude (viz._self-protection,”conformity, or “
whatever) By estimating the level to which that person's concept of

’ ¢

person has evolved. The recognition that all persons have concepts of
persons in common however, also brings with it a fundamental change.in
one%s attitude toward persons. Specifically, it brings with it (i)

the possibility of genuine moral reasoning, and (ii) the recognition of

one's own and others' potential autonomy and uniqueness.
i

h

i - moral reasoning ™

The proéotypical form.of moral }easoning is "universalization"

(Kant, 1956, 1967; Hare, 1952, 1963). ”Qniversalization" refers to

a process whereby one imagi%atively puts oneself in the place of every
person who mighf be affected by oné's act, in order to detegpmine whetherf
"given ;ne's reflective equili£rium (Rawls, 1971), one woulé‘still will
that that act be carried out. The recognition that all persons have
concepts of persons i? common 1s conducive to this kind of moral

o

reasoning in two ways: (a) it brings with it the recognition that the
refusal to universalize, jeopardizes one's essence as a person; and” -
(b)’:t brings with it the corresponding recognition that universalization

contributes to one's own freedom. I shall deal with these two points
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It has been argued‘that the "essence"of persons lies in their
capacity to take up the viewpoint of another. It follows, therefore,
that the denial of the viewpoint of another is the denial of omne's

essence as a person, Cooley (1964) puts it this way:

o

Egotism is then not something additional to ordinary human

nature, as the common way of speaking suggests, but rather

a lack, The egoist is not more than a man, but less than : ‘
a man; and as regards personal power, he is as a rule

‘weaker for his egotism. (p. 218) .

Cooley goeé on to say:

@ . N »

The "ethical self" is not less a self for[being ethical,
but if anything more a:self, because it is a fuller, more
highly organized expression of personality, (p. 218)

The argument for freedom takes the form of the following syllogism:

i - All persons, through their respective concepts of person, have the
capacity to participate in the development and maintenance of
soclal organizations of the 'non-stimulus-bound" type.

N

e

i1 - It is only through the participation in such social organizations
‘that persons have the capacity to free their actions from the
behavioral-determining forces of the external environment (pp.
38-39, this thesis). ’

P

ERGO

All persons through their capacity to paxticipate in such social

1

b
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organizations, have the potential to contribute to the freedoh
of all other persons.

SN
The corollary of this syllogism is as follows: to deny the view-
point of another is to preclude the péssibilify of that other contributing
to one's own freedom. Silber, in ﬁis int}oductort remarks to Kant's

Religion Within the Limits .of Redson Alone (1960) makes the same point in

v

‘the following way:

Freedom is of such a nature that not to obey the moral law

[conceived as a universal law] involves the loss of one's

freedom. And since freedom is the base of individuality

[i.e., personhood], the individual who loses his own .
freedom, loses his own self, (p. cxxx) ' -

——)
!

To argue that persons manifest their essence and actualize their

freedom by taki?g up the viewpoint of others, is not to say that persons

-y

necessarily act in accord with the viewpoint of others, In the realm

w
of personal development, altruism is not the opposite of egoism (Cooley,

1964, pyv 220). One does not cease to consider one's own point of view
because one is engaged in moral reasoning. One simply recognizes that

oné's own point of view is one, amongst many. Gauthier (1963) puts it

this’ way:

. + « respect [for persons] 1s simply a willingness to
consider the wants of the other as providing reasons for
acting, and hence a willingness to accept the practical
judgments of the other, in so far as they are based on
the consideration of all wants [i.,e., in so far as they '
are made with respect to the co-operative enterprise].

J : v

e i o b S & oo

s s

o

A s e 1780

)

e




‘Nothing less constitutes full recognitidn of the autonomy
‘of another; nothing more i1s compatible with the mainte-
nance of one's own autonomy. {p. 119)
*
The individual who. reaches this stage of development thus recognizes
that it is not so much the rule of conduct that one follows that is
important as it is the process by which one comes to formulate the rule.

In philosophical gircles this process is referred to as the “universali-

L
zation process”™ (Kant, 1956, 1967; Hare, 1952, 1963; Rawls, 1971);
the actitude that is generative of it, is referred to as "respect for
persons' (Downie and Telfer, 1969; Peters, 1966; Harris, 1968).

»

ii{ - autonomy and uniqueness

The recognition that all persons employ concepts of persons has the

effect of freeing an individual from those very concepts, If I am

~aware that an individual's perception of me {8 a function of his own

cognitf%e categories, his judgment of me becomes vacuous. Since others
"

have never really perceived me, I am free from their labels. And from

my own point of view, my perception of others will be newborn. First

of all, my wholé framework of understanding others gets called into

question with the realization that my own vell of cognitive categoriles

H

has hitherto prevented actual perception of them. How can I have learned

from what I have never perceived? Secondly, since I now realize that
others are capable of progressing through the very developmental process
of.which I have just now become aware, I will come to perceive others as

k4
7
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’

processes, possessed of the potential for ever changing fluid character-
istics, rather than entities whogse essence is a function of a stable

thouygh contradictory set of fixed properties.

On the basis of clinical experience, Rogers (1961) describes the

individual who strives to discover and become himself, as "content to be a

process rather than a product" . . . as a person who accepts him or
herself as "a stream of becoming, not'a finished product” . . . "a fluid

process, not a fixed and static entity; a flowing river of change, not

a block of solid material; a continually changing constellation of

potentialities, not a fixed quantity of traits.," (p. 122)

e
Thus, to progress to the level of "Autonomy' -- the fifth stage of
Loevinger's ego development scale -- is to free oneself from the

categorization of others, and to free others from one's own tendency to
categorize. It 4s in this sense that one can be said to perceive

oneself and others as potentially uﬁique. !

This attitude toward persons -- this perception of persons as
possessed of the potential to progress through an ordered series of
developmental social stages —— 1s an attitude which 1s indeed
appropriately lébeiled "respect" - both for oneself and others,
Admirable though this quality may be however, it is not yet a sufficient
condition for the actualization of one's full potential as a person.

Although an autonomous being may perceive others as potentially unique,

e s 4 £ e e N L Bl - v eraew -
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interacts with individuals onlf at iower levels of the social

96

and although he remains non-judgmental toward them, insofar as the

-

. !
behavior- of those at lower levels remains a function of predictable
cognitive categories, practically his percept{bn and behavior toward

them will be non-unique. ‘ Further, insofar as'an autonomous being

-
v

"

:developmental scale, his freedom from his judgment of others and

their judgment of him, is invisible to others. His freedom thus

,
B K

* remains a self-propelling wheel, unable. to actually engage an& of the

working mechanisms of the interpersonal relationship’itéelf.
. -

. 9

It is only when.an autonomous being 1ntéractswyith other autono-

mous beings that autonomy becomes manifest, It is only.through

relationships between autonomous beings that their new1§ unveiled
respective potentials fot’uniquekbgf can be recognized and hence
mutually shared and explored. Though Loevinéer claims thatuthe major

concern of individuals at the highest. "Integrated" level is that of

"identfty," we musg.presume that she means this in a very fluid sense.
A

v -

An autonomous individual, in relationship with another autonomous

4 .
individual, will realfze that neither the other nor the self can ever
be fully captured: in any general classificatory framework. Becoming

-

acquainted with the identity of the other as well as with the identity

*
A

of self, therefore, is a never-ending endeavour.
. N 1)

o 4

Thus it is submitted that this mutual recwognit’ion of uniqueness

is a condition which is both necessary and sufficient for the possibility
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* of "interpersonal interactions"

"emergence of love." - o

Y .
in the literal sense of the word. It

is only through the mutual recognition of uniqueness, th@p persons can

.

’ finally see beyond the confines of their "humanizing" but necessarily

categorizing concept of person, so that they can truly perceive and
N

appreciate one another.as each is in himself. (See Figure iO.)

In the third to the last paragraph of the Tractatus &}961),

Wittgenstein says of his.work:

o

My propositions serve as elucidations in the following
way. anyone who understands me eventually recognizes them
as' nonsensical, when he has used them -- as steps —- to
climb up beyond them, (He musgt, so to speak, throw away
the ladder after he has ‘climbed up it.)

He must transcend these propositions and then he will
see ‘the world aright

-

It would seem that this is an insight that is trué also of the

development of ia person's. concept of person: having reached the highest

(] ’u‘,v . w &
stage of developmefit, a person -- so to speak -- throws his concept of
. ' * . 5 . T .
v . P .

person away.

¢

Thus, as it turns out, the actualization of the best of man's

potential resides neitﬁer in the category of "1 do," nor 1n'2he cate-

gory of "I do,” but rather in one which might be eppropfiately labelled

{

"we do." This is ‘the "I-Thou" relationship of Buber (1958)—- what f\e

_labels the category-of the "in between," ‘the ''meeting of persoms," the

'l

‘ ' N . []
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Individual ) A

Other ’
Stimulus
Stimwlus of response to object:

Stimulus of respoqsé-to system of othegs‘

An individual who responds to a different system
of others than I

-

Il communicating with I2

.SR

tﬁr

looking past 1
ough which he

fia

to the social learning procegﬁ\
s developed.
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Figure 10.. A fiye-diménsional concept of persorn.
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CHAPTER IV

A STUDY

In CHAPTER 1] it was argued: that the prime distinguishing féature

of persons is their capacity to devélop concepts of person; that with

the emergence of these concepts, persons develop the capacity to perceive

.themselves from the imagined viewpoints of others; that these "imagined

. \ {
viewpoints" which are organized and .elaborated internally, influence
' .

behavior in a way that can be distingui?dgd from th; more immediate
effect of éxterpal cues; and that it is because fersons have the
capacity, to imagine themselves fr;m the viewéoint of others, that fhey
are able to form social organizations of the "nén—stimulus-bound" type

(Postulate I). - L .

~

In CHAPTER III it was argued that a person's concept of person --
which can be considered equiv;leng to what,is elsewhere referred to as

the hego" -~ is'not an all-or-nothing phenomenon, but rathér, a matter
of degree, Specifically, it was argued that a person's concept of,A
person has the capacity to develop thrdughout an individual's lifetime

as a function of his or her increasing capacity to imagine him or
i s '
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herself from the viewpoint of multiple social others; and that this
increase in social perspective-taking capacity is paralleled by an
increase in the behavioral influence of the "internal" representations

of self relative to "external" cugs and an increase in an individual's
— 3 . v
capacity to adjust his behavior with respect to ever more complex

social ‘units (Postulate II). It was also argued that as a function of

»

this increasing capacity to take up the viewpoint of others, thé content

\

of a person’'s concept of person changes in a predictable order (Postulate
"III). Specifically, it was argued that a limited capacity to-imagine
others} Qiewpoints results.in a social attitude, and style of behavior,
that can be characterizéd ;s "self-protective;" a moderate capacity to
imagine others' viewpoints results in a "conformist" social- concept;

and a highly' developed capacity gives rise to the possibility of
. . s N Y N ’
genuine moral thought. N ' ~

v

4

In the course of developing these ideas, it occurred to me that

S

their combined assumptions were such that they were eﬁpirically'test4

able. The present Concept of Person Theory argues, for example, that

a mature soclal concept is characterized by a capacity for genuine moral

thought, and as well, by a capacity to integrate into complex social

units. Thus, 1if measurement tools could be devised to quantify these

]

different capacities, one should be able to test whether these
\ ' : .

‘

capacities in fac£ coincide; or whether they do not.

\

X

\ This, in general, '‘is the format of the present study. Paper and

- -

[

A kAT

.
¢

EFET SRR . e

t

/ LN

»

. . .,
T e - —— —.,-‘—-'TLJ -~ ———— . - e e b s SN o
S bl Aoy 7 DU ‘ et LR

» ,A-“.\.ﬁﬁ'“ﬁ A



B

105 ’

pencil tests were administrated to a iarge number of persons, wifh the
view to quantifying the various attitudes and capacities that the
theotry predicts either to coincide or to be aﬂtithetical to one \
another; and thence to determine whether the theory is, or‘is not

$

accuraté in its predictions.

The study, therefore, can be characterized as a correlational one.
Its basicfstatistical tool is the Pearson product—mément,correlatiop

coefficient; symbolized by r. A "Pearson correlation coefficient is

‘used to measure the strength of the relationship between two interval--

level variables" (Nie et al., 1970, p. 278). An interval scale can be

defined as "a measurement scale that, in addition to ordering scores,

also establishes equal units on the scale so distances between any two

scores are of a known magnitude" (Lemke et al., 1976, p. 273). | When
v .

the fit between two variables is perfect, r takes on: the value of +1.0

or -1.0 -- the-negative sign indicating an inverse relationship.

A

L d
The specific hypotheses to be tested we¥% the following:
hl "
?’
1
a) that the content of a person's concept of person evolves with
(social/cognitive) development (Postulate III); |
b) that the behavioral consequences of a person's concept of person
‘ S~
evolye with development (Postulate II);
¢) that whaf,is referred to here as "“social concept development” is
4
. equivalent to what others (Loevinger, 1976) refer to as "ego *®

“
¢ b R e i e e b g de o
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?, development” (CHAPTER III);

d) that the'qyolution of a person's concept of person is associated

with cognitive differenciation that is assumed to underlie an

individual's perspective-taking capacity (Postulate IiI).

)

From these four hypotheses follow the methodological concerns:

|

I ) .
a) to construct a sample in which developmental variance is maximized;

+ and. ’ '
b) to construct appropriate measurement tools.
In what is to follow, these methodological considerations will be

|
discussed in detéil, as will the experimental procedures and ;Esults.

Methodolq&ical Considerations

a). The Sample

One method by which to empirically assess a developmental model is

by way of a longitudinal study that attempts to "track" deﬁelopment fn

. individuals over time. Such an approach is rarely feasible however,

because of the number of years required to follow an individual through

a life time (fér an example of such a study, see White, 1966). ' As well,

due to high attrition rates, gample sizés tend to be limited. There

are therefore statistical difficulties in making inferences to the

Al
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e

7T X general®population.

An alter;ative 1s a cress-sectional study which examines groups of
individuals at presumed varying levels of development. From a
. ®onsideration of these groups, a model of a "representative" indi;idual ‘
at- each level of development is constructed, and from these represen-
tative models, a composite picture of the course of indiv}dual
development is then inferred. This inference is not without its
dangers either. The problem %s that in group analysis, individual
K ’ variation from the meaA is treated as random variation. The possibility
therefore remains open that the final, “distilled," or group picture of

development, may be representative of no actual individual.

A major concern in a cross-sectional study -- of which the present
| .
, 18 a type -- is the choice of a criterion for sample selection that will

ensure sufficient variety in levels of development“so that one's
hyppthéses about development can be assessed. One such cr%g&rion is
age. It can be argued however, that while age is a good é;edictor of
physiological development, it is substantially less powerful in
\» < pr;dicting psycﬁological development —- especially after éarly years

. (for a discussion of this point, see Loevinger..l;76, pp. 14-15).

-The most that one can say about age is that it is a necessary, but not

ATES, iy

sufficient, condition of development.

Anéther“way of predicting varying levels of development is to do

'Y
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so in terms of some‘theoretical position. Thus, it is a frequently
held assumption that psychiatric disorders reflect_a developmental
arrest, or regression (cf. e.g., Guntrip, 1969; Arieti, 1974; kernbérg,
1976; Kohut, 1977; Mahler and Kapla;, 1977; etg.). If this is the
case, then use of a composite sample of psychiatric épd non-psychiatric
subjects ought to provide sufficient variance so that one's develop-
mental hypotheses can be tested. This was the option chosen for the
present study. That is, in this project, maximization of Qevelopmental
vériance was attémpted by constructing a sample of 98 psychiatric
patients along with 111 non-psychiatric patients (for further details,
see METHOD section). Such a sampling procedure has a number of n
advantages: it permits consideration of the optimal developmental thesis
inherent in the present model; it permits consideration of the non-
optimal developmental thes;s inherent in ghe psychiatric theoretical
positions réferred to above; and since patients have been defined by an
external criterion (i.e., psychiatric dignosis) as functioning at a less
than optimal level, it permits consideration of the cri;erion validity of
the measurement tools employed.

b) Measurement Tools : . : .

3

3

A central problem in.psychological measurement is the developq;nt,
or selection,. of appropriate quantification strategies. A quantifica-
tion strategy is a "method for converting qualitative observation into

quantitative differences" (Loevinger, 1976, p. 209). In this study,
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3

»

given the hypotheses articulated above, quantitative strategies were

required to measure: |
- i - social concept development;

ii -~ the hypothesized associated conéequences of development;

iii - ego development;

iv - cognitive differentiation.

Structured tests, such as questionnaires, are popular methods of
assessment. Their major advantage lies in their potential for precise
quantification. However, they also have ; major disadvantage, whigh
is that the constructs that they are designed to assess may not be the

& sort that are relevant to the respondent outside the test sitgation.
In his article "Ethnic Stereotypes' (1971), Brigham formulates just
this criticism of the adjective check list in particular. Brigham
cites a study done by Ehrlich and Rinehart (1965) who compared resqlts
from an adjective check list, to those from an open-ended procedure,
in which subjects weré'allowed to answer spontane?usly. ' They.found that,
in the check list situation, when subjects were asked to characterize
- certain ethnic groups, 9 to 18 traits were ticked off. In the open-
ended situation however, 5 traits was generally the maximum generated.’ ©
‘: $
An unstructured method of i;sessment, on the other hand, has

strengths and\yeaknesses that mirror those of the structured test.

. The major advantagd of the unstructured test 1s that it allows a person

[ ’ T )
to organize responses in a way that is natural to-him, rather than
o

s
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érganizing them according to a structure imposed by th® pature of the

1
o

test. This very freedom, however, tends to be generatiqugf

i
¥

idiésyncratic responses that are difficult to qugntifyfg Thus,Na J
commonly cited weaknesé-oﬁ.the unstructured method of assesgment, is
the "subjectiv}ty and unreliability of scoring,‘[the] difficylty of

learning how td score, and the relatively long gime it takes to give

'and score these tests" (Loevinger, 1976, p. 222).

& 1

' Given these psychometric considerations, it seemé; r;asonable to’
suppose, tha; if a structured and unstructured methoavof as;essment
were used togéther, they might complement one'anatﬁet% This wouldlhe
particularly true in situations in which both bere designed to measure
the same, or related, hypothetical construct(s). Since similar
measures sometimes produce similar response tendencies, a stronger
‘case can be made’for a causal association, if two different kinds of

measures produce similar results, than if the same kind of measures

produce the same results (Helmstadter, 1964, p. 141).

A common method used to assess ego development is a sentence

completion test, A sentence completion test requires a subject to

complete a number of "stems'" (e.g., "If my mother . . . "; 'Women are

K

lucky because . . ."). In doing so, a subject purportedly projects

his level of ege maturation -- described by Loevinger (1976) as a

"frame of referente” -- in 'such a way that it can be assessed by trained

raters. From‘thef{ conceptualization of the ego and its path of

él
§
s
!
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'development Loevinger aanWessler (1970) have dévised a complex scoring

L S system by which these sentence completion ' protocols can be marked. .

L4

4 5

TN

In the present study, a sentence completion test was chosen as the
method by which to assess ego development. Thus, as a complement to
thi3 unstructured method of assessment, a quéstionnaire was chosen as

‘ ~, the means bi,which to estimate social concept development.- . N , i

- . 13 . . _ . ]

<

;. o . * The present Concept of Person Theory argues that the core attitude . \

3 . ‘Q of indivdduals at low, mﬁﬁerate, and advanced social- concept, development, -
are self-protection, conformity, and genuine moral.thought. The social .
‘.ooncept qoestionnaire, therefore, was Sesigned to measure these three ) X
corg attitudes, each inoependently of the other.
. » . ' The”quootionnaire coﬁsisted of randomly interspersed statoments.
: ‘ These statements were of two sorts: (a) thosé taken from questionnaires.
- "‘ ’ utilized in other researoh (Robinson andLShaver, 1969); and (b) those
constructed by the author .to spocgg;cally reflect the theoretical . v
igﬁsiderotiops of'tﬁe present, model. - Subjects were osked to indicate -
,their degree of.agreement{or disagreement to each of these statemento‘

'uging a 9 point scale: 1 indicating strorng agreement; 9 indicating . , .

strong disagreement, A 9 point scale was chosen for two reasons: itsf

spread is wide enough to allow sufficient variationm, without being so

T Q
% ‘ . wide that iy dividual units cease to have méaning; it mirrors the data

~|gatheringxtechnique of MDS (gee below), éﬂus simplifxing the inetructions

v
o | . [N

- . f
. a
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a measure of social integration were needed.
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that subjects were required to follow.

‘ " -—

4 - <0 » L Qj}r
It will be remembered that Postulate II argues that an "increase

in social perspective-taking capacity is paralleled by:' an increase o

~ f

in the behavioral influence of . : . ‘internal’ 'representations of self

rd

relative to 'external' cues and an increase in an individual's ;:apacity
to adjust his behavior with respect. @o ever morg¢-complex social units."

In order to test Postulate II,' a measure of external orientation, and

4~

The measure of external orientation was borrowed directly from

Christian (1976) who designed- a series of statements to determine the
degree to which a respondent thinks his notion of who he is, and the

feelings .he has aﬁout hinself, vary as a function of different

“

situations (p. 13). Christian's reasoning was that, if one's self-

s

definition varies considerably ‘aé a function of differing situations,

¢

this is probably a consequehce of the fact that one relies primarily on
external, rather than internal cues for one's self<definition (p. 12~
13), These "external" statements were interspersed with the ''social

concept" statements. ~ =

‘ . T
It was theorized that an individual's degree of social integration

‘{8 inversely related to his sense of "social isolation" and "anomie.”

"Anomie" is a term‘coin'ed by Durkheim (1951). It refers to an
individual's sense of "valuelessness' (p. 256) and/or "normlessness"

L4 ]

-
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~ .(p. 253) when confronted ;}Pr a soclety that offers such a prolifer-

‘ation“of goals.and éeans, that it appears to offer no guide to gonduct
nwhatsoevér. from the anomic ihdiviaualig point of view; such a
societyhhas reached é\level of complexity (and/o; confusion) that is
beyond’ his gfésp,‘and he thus lacks a sense of socia} integration.
An individual's sense of soci;l-isolation was présumed to straight-
» . A .
farwardly reflect a’lack of sécial integration.  Both "social isolation"
statements ;nd "anomie" statgments were interspersed with the "sogzal

»

concept" and "external" statements discussed above.

)

A question that frequently comes up in a discussion about develop-
ment, is whether one is necessarily "better off" simply because one has
developed. ' Is it the case, for instance, that development is '
.neceséarily accompanied by an increasing senge of well—béing? In
light of the hypothesized utopian.experiences of babyhood, and the joys
of childhood, it would be rash to assume that development and well-
being are causally linked in any one-one sénse. On'the other hand,
given the above theory that argues that developmen; is accompanied by
a decreasing reliance oﬁ external cues (with regard tﬁ both conduct and.

. o, .
self-definition), and an increasing capgcity for social integration,.
one can at least assume that the probability of experiéncing'a general
sense of well-being will increasg.with development. In order to assess
this latter supposiiion, a set of "well-being" statements was included’

in the questionnaire.

¢
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‘people whom they know, oné of whom is the self, They‘gre than asked to

It is sometimes argued that data collected from a questionnaire -

is,more reflective of an individual's "willingness to disclose" -- or
a3 ¢ JJ

. 1
wish to produce "socially acceptable responses’ -- tham it is of the

“

actual way that an individual thinks, or perceives his world. If

this is the case, then it is important to have some way of gauging to

- what degree .an individual's answers reflect his_pwn viewpoinﬁ versus

the one he considers socially acceptable (Helmstadter, 1964, p. 151).
In order to assess this potential bias, 10 items from the MMPI

(Hathawdy and MeKinley, 1943) Lh(iie) Scale were interspersed through—

"

out the abover mentioned questionnaire.

«

{
4

The next'methodological‘problem concerned the choice of an
4 . “ )

‘appropriate method by which to estimate an individudl's level of
" cognitive differentiation. Christian (1976) has argued that multi-

~ dimensional scaling (MDS) is'a parficularly suitable method for this

ﬁufposé. Tﬁe major advantage of MDS is that, while it permits subjects
to organize information and respond freely, use of Ramsay'i algo;ithm
(1978) allows for p;ecise quan;ification. MDS thus uses an
unstructured method of data collection, while, at the same time
overcoming the quantif}catioﬂ difficulties usually inherent in

% . ¢

unstructured tests.

' ! - a r
The testing procedure used by Christian, and adopted here, can be

summarized as follows. Subjectg are asked to supply the names of~18
»

~
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a time, and in all combinations. Judgments of simiIafity7dissimilarity

are based on a 9 point scale: 1 indicating "very similar"; 9 indicat-
. ;

. 1lng "veryedifferent."

o !
'

On the assumption that dissimilarity and distance share 1mportagt
characteristics (e.g., ;§mmetry, transitivity, etc.); MDS attempts to
represent these subjective judgments of dissimilérity &s distances
between pointé'in physical (Euclidian) space (Ramsay; 1978). Thus,‘if
an individual's matrix is accuratély represented,,big‘Qissimilaritiés
ought to be associated with big distanceg, and small dissimilarities

with gmall distances (Ramsay, 1978, p. 2).
A 4

' There are a number of algorithms, other than Ramsay's,'presently'

available b& which to perform multidimensional scaling. All, assume a
relationship between the psychological concept of "dissimilarity' and
the mathematical concept of "distance.” The classical approach

(Torgenson, 1952, 1958) assumes a one-to-one linear relationship between

digsimilarity and distance -~ a psychophysical assumption which has been

‘found in the past to be unrea}lstically precise (Ramsay, 1978, p. 6).

More recent non-metric algorithms (Shephard, 1962; Kruskal, 1964 a, b)
assume only a correspondence in the rank-ordering of dissimilariti
Jjudgments and’ the distances between points in sﬁace. While this latter
approach has wider applicability bécause of the lenience of 1ts.assump—"

tions, it has the dagadvantage of precluding the possibility of carrying
\J

-

»

_judge how similar or different these stimulus-persons are, taken two at ./
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" out impor%ant statistical tests -- in p;fticular, that of estimating *
dimensionality. As’ an alternati#e, Ramsay's algorithm (1977, 1978)
'can b% seen as intermediate between metric and non—mgtric approaches.
It assumes a mildly non-linear relationship between dissimilarity and
disténce -- specifically, a lognormal relationship. In so'doing, it
takes into account the - psy;hophysical phenomenon that error varies
Wit%:degree of dissimilarity; i.e., that tﬁe greater the distance,
the greater the error in estimation (Ramsay, 1978, p. 20-22). As
well, this'iognofmal assumption permits statistical estimation of
degree of dimensionality. |
The purpose to which Ramsay's MULTISCALE .MDS programx(1978) was -
put inothe present study, was not te estiméte which criteria a person
used in making his dissimilarity ju&gments, Eut rather how many. o
ﬁow many criteria an individual used, was assumed to bé proportionél
to the number of dimensiog; (k) that the program required to best
‘represent his ﬁultiple dissimilarity judgmeﬂts. This degree of
dimensionality, in turn, was presuﬁed to be reflective of an individual's
level of cognitive differentiation. A

9
1
.

Siﬁce differentiation was taken to be reflected in the number of

dimensions required to best fit an individual's data, it was crucial to
establish a criterion to determine when an optimal fit between dimen— _
éionality and data had bedn achieved. This was a problem of a trade-

off between maximizihg interpretability on the oﬁe hand, and minimizing

4 s !
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"badness of fit" or 'stress" ;n the cher'(cﬁristian, 1976, p. 21).

It was a trade-off because stress dec;eases‘with increasing’ dimension-
ality. It thus reaches a minimum at 'n-1 dimensions where the solution
fits Perfgctly but is scarcely more interpretable than the raw data.
Resgrt to "scallops" (that point at which stress‘has been declining
rapidly with increasing dimensions and only slowly thereafter) in the
decliggﬂg stress funct{on was of little help for Eég‘reasons: (a) a
large number of cases were scallop freée; dnd'(b) whe;é scallops were

evident, therg &a? disagreement between raters as to their exact

location.

Thus, as it turns out, a further %dvantage of'using MULTISCALE
(1978) is that Ramsay has established a precise criterion for estimaf—
ing\dimensionality. Through a number of Monte Carlo studies, Ramsaf
has shown that, for purposes of estimaging dimensionaliti, twice the
diffe;ence between two log likelihobds (iog L) is, for large samples,
approximately a chi square §ariab1e (Rawmsay, 1978: p. 24). For small
samples, it is approximately twice the chi square variable.

3

c¢) Formalized Hypotheses

In summary, the specific quantification strategies that were'

devised to test the aforementioned hypotheses were:

i - a questionnaire designed to assess: low (self-protective),

moderate (conformity), and advanced (high moral thought)

-

»
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on self-protection should receive low scores on high moral\thought,

2a.
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! s

social concept development; degree of external orientationm,

»
-

social‘isolation, énomie, and sense of well-being; and . s
_tendency toward social aquiescence (or more bluntly, tendency

to "lie'");

a sentence completion test for measuring égo develobﬁent;

a multidimensional scaling technique for assessing degree of

cognitive differentiation, presumed to be directly related to
a social perspective—faking capacity. ' - : ’ J
Given these specific quantification strategies, thée above hypothese
e formalized as follows: ' ' -

o

If a self-protective attitude is indicative of low social concept

e
v

development and high moral thought indicative of advanced social
concept development, and if social concept developmdnt proceeds by

x
way -of a progressive continuum, then persons. receiving high scores

and vice versa. . ' , ' . :
If the consequences of social concept development are as predicted,
there should be, a positive association between an index of low

social concept development (such as a self-protective attitude) and
external orilentation, social isolation, and anomie; and’a négative

~

assoclation with/;ense of well-being. The reverse should be true
of an index of mature social concept development'(such as moral

thought). /// ‘4;7

\
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1f fhese relationships are as predicted, they will serve as further
‘evidence to support the claim that a person's concept of person
evolves in the manner described; namely from self-protection,

2

through«conformity; to high moral thought.

2b. f%the c;nsequences of social conceptydevelopment are as’predicted
tﬁere éhou{d be a d%gative association between éﬁ overall index
of social concept develop&ent (if s;cﬁ is computable) and external
orientation, social isolation, and anomie; and a poéitive
assoclation with sense of well-being. ‘

3. '_If social';oncept dévelopment and ego development are equivalent,
and if théir respegtive aséebsment toolg are adequate, ‘there should
be a positive relationship between social concept development as

computed via the questionnaire and ego development as computed via

the sentence completion test.

”

4. If social concept development is associated with degree of differen-

tiation, and if differéntiation is feflected in the number ‘of
dimensiogs required go best fit an" individual's data, there shbuld
be a positive relqtionship between dimensionality as computed by
"MULTISCALE (1978) ;nd level of social concept development as “

computed through éhe quesfionnaire.

a

It was suggested earlier that psychiatric disturbances can be viewed
as a form of developmental arrest, or regression. This non-optimal
developmental h§pothesis will receive support to the ‘extent that

psychiatric patients as a group receive gignificantly lower scores than

Vo .

\
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non-patients @n social concept ana €go developﬁent, well-being and
dimensionélity, and significantly higSﬁr scores qn.externgl orlentation,
social isolation, and anomie. As well, since patients have been
defined by an external criterion (i.e., psychiatric dfggnosis) as
furnctioning at less Fhan optimal capacity, such an optimal/non:optimai
split in scores will sefve as evidence in support of the criterion ’
validity of the quantative strafegies employed in the present research

[} e 3
project.

Method

‘a) Subjects -

Two hundred and nine volunteers participated in the present study.
The non-patient sample consisted of 111 persons. ?pa—patient subjects
were recruited from high achooland university classrooms, as well as

‘through personal contact. Current psychiatric treatment was the only

. “eriterion for exclusion. The pafient gample consisted of 98 personms,

.

drawn from the psychiatric wards or psychiatric OPD's of three
university teaching or affiliated hospitais. Any padlent willing aﬁd-

able to complete the battery of tests was considered a suitable

.

candidate.

[

Of the 111 non-patients, 10 were high school students; 6 were

.

students at a junior college; 36 were university students; 56 were
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actively employed either in socially recognized occupations or as home-
makers; 3 &ere retired. Ages ranged from 16 to 69. The mean age was
31. With respect to gepder, 48 of these subjects were male and 63 were

female. (For a cross tabulation of age and'gender, see Table 1).

N ¢

- ’ ‘
0f the 98 individuals in the patient sample, 42 were in-patients;

56 were out-patients. According to a simple forced choice evaluation.
sheet, 39 were diagnosed by their attending psychologist or psychiatrist

as psychotic"; 26 as "borderline"; 22 as "neurot;c"; 6 as ''personality

disorder"; and 5 as '"other." Ages rangéd from 15 to 64 with the mean

aée being 27. Forty-eight ‘'of the patiefit sample were male and 50 were

female. (See Table 1.)
TABLE 1

CROSS TABULATION OF AGE AND GENDER |
FOR NON-PATIENT AND PATIENT SAMPLES

NON-PATIENT PATTENT
LENT

Age M F Total Age M F Total
15-20 13 1 27 15-20 | 25  16. 41
21-30 19 17 36 21-30 | 13 13 )26
31-40 8 20 28 si-0 | 8 1s ! .22
41-50 & 6 10 41-50 2 & 6
51-60 | 3 b7 5160 | 0 2 2
6i-70 | 1 2 3 61-70 | 0 1 .1
Total 48 63 111 Total 48 50 98

- ot £ al

RN
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b)‘ Procedure .
A .

In order to assess the feasibility of administering tests ~-- in
particular th‘xmﬂxidiqensional,scaliﬂg -- to individuals suffering.
from moderate to severe psychopathology, a’pilot project consisting of
30 psychiatric in-patients was carried out. 'This was doﬁe during .the
time when the social concept questionnaire was still under‘constr;ct—
ion. Since the data from the pilot subjects were inciuded in the
final results, 30 of the patient sample lack social concept scores.

.

All scalings were administered on a one-to-one basis. When
feasible, sentence completions and questionnairesrwére done in tﬂe
subject's own free time. All tests weré completed within the period

of a week.

i - questionnaire

.
o

The questionnaire consisted of 8 sets of randomly intérspersed
statementé. The first set included a core drawn from Christie's
(1969)‘test for Machiavellianism. It was desighed to measure the
somewhat banal (e.g., persons aré either good or bad), and somewha;
suspicious (e.g., a stranger is a person who can not be trustéd) or
"gelf-protective" attitude of an individual with a ;rimitive concept
of person. The second set included items drawn from Athanasiou's

(1968) Balanced F scale and Adorno et al.'s (1950) California F scale

\ R
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for Conservatism. It was designed to measure the conformist attitude
of persons with moderately developed concepts of persons.(e.g., it

usually helps the child in later years if he is forced to conform to

R
his parents' ideas), but who have not yet gained a keen appreciation

of the importance of interpersonal communication andwinterdependence

(e.g., it is important that people do not purden one another). The
third set of stateméﬁts, which included items from Perloe's (1967)
Social Value Questionnaire, was designed to measure the high moral
thought thaF is hxpothe;ized to be characteristic of persons with
highly developed conéepts of persoﬁs ‘(e.g., acting to protect the
rights and interests of other members of one's community is a major
obligation for all persons). The sef of "external” statements was
bofréwed'directly from Cﬁristian (1976) (e.g., I feel Qery unéomfoyt-
able with people who don't’make it clear how they feel-abéut me).

The "social isolation" statements included {items from Dean's (1961)
Scale of Alienation (e.g., sometimes I feel like a tiny speck alone in
the middle of a large universe}. The "anomie" statements included

items from both Dean's (1961) Scale of Alienation, and Streuning and

" Richardson's (1965) Scale of Alienation via Rejection (e.g., there are

so many 1deas about what is right and wrong these days that it is hard
to figure out how to live éne's life). 'The seventh scale, was designed
to measure sénse of wéll—beiné. It included items from Gough's (1965)
California Psychological Inventory and Rogenberg‘s (1965) Self-Esteem

Scale (e.g., I usually feel life is worthwhile).  The eighth set was

o

composed of 10 items drawn from the MMPI (Hathaway and McKinley,.1943)

/"‘,Jr»—-/—‘
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L (lie) Scale (e.g., I get angry somet’imes). ; ;

Subjects were presented with 201 statements in all and asked to
indicate their degree of agreement or disagreement on a 9 point gcale;
1 1ndicatiﬁg strong agreement; 9 indicating strong disagreement.
Specifically, the instructions were as follows:

Please complete the following by placing the apprepriate number

from the scale after each statement on the separate answer

sheet. There are no Iight or wrong answers, so please use
the scale to indicate the degree to which you agree with each
statement. In other words 1f you strongly agree with a
statement, indicate this by placing a 1 on the answer sheet;
if you strongly disagree with a statement, usag a 9. Try to
use the full range of the scale@udicate your degree: of
agreement or disagreeméntl For instance, if 4 ;tatement
-describes you much of the time, byt pot all the time, ybu
might want to use a 2 or 3. If anqther s;atementvdescribéé
. you only a small part of the‘Fime, d e a7 or 8. Reméﬁber to
use-the separate answer sheet fér your responses. If you-
have any questions'at-all about theluse of the scale, please
feel .free to ask. Use a 5 fro the' scale only when you aie‘
tompletely undegided, othérwia ry to use, the full rangé of
the scale. . , . \

o

Remember- to use the separate answer sheet for your responses,

B . M .
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and. don't place any marks on this q‘uestionnairﬂe. If you have

-

any questions at all\abcmt the use of the scale, feel free to

ask. b

ii - sentence completion test

.
As
a
a

The sentence completion test consisted of 26 stems from Loevinger
/ - .

-

‘and Wessler (1970), and 10 from Aronoff (1971) (see Appendix,II).
t .~ , -

Instructions written at the top _of the sentence completion test were

as follows: 1 '

4

Below are~several incoWete sentences. Please read and
compléte each one. If the suggested word occurs in the

piddle of the line, place it wherever you wish.

’

il

iii - multidimensional scaling
}

£

-

Subjects were presented with 18 descriptive catggories, one at a

. - A
time, and asked to give the name of a person. :ihom they knew who best

fit that description. Three of these categories were "mother,"

"father," and "self."  The rest i’ncLudegl such descriptions as "your

closest friend of the same sex as yourself," "a person you know who

.
[

for some reason appearé to dislike yqu," and so on (see Appeﬁdﬂix 111).

Theee 3escripti‘ons were provided for no other reason than to: ensure

s
L.
. N

. "
. .

b ]
that every participant in the study considered an equally broad range ‘
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~ oft people when generating their own list of stimulus-persons.

N -

Once this list was completed, subjects were presented with names
Ll

of these. stimulug-persons, two at a timegy and in all combinations, in ~
a haphazard order. Their task was to judge how siﬁi;gr or different
the individuals of any given pair wer®e, using a 9 point scale.

5

Specifically, the instructions were as follows:

These descriptions have been provided for no other reason
than to ensure that every participant in this study consid-
ers an equally broad range of persons when generating

L2 Y

their own list of persans. . I am now goiné to present you
with the names of these persons, two at a time, Your task
is to decide hoy’similar or how different these perébné are -
by using.the 9 point scale in front of you, 'If you think
the two pegple whose names 1 give you are very sim}lar, give

: | me the number 1. If you think they are ve;y different, give
me the number 9, If' they are aé much the s;me aS'théy are
différent, give me the number’5, if you think they ate
similar but not EEEE similar, use the numbers 2,‘2 or’4,
If you t&}nk they are different. but not that different, use
the numbers 6, 7 o; 8. ' Remember, there are no right or

° wrong answers. What matters iswthat you indicate what you

-

C feel, for whatever reasoms, 18 ‘the degree of simflarity or

diséimilariqy‘between each pair of be;sona, Ds you have

2




any questions? v

Aftér‘anyupoints of confusion were clarified, subjects were given
the example of comparing/; Rolls Royce with a Cadillac, and a_Rolls
Royce with a Volksw;gon. If their_énswers indicated that they had
understood the iﬁstructioﬁs, the process of presenting them with the
names Sf atimu%us-pe:sons, two at a gime, was begun, This process .
continﬁéd until all 153 (n(n-1) combinations of é persons, presented

2 .
in a haphaﬁ@;h order, had been asaigned a similarity/dissimilarity

A

" rating. ‘ ' ‘ .

e
N ,
‘ : T
¢) Method of Analysig

i - questionnaire

L4

.

Where necessary, sca1e§>6f"iﬁdividugl items were tfanéppsed 80 thgt
high scores on the final grouped statements; indicated the presence of
the relevant characteristic (i.e., a‘hiéh score on the group of ﬁocialv
isolation statements indiéatgd that an 1nd1vidu§1 felt sociallf isolat;d).
Total scores were computed for each of the 8 question;aire variables:
Qelf-protectioﬁ (SELPRO); conformity (CONFORM); high moral Ehought
(HIGﬁ); external orientation (EXTERﬁ); social isolation (SOCIS);

anomie (ANOMIE); well~being (WELLBE); and lie (LIE). :Each‘stateufnt

g

was correlated (Pearson r) with the total score of the grboup to which 1it.: | }
¥

4

P , g . f
‘belonged. These item—total correlations served as a guide in evaluating

P
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,case of conformity, e majority of questions from previously validated

. conformity questions fras computed, using 6 statements from Anthanasiou's’

128

ghe internal validity of each statement in the group.' ~ Only the 10

items re;eiving the highest éorrelgtion co;fficients in each group were
retained, with the exception of WELLBE, in which 20 items wére retained. :
All retained statements corfelaged with the original*and final parent

group at a significance level of p <.001: D

)

This procedure presented a problem in only one C‘:stance. In the

questionnaires were ef{iminated. For that reason, a second set of

" ‘
(1968) Bqlagéed F-Scale as a core. Conformity, therefore, has two

measures: CONFORM I (composed in the same manner as other questionnaire
variables) and CONFORM II.(composed with an F-Scale core). The correla-

tion coefficlent for CONFORM I and CONFORM II was .68°(p <.001).

The statements used in computing the final variable scores are
listed in Appendix I under the appropriate headings. Each statement is
followed in the first column by the correlation between that statement .
At v

and the total score for the groué to which it belongs. Thesg\item—total :

{

correlations are followed i columm 2 by the mean score for that state-

R

ment; in column 3 by its standard deviation; and in column & by its \ .

significance level.

» 13

-

‘An attempt to estimate overall levél of social .concept development.

wagkaevieed in the following'way. ~Scores on SELPRO, CONFORM I and II, *
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.and HIGH were first normalized through Z-score transformations. A

.negative Z-scores, or two adjoining positive ‘and one negativ% Z-score,

_ CONFORM/HIGH, and HIGH. (See Table 2.)

129

N ' 1

positive Z-score indicates that, in comparison to other éubjeqfs, an
individual has a higlier than average score on that group of statements.

Overall social concept scores (STAGE) were then computed for each

subject as a function of his different Z-scores on each of thg social

concept variables. Thus, 1f a subject had a positive Z-score on SELPRO,

®

and a negative Z-score on all others, he was g}ven the STAGE score
N\ . -
"self—proteé?ion," If a subject had a positive Z-score on SELPRO and

CONFORM I or II (considered equivalent for,this procedure), and a

.

negative Z-score on HIGH, he was given the STAGE score "self-protection/

cbnformitf, and so on. Only subjects with one positive and two

had computable STAGE scores. Using this method subjects" could recelve

only one of five possible STAGE'chres: SELPRO, SELPRO/CONFORM, CONFORM,

f“fv Jﬁ- ¥ )L;:p ¢
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TABLE 2

t

SCORING égabgTAGE (LEVEL OF SdCIAL CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT)

An Individual's Z-Score on:
3
High Moral
Self-Protective Conformity Thought STAGE S€25¢
+ . | - - SELPRO
+ B . SELPRO/CONFORM
- + L - CONFORM
- + . 4 | CONFORM/HIGH
- - B HIGH

One hundred and forty one, or 77%, of the 178 subjects who copple-

ted the questionnaire, had computable STAGE scores. Thegpo who had.
non-computable scores fell into three Eategorieé: those who had all
neéative Z-3cores (135; Ithose who had qll positi&e Z-scores (i?); and
those whe héd‘split scores (1.e., positive Z-scoreé on SELPRO and HIGH, .
and negative Z-scores on CONFORM I and 11). Four individuals fell

. o
into the latter category.

»

A number of reasons can be suggested to account for the non-

computable STAGE scores. Response bilas is a possibility. On the

other hand, none-of these groups had high scores on the LIE scale. s

-
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Most of the "all negative' subjects were non-patients who received higher
than average scores on the ego development sentence completion test.

The "all negative" phenomenon, therefore, may indicate that the

questionnéire fails to tap superiof modes of conceptual functioning.

By contrast, most of the "all positive" subjects came from'the patient
sample which may indicaté ghe presence of a regression; i.e., answering '
positively to high level questions that characterize an individ#al‘s
opciﬁai functioning, and answering positively to low level questions which

characterize an individual's present mode of functioning.‘

ii - sentence completion test

Pfotocolé from one third of the‘subjects (35 non-patients and 35
patients) were rated by two of Loevinger and Wessler's (1970) original
rat;rs. The inter-rater reliability coefficient was .84 (p <.001).
The rihainiﬁg protocols were scﬁred by only one rater. Scores that
’SQEEEEEEf;ecei;ed on the sentence completion t;st will be referred to ‘ ® 1

as "LOEV." ' * A l /

<

1ii - multidimensional scaling

4 | . : -

" v

Ramsay's MﬁLTISCALE (1978) provides two programs for analyzing,the : :
data of individual subjects: (a) MDS1 that analyzes the data in raw

%form; and (b) MDS2 that computes a unique power coeffiéient for each

individual, thus taking into accpunt between—subjeét variation with . -

~

v -
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regard to use of the response scale, Reasons .can be found in favour
of using egfh of these programs. Certainly, there is an argument in

favour of the need to correct for response bias. On the other hand,

. there is no a priori way of demonstrating that different uses of the

¢

response scale -- which MDS2 corrects for -+ is indeed a consequence
of response bilas. It may instead, be the result of a-different way
of pérceiving the world —- differences in perception being precisely

. ' ' /
the phenomenon under investigation. /

‘Due to these competing claims, the dissimilarity judgments of all

subjects were analyzed on both MDS1 and MDS2. These programs were

. ) A
executed on a CDC Cyber 172 computer system,

K

3

The interative procedure was stopped, and the log likelihood value

retained, when the largest relative change in any co-ordinate value was

10—3. For the majority of subjects, the "convergence criterion" was

e

achieved‘in several hundred iterations. ' N

. -

- ' @,
With regard to determining dimensionality, the' stopping tule

employed required that 2(loé L =~ log Lk—l) be greater than twice the

k
normal chi square criterion valué for n-k degrees of freedom, in order
for a k dimensional solution to be retéined (Ramsay, 1978). Thus, if
- \
.
the log likelihood on a two-dimeqsibnal solution was 150, and the log

liielihood on a three-dimensional solution was 200, since twice the

difference of (log L3 - log L2) ~- in this case 100 -- 1s greater than

v Vo a0 S e
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twice the normal chi square criterion value for 18-3 degrees of freedom
(61), the three-dimensional solution would be retained. This procedure

was carried out on al% subjects and on all dimensions, i.e., 2 versus i,

’

3 versus 2, 4 versus 3, and so on.
b4

Use of a short scale (say 3 numbers) transgresses a basic assumption

built into both programs (i.e., that a subject's dissimilarity judgments

———
a

fall along a normal curve). It also spuriously inc;eases the number of
dimensions reéuired to best fit an individual's data. . For that reason,
subjects who used a limited portion of the scale were not considered for
furthérvanalysis with respect to multidimgnsional scaling. Six from the
1‘ ‘ non-patient sample and'13 froﬁ the fatient sample were éliminated for
this reason.

i

-

Using MDS1,, dimensionality scores ranged from 2 to 5. . Of these, ’
27.5% were two—dimensionél; 46% were three-dimensional; 22.5% were
fqur—dimensi;nal;‘ and 4% were five-dimensional. Using MDS2 dimension-
‘ality scores ;angéd‘from 1 to 3. Of these, 4% were one-dimensional;.
??Z were two-dimensional; and 11% were three-dimensional. This
sﬁrinkage of ~spread which occurs with MDS2, suggests that adjusting for

"regsponse bias" masks potential individual differences. Since the
difference between individuals is thg focus of the present study, only
o the dimeﬁsional scéres obtained through analysis on-MDS1 were used in
further daFa analysis. In this study, scores received on MDS1 will be

referred to as "DIM." .
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In Part T of this section, the disp;rsion of scores on each of the
variables,‘and the differences between non-patients and patients 'will
be presented first.“ This will be followed by aupréséitation of the
correlations coefficients for, .each of the variablesxﬁith LIE and age.

' '3

While Part I is not directly relevant to the assessment of the major

hypotheses under study; it is important for a number of reasons.

In'z correlation study, the examination of the dispersion of
scores 1s pertinent because a correlation coefficient is an lndex of
"the degree to which variation (or change) ;n one variabl® 1s related
to variation (change) in another" (Nie et al., 1970). Thus, if
variation on.one variable is limited, the correlative estimate of the

relationship between it and any other variable is also limited (for an

Yay

example of the difiicultigs that arise from insufficient variance,

see Redmore et al., 1975). As has already been noted, an ex;mination
of the differences betwéen‘non—patients and patients is particularly
relevant in the present study, since an optimal/ﬁon-optimal split will
serve as evidence for the criterion validit§ of the quantitative strate-
gies;employed. Similarly, a.low or negaﬁive correlation beCWeen‘LIE'
and other variables will serve to support the claim_thaé these indiées
are measuging whg; they purpor? to measure.

SigcehPsyghosocial development is presumed to be a function of an .

»
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interactive effect between cognitive\maturation*and situational vhriébles,
one might expect to find a relationship between age and a number of
devélopmental variables -- at least for those individuals who have

experienced optimal growth pétterns. For individuals subjected to

non-optimal growth situations, one would expect to find no such
relationship. An examination of the differences between non-patients
and patients in regard to the relationship between age and 6ther

developmental variables, therefore, is of interest in the présent study.

. o

In Part IT, the interrelationships between variables as they pertain . !
to the previously stated hypotheses, will be presented. ' The differences
between non-patients and patients will be noted only when pertinent.

All correlations will be controlled* for age and LIE. . ’ .

\

% A positive Pearson correlation coefficient between, for example,
SELPRO and EXTERN, can serve as evidence in support of the claim that
individuals who are self-protective tend to be externally orientated.
However, a critic might argue that such a straightforward correlation -
does not eliminate the possibility that an attitudé of self-
protection and degree of external orientation are only indirectly
related to each other because they are both directly related to age. .
One can meet this objection through the use of a Partial Correlation. - !
. "In essence a partial correlation enables a researcher to remove the v
’ . effect of the control variable from the relationship between the
: _independent and dependent variables" (Nie et al., 1970, p. 302).

-

.\‘
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Each of the questionnaire variables consisted of 10 statements,
' <+ !

with the exception of WELLBE which consisted of 20. The maximum

" score on each questionnaire variables, other than WELLBE, was 90;

.+ the maximum score on WELLBE was 180.  The means and standard deviations

for -all questionnaire variables are pfesenteg in Table 3*.

-

14 . AR
) TABLE 3 ' \
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ‘ |
ALL QUESTIONNAIRE VARIABLES |
VARIABLE | MEANG®) STD. DEV. (SD) - ' )
1
SELPRO 3.4 14.2
CONFORM I 51.6 14.7 R *
L CONFORM II 44.1 11.5 “ 0
HIGH 63.6 12.8
. EXTERN - 51.3 16.9
S0CIS © 48,9 | '13.0
ANOMIE 4.3 15.3 C ‘ o
o  WELLBE ©122.3 B4 ’
o ‘ > i 1 -

L] -~ <<~ “
* The ns for the total sample in these cases ranged from 170-174.
Further réference to the total sample, in regard to the individual
questionnaire variables, will imply ns of approximately the same value.

o
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'} As predicted, multiple t-tests showed patients to be functioning at

| a less mature level of social concept develépment than non—patients.
Patients had significantly higher scores on SELPRO and CONFORM I and II;
"and a significantly lower score on HIGH than nonﬁpatienps. Correspond-

inglé, patients had significantly higher scores on EXTERN, .SOCIS," and

- ANOMIE, and a significantly lower score on WELLBE (see qule 4xy These

differences were retained whether non-patients were compared to the

——

entire patient sample, hospitalized patients aléne, or non-hospitalized

patients alone. B .

AL il
— ~

. ' TABLE 4

‘ MEANS ON.QUESTIONNAIRE VARIABLES FOR
NON-PATIENTS AND PATIENTS

L]

v

MR ¥

° NON-PATIENTS PATIENTS
' x__(sD) sig. X (SD) ‘
SELPRO 32.6 (11.7) .001 145.0 (14.4) *
' CONFORM 1 46.9 (i213) o0l | 59.6 (15.0)
CONFORM II 42.1 (11.1) .01 47.7 (11.5)
HIGH 67.1 (10.3) | .o01 58.0 (14.5)
. EXTERN 42.6 (13.3) .001 58.7 (17.2)
SOCIS 45.1 (11.3) .001 55.0 (13.5)
ANOMIE 38.3 (11.7), .001 51.7 (16.7) “
WELLBE 138.1 (22.0) .001 97.2 (33.6) ’

* The ns for the non-patient sample ranged from 106-109;
the patient sample ranged from 60-65.
samples with regard to individual questionnaire variables,

imply ns of approximately the same value. .

=

s

the ns for
Further references to' sub-
will
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As desc:ib;& in the METHOD section, g‘social concept score (STAGE)
“was cemputed ‘for each subject as a function of his or her different
Z-gcores on SELPRO, CONFORM I and II, gnd HIGH. The distributioms of o.' &
the resulting STAGé scores tended tow;rd a hi—médgi configuration. ’ o ‘ .
. Forty~four per cené,of theuéubjects w;o had computable STAGE scofés,
fell below conformity. . Forty-four per cent fell above confofhi%y.
On%y 12% received the actual score of conformity. Figure 11 shows
that this Bi—modal trend is a consequence 6f the difference iﬁ the
E distribution curves between thg patientband hon—pa;ient samples. A ' \
’ . t-test showed that this differencé betweén‘the mean STAGE score of the
patient sample, that was located slightlyabelow'conformity, was
significantly 1ower“(2 <.001) than the mean éTAGE scorecof the non-

T

patient sample that was located slightly above conformity¥*,-

N

T T e ST

eyt

1 - * The n for the, non-patient sample in this case was 91, for tﬁe pniiant
' sample " 48, - Further reference with regard to STAGE, will hply ns of
approxinately the same value. .
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The distribution of scores on the sentence completibn test (LOEV)

showed an éveﬁ more prominent bi-modal distribdtion than the STAGE

. : < ®
scores. An examination of Figure 12 shows that this bi-modal

¢

,. distribution is a function of the fact that the majority of non-

' patients received post-conformist scores, while the patients scores *

were split between pre-conformity and pbst—conformity. . A t-test

showed that the difference between non-patient and patient scores on

<
LOEV* was significant at a p <.001 level.

v

Y

‘% The n for non-patient s

‘sample 98,

approximately ‘the same value. ©

. rd

&f oo

Further reference with regard

‘e

ample in. this casefvas 111; for the patient
o LOEV will imply ns of *

.
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) & NON-PATIENT .
. PATIENT

' Note: On the‘Loevinger-Wessler model (1970),€$tages are ordered

as follows: impulsive; self-protection; conformity;
‘conscientious; autonomy; integrated.
. ~ B

* Figure 12, Dist::ibution of LdEY stores.
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Using‘twice the normal chi square stdpping rule, at n-k
degrees of freedom, the MDS rgsults showed a variation 5etween
subjects in terms of the number of dimensions required to best fit

their dissimilarity judgﬁents of self and others. The range extended |
. L -

from 2 to 5 dimq}sions. The dispersion of DIM scores for the non-

patient and patient samples* is shown in-Figure 13. The &ifferences

between the non-patient and patient samples are: (a) there are a

> larger number\'of two-dimensional persons in the patient sample than in
¢ ’ .

i - ‘ :
; . - the non-patient sample (32 vs 20): (b) there are a larger number of

three-, four-, and‘five-dimensioﬁal pgréons in the non—patient'sample
than in the patient sample (51 vs 27; 47 vs 15; and 7vs 1) A
t-test showed that the difference between the mean’dimensional scores

was significant at the .001 level. .

e - o

°o%
™~
.

\
. 3

-

% The n for the non~-patient sample im this case was 105; for the patient
sample " 85. Further reference with regard'to DIM, will imply ns of,
approximately the same value.

~

e eovotn o - o TG RN v




e 143

.

-~ ) : N - £

_ ‘ . NON-PATIENT .
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PATIENT . ’
. .
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»
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oo . Figure 13. éistribution of dimensional scores, ‘
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' dimensionality, it is hardly surprising that a t-test revealed that the
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Aside frem the log likelihood of each dimensional solution, MULTI-
SCALE prints out & humbe;‘ef summary statistics, one of whieh is an
estimate of unbiased error (UERRORj. Unbiased error differs from
hiased error in that it is pg;ported to be correeted for deéree of
dimensionality. 'It is thus "more useful for interpretive purposes than
a biased error estimate eince it is not as seriously affected by . . .
the number of dimensions used" (gamsay, 1978, P 26) Christian (1976)

-
argues that the degree of unbiased error is ~an index of the degree of

A

the precision and consistency with which an individual's judgment of

‘self and other were made' (p. 46).

As in Christian;s research.(1976), in this study, the unbiased error
was strongly related to degree of dimensionality (r = -.77; p <.001).
Given this high negative correlation, as well as the previously reported
difference between non-patients and patiente\in terms of degree of Eal
non-patient mean UERROR score (X = .269; SD = ,078) was significancly
lower (p <.001) than‘thé patient mean UERROR score (X = .336; SD #,126).
0f greater interest however, is the‘fact that, even when deg;ee of
dihénsionality was kept constant, non-patients continued to have signifi-
cantly lower UERROR scores than patients. At the two-dimensional level,
the mean unbiased error score for non-patients was .383 (SD = .05;){
while for patients, it was .458 (SD = .112);’ (p <01). At the three-
dimensional level, the mean unblased score for non-patients was"i?ﬂ’

(SD = .043); 'while for patients, it was .292 (SD = .052); (2;4.05).

4
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Non-patients and patie'tits did not differ with regard to UERROR at the
four-dimensional level; and there were insufficient patients at the

£ive-dimensional levelyfor comparison. . '
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The mean score on LIE for the entire sample was 32.8 (SD = 10.8);
) f \
for the non-patient sample 31.4 (SD = 8.9); and for the patient samﬁle
; 34.5 (8D = 12.4). A t-test ‘-revealed that this difference was .
significant at the .05 level. Correlation coefficients computed for é
. 1
B LIE and all other variables (Table 5). Only CONFORM I, CONFORM II,
@nd DiM, correlated significantly with LIE.
. : ' TABLE 5 I ' | .
o CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LIE ' . - ! ‘
& ' . AND ALL VARIABLES , '
N e, . B \
LIE . .
c ' SELPRO -.05
\' .. CONFORM I o L17%% -
.8 3 ' - . . ,
e CONFORM II - ' J12%% A
. %
HIGH - =07 . B
EXTERN ‘ -.11
SoCIS ' -.09
. \ o
' ANOMIE ' =01 .
. 'WELLBE . .04 }
STAGE" | =02 ‘
2 { : ) ' ) ‘ ) ‘ :
i O : LOEV .01 . VL
‘Dm ' .12* ) \ ‘ - -".:
l - ' UERROR . =04 '

.’w:, !ﬁivwég,.k
-3 -

i)
gtk TNy
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Table 6 shows the relationships between age and all previously

. mentioned variables for the 'sample as a whole and the non-patient

|
For the total sample, EXTERN,

and patient samples taken separately.
S0CIS, and ANOMIE correlate negatively with age; CONFORM I, 1II and

LOEV correlate positively with age. There are few differences between

non-patient and patient samples. Non-patients differed somewhat frog ' ﬁ
patients in showing a low but significant correlation between well- L .4

) being and age.

TABLE 6 ,
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN AGE AND ALL VARTABLES FOR
. THE TOTAL SAMPLE, AND FOR THE NON-PATIENT AND
PATIENT SUB-SAMPLES .

b

VARTABLES | ENTIRE SAMPLE | NON-PATIENTS | PATIENTS . .
SELPRO .09 -.10 ~.01
CONFORM I 24K% | 28%kk J31k%
CONFORM II 17 .15  24%%
HIGH .09 .02 14
‘ EXTERN oL 14k -.14 -1
SOCIS ~. 21 ~ 21 %% -.22%
ANOMIE -.13% -.15 -.07
WELLBE - .05 .16% T
STAGE .08 \ .01 .19 ' ‘
LOEV 1844 .12 .08
L d DIM, . -.01 -.14 07 : S
UERROR -.01 .12 oL 7 ' ‘ ;‘f“"ﬁ;
- - =2 ol
*kk p <,001 . o . T, ' |
R *% p 4,01 -
. : : * p <.,05 -
2 q<;s( - -’:&7; . o— B T
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SELPRO, CONFORM I and II, and HIGH). Their order and magnitude is
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II

L2

N .
a self-protective attitude is

Hypotheses l“argue; th;t if
indicative of low social concept development and Kiéh mor§1 thought is
indicative of advanced social concept development, and if socilal / '
concept development proceeds by way of a continuum, persons rece‘Ling
high scores on self—protectibn should receive‘low scores on‘high ioral
thought; and vice versa. The strong negative correlation fouqd%
begween SELPRO and HIGH supports this hypothesis.l ﬁTable 7 preseﬁ;s'

.. \
the inter-correlations between all social concept variables (i.e.,\\

\
su?h that SELPRO and HIGH can be seen to represert two extremes of a
continuum, with CONFORM I and II falling in between. Starting from
the bottom, SELPRO correlates relatively highiy with CONFORﬁ I (.50,'
p<.001); less highly with CONFORM II (.26, p<.001); and negatively
with HIGH (-.50, p <.001). Starting from the top, HIGH has a mode;ate
negative correlation with CONFORM IT (-.24, p <.01) and CONFORM I
(-.28, p <.01), and a high negativé correlation with SELPRO (-.50,

N N

p<.001).
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TABLE 7

CORRELATION TABLE FOR SOCIAL CONCEPT VARIABLES

SELPRO CONFORM I CONFORM TT
CONFORM I (50 %k - .
CONFORM IT° 26Kk L66%K% .

'HIGH [ =, 50%kk -, 26%K% L. 24%k% .

4% = p°q,001

{

Hypothésis 2a argues that 1f the conéequences of social concept
'development are ashpredicted, there should be a positive éssociatioh
"between an inde# of low social concept &evelopment‘(such as a self-
protective~attitude) and the external measures of development such
as external orientation, social isolation, and anomie; and a
negative association with sense of well-being. Hypothesis 2a also
predicts the reverse with ;egard to an index of high social'concept
: development‘(sﬁcﬂ as high moral thought). The data support both
parts of this hypothesis, as well as the implied hypothesized

relationship of these external measures to an index of moderate

social concept development, such as conformity.

¢
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Table 8 shows the correlations between'the social concept vgriable
ﬁ“of SELPRO, CONFORM I and II, and HIGH, and the external measures of S
EXTERN, SOCIS, ANOMIE, and WELLBE. On the assumption that‘external ofien—
tation decréases proportio;ately as a person's'social concept level increases,
theo correlations ar;z as one would éxpect: . EXTERN correlatés with SELPRO at
+.52 (p<.001); with CONFORM I at +.31" (p <.001); with CONFORM II.at K
.+.14 (p<.05); with HIGH at -.32 (p <.001). Similarly, the correlations . 5
+ are as expected if social isolation :decreases as a person's social concept i
‘ level increases: SOCIS gorrelates with SELPRO, as +.42 (p <.001); with
. CONFORM I at ,07; with CONFORM II at ~.02; and with HIGH at -.17 (p <.01).
The same pattern holds for gnomie. ANOMIE c;rrelates with SELPRO at +.58
, (2_<.991); wlth CONFORM I at +.33 (p <.001); with CONFORM II at +.18
(g.<.01); and HIGH at -.49 (p <.001): WELLBE shows the reverse pattern
‘ vhy correlating with SﬁLPRO at -.51 (p<.001); ‘with CONFORM I‘at -.33
(p<.001); CONFORM IT at -.20 (p <.01) and with HIGH at +.33 (p <.001).

TABLE 8

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SOCIAL CONCEPT LEVELS AND- ‘ .
EXTERN, SOCIS, ANOMIE, AND WELLBE

SELPRO | CONFORM I | CONFORM II | HIGH .
. X s
, EXTERN |  .52% L 3L4nk UL ’
socIs 2eax | 070 o | -.02 SATee SR
ANOMIE |  .58ww .33k BEL SRRk : aﬁf?v'.
WELLBE | -.51%a% | - 33kkx -.20%%
k4
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A priycipal component (type PA-1, quartimax rotation) factor

analysis of the‘correlations in Table 7 and 8 provides another means

.of studying the relationships between the préviously mentioned

+ variables. The size of the eigen values indicated that a three

factor solution provided an adequate representation of the data. As
Eap'be seen in Table 9, SELPkO, along with EXTERN, SOCIS, and ANOMIE
loaded heavily on the first factor; CONFORM I and II loaded on <the
se;ond factor; and HIGH on the third. 'It is of note thég ;hile

WELLBE loaded negatively on the first factor, it did not load

-

positively on any of the factors. A factor analysis of the individual -

©

spcial concept itéms also showed a clear three factor solution: SELPRO

o

items loaded positively and HIGH items loaded negatively on the- first

factor; CONFORM I and II items loaded positively on the second factor;

.and HIGH items loaded positively on the third factor. ’ When this

factor analysis was' redone to include WELLBE-items, the WELLBE items

o

loaded on a separate factor. The clustering of points representing

the qugstiénnaire variables, as well as the individual social concept

items, can be found in Figures 14 and 15 respectively.
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» ,°  _TABLE 9 - N N -
. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE VARTABLES .
(TYPE PA~1 QUARTIMAX ROTATION)
- FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3. ‘
] 1 - ) .
‘ ‘ SELPRO ' .63 .30 -4k ' .,J
CONFORM I 23 .90 | r.06 .
I . CONFORM II .08 .90 ~.04 ' { .
HIGH R 11 c-09 - ) L0 T L !
" ' EXTERN , 84 -.07 .05 - s
S0CIS . s -.18 ° .16
0 3 ’ . .
_ ANOMIE ' =82 A1 -:29
WELLBE .88 ] -4 -.02 . ‘
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Hypothesis, 2b argues that'if the consequences of social concept
’ .

development are as prehicted, there should be a negative association
2 . :

) betweeq an overall index of social concept development énd'degréeh of

e

external orientation, social isolation, and anomie; ‘and a poéitive
"association with sense of well-being. The correlations between STAGE
and EXTERN, SOC1s, ANOMIE,‘and-WELLBE support this hipothesis{&éee
. . ‘

Table 10). .

TABLE 10 . _ S .
~ CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STAGE
AND EXTERN, SOCIS, ANOMIE, AND WELLBE

o
’
Y N N ' ) .
a v,
‘. ' - ° -
' EXTERN -80CIS ANOMIE WELLBE R
= - . : "
' STffE - 4 7%k%% ~ . 4(%k% -.58%%% Labkkk
. . .
v .
*k% p <,001 ) Co : . ..
‘ - M ' 0
- L]
.
4 ) . .
’ s T -
[ - -
. o ° by . [y
e . . ’
v , ‘
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Hypothesis P argues that if social cgncepi qevelopmeﬁt and egd
development are equiya;eht, and if their feépeétive assessment tools
are adequate, there should be a positive relationship between social ,
concept development as computed via the gquestionnaire and eé& develop-
ment as computéd‘via the sentence completion test. The correlation

between LOEV and STAGE, which was .42 (p <.001), supports this

hypothesis. However, “since the variation of LdEV scores was/ﬁéverely

‘¢

limited, one can speculate that this coefficient may b spuriously low..

)

wAn alternate method of assessing the relationship between ego develop- ‘ |

ment and social‘concépt development was therefore devised.

o

The sample was divided into two groups: those who received
pre-conformist L0$V5scores and those who received post-conformist

LOEY ‘scores. A stepwlse discriminative analysis was then carried

.

out using all the questionnaire variables as potential discriminating

0 .

variables. Results showed that SELPRO discriminated best between the .

4

pfe-.ahd poéf-conformist LOEV groups, followed by HIGH: 80% of the

'v . cases were correctly classified using weighted SELPRO- (.82) and HIGH

» .
- (-.34) scores. No other variables added significantly to the
discriminating function once SELPRO and HIGH had been included. , .
- .
o 5 .
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The correlations between LOEV and SELPRO and HIGH for the tota
sample, and for the non-patient and patient samplés taken separatel

are presented in Table 11. 0f particular note is the fact, while

both non-patients and patients show a negative correlation between

-

- LOEV and SELPRO, non-patients shoy a minimal positive correlation/‘ ‘

between LOEV and HIGH in contrast to the significant correlation for

patients,
TABLE 11 . v
. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LOEV AND SELPRO AND HIGH
'FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE AND THE NON-PATIENT
. - AND PATIENT SUB-SAMPLES .
CORRELATIONS TOTAL - ’
BETWEEN SAMPLE NON-PATLENTS PATIENTS o
LOEV. + SELPRO | =,5L%% - 27k 53k F
T, LOEV + HIGH |  .35%* .09 . YA :
x%% p <,001 . )
e *% p <,01 ,
! ) ! \ t




‘The correlation coefficients for LOEV and. the external éeashées

of social concept development (EXTERN,‘SOCIS, ANOMiE, and WELLBE) aré
“presented in Table 12." They are similar to the parallel correlations

for STAGE (Table 10). .On the assumption that LOEV and STAGE are

measuring the same phenomenoﬂ, these c&rrelatians,serve as further

evidence that the consequences of social concepg developmentcare as

predicted Qy hypothesis 2: thap external orientation, soclal isolation,

and anomie Becreaée with social c;ncept development, in contrasg to

‘ -
ﬁell—being which increases with secial concept development.

: ; TABLE 12

" CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LOEV AND
EXTERN, SOCIS, ANOMIE, AND WELLBE -

&

A - EXTERN /ﬁOCIS .. ANOMIE WELLBE .
. LOEV | -.28%kx | T 23wk | _ 36kkk | J1wkk :
xk% p <001
AN %k p <01 .
g .

& -
Vo~
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A factor analysis of LOEV scores and all questionnaire scores,
3 #

) : .includingPSTAGE, provides another means of illustrating the relationship

. . between these variables. The size of the eigen values'ind}cated that a

three factor solution provided an adequate representation of the data.
As can be seen from Table 713, SELPRO, along with EXTERN,/SOCIS, and
AﬁOMIE1lbaded positively on the first factor, while WELLBE loaded
’ﬁegatively; LGEV and STAGE along with HIGH loaded positively on the |
gecond factor;h and CONFORM I and II loaded on the third factor. Fiéure
16 presents a pictorial representation of - the rel;tionship bgtween'the

SR . points.that repregent these variables.

TABLE 13
: , FACTOR ANALYSIS OF LOEV SCORES AND ALL QUESTIONNATRE SCORES,
SR . INCLUDING STAGE SCORES (TYPE PA-1, QUARTIMAX ROTATION)

<

- _ FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 |  FACTOR 3
) SELPRO ~50 =71 16
L CONFORM I .02 —1s .90
| CONFORM T1 15 ©-.23 .88
“ HIGH. -.23" .85 ©=19 ‘
. EXTERN .79 -.27 .07 .
‘ q ‘ socts .84 -1 | -8
T ANOMIE .74 -.45 T : ‘ o
f ,, WELLBE -.85 I R B .
‘ STAGE' -.36 ) a5 =3 "
- LORY -.18 e | o1 _

3y
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_ all questionnaire variables (see Table 14)
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The fourth hypothesis predicts thdt if soclal concept development

is associated with degree of differentietion and if.differentiation

. 1s reflected in the number of dimensions required to best fit an

A

individual's data, there shquld be a positive relationship between

[}
dimensionality, as computed by MULTISCALE (Ramsay, 1978), and level of
social concept development as computed via the questionnaire.- While

the correlation between dimensionality and STAGE was positive (r = .26;

-p<.0l; n=103), it ‘was not impressively high; neither was the
correlation between dimensionality and LOEV scores (r = .18;
p<.01; N=191). A forward stepwise multiple regression analysis'

revealed that, of these two measures, STAGE predicted dimensionality

better, at a significance level of .007. Once STAGE had been

.

incleded in the regreesion, LOEV added little to the overagll prediction

°

rd

Correlation’ coefficients were computed for dimensional scores and
. They are all in the
direction that one would expect if dimensionality increases with

development; although' again they are not impressively high. -

:
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' As noted earlier, the correlation between dimensionality and
unbiased error was -.'77 (p <.001). Interestingly, the
correlations between UERROR and all previously mentioned variables

. (Taple 14) indicate that unbiased error is a more sensitive index

of development than degré:a of dimensionality.

o

TABLE 14

\

CORRELATIONS .BETWEEN DIMENSIONS AND UNBIASED ERROR
AND ALL PREVIOUSLY MENTIONED VARIABLES

. SELPRO | CONFORM I | CONFORM II| mIce! | STAGE

¢ DIM -.28%% | - 28%k -.15 18 .26%%
5’ [
f UERROR kLAl .32%%% .15 ~. 40%%k | — 32%k%
f EXTERN SOCIS ANOMIE -WELLBE LOEV
% PIM -.26%% | -.11 . 26%% .16 ,18%%
i 'UERROR | .34%%x | 11, . 3B*RK ~.19%% | -, 28k%k
] . .
! g
é i *k% p <,001
(: ‘ . % p <.01
f? 1 of note, in this case, is the difference Between non-patients
§ and patients. For non-patients the correlation between DIM ax{((
i HIGH was -.01; for patients it was .2l.  For non-patients, the
z correlation between UERROR and HIGH was ~.05; for patients it

: was -.45 (p <.01). ’ :
.t . ’
1
L4 - ¢ -

— .h:‘f\";f .“4. g : 4 B % !
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A final factbr analysis was computed for ;Il variables. The size

. ' oﬁ the eigen values indicated\tha; a four factor solution provided am
adequate representation of the»data. As can be.seen in Table 15, ' ’

aimensionality (DIM) and unbiased error (UERROR) factored oﬁg independ-

ently of all-other-variables. This independent relationship is clearly 1

illustrated in the clustering of points that represent each of the *

variables in Figure 17. : . .

—
4

TABLE 15 ¢

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ALL VARTABLES
(TYPE PA-1 QUARTIMAX ROTATION)

; FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4
5 SELPRO _5_; .66 16 .10
CONFORM I -.001 -.15 .91 .01
CONFORM I1I 14 -.19 .87 .16
HIGH -.29 .84 -.19 -.08
EXTERN .80 -2 .04 .19
S0CIS .84 .10 -.20 - .04
ANQMIE 36, '-.38 .10 " 16
 WELLBE -.85 .20 -.14 .01
STAGE -.39 .72 -.25 -.08
LOEV -.20 . .74 .07 -.10
DIM =14 .07 -.09 -.92 .
' UERROR .15 -.26 .09 .88 .
r . -
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Discussion, | ' K K
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The fact that patients consistently scored lower than non-patients

o

on all indiges that purport to measure some aspect of development lends
sup;ort to the valid{ty claims of the_quantitative~§trategies employed

in the .present study. . The low correlation of all variatles to the LIE
scale (with the exception of CONFORM I and II and DIM) do ldikewise. I
' shall elaborate on this latter point further. '

In their discussion of the MMPI L(lie) scale, Good et'al. (1961)
emphasize that a high score can be inte:preted ‘in two ways. It can
indicate the relative invalidity of a profile, i e., that a subject has
answered in the "fake good" (p. 15) direction, so that his score is
h%gher (or lower) 'than 1t would have been, had he been frank. However,
high liehscorgs can also be generatgd‘by_persons who are honestl}
dé;cribiﬁg themselves as they aeé'themselves. Gtog et al, descrite

suchltndiQiduals as "overly conventional, socially conforming, dnd

prosaic."

- [

»

In the present study, an individual would have faked in the "tg}e

e,

éood" direction iﬁXPe had answered positively to the moral thought

. itema, which were conspicuous by their length. Thus, if individuals

- who agreed to-the ethical statements, had done 80 1arge1y for social

n

i)

-
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a

show, there should have been a poéitivg correlation between HIGH and

LIE. For the same reason, if the higher scores received by non- -

. patients on the moral thought items, as well as on social concept-
development as a whole"(STAGE), were a functiop dt their comparatively

" non-patients should have received correspond-’

low "tendency to disclose,
ingly high score; on the LIE scale. Neither .of these expectations were
born out. The correlation between HIGH and LIE was -.07; and patients
had a higher mean LIE scbre than non—patients (@ <. 05) The fact that
CONFORM I and I1 correlated significantly with LIE, indicates that, in
this study, a 'high LIE score is mbre indicatiVe of a conforming -,
.attitude, than it is of an invalid protile. The low but significant
correlation ‘between di;ensionalityfand LIE (£ = .12; p <.05;' n = 206)

is difficult to interpret since, of all quantitative strategies, MDS

on the surface, appears “to be the most difficult to fake.

¢
¢

The muitiplé cortelations carried out between age and all variables
showed that, as predicted, a number were'asaociate& with age. Specific-

-

‘aliy, the data ipdicated tbat external orientation, social isolation, and
anomie tend to decreaét with age for all subjects. For non-patients
alone séﬁte of we}l-being tends to increase with age. No correlatign
was found betweeﬁ“thé‘bVéfall.index.tf social concept development (STAGE)
and age. Héwéver, a strong correlation was found between conformity and
age —- whicﬁ tequ;}o support .the populgi assqution that today's "older"
éénér?tion is more conservative than its youth. Pdtientt‘and,non-

_patients did not differ gignificantiy with,regatd to age correlations.
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In Part II, all cortelations-were "qon‘érolled"bfor both LIE and

Ay e o
-
-
4

'_ ' . " N . ‘ ’ Results indicated that, as p}redicted by Hypothesis 1 individuals :
. /‘1 who are self—protect:ive are not the sort to engage in moral ;hought, ’

. sand vice -versa._ ‘The correlations between the three major socia;
. : ' . ' ’ :

l. 'concept attitudes of‘selffptbtectibn, conformity, and high moral - ) ‘
2 Y » L) - R
" ~ J N 4 ’ .
) . ‘- thought, support the gemerial theory of social concept development --— .
° i v [e‘ “' ) N : '
. o .flamély that these soglal attitudes emerge in that order. e e

\

v+ Stronger evidence ffor'the,ﬁheais that the social attitg}xdesq‘af
. . self—pror.ection, conformity, and high moral thbught emerge in'that
&t - . _ordér comes ftont.. (a) t;he factor analysis of the Individual items that

rport to measure these three social acutudes,, (b) the cbrtelationa

s '. . . \ bet:waen these soc‘iall at:‘titu;les ana the exCe‘mal megisures of gocial . . ‘
- concept development; and (c) the faétor gmalysié qf these"ﬁthx;ee social .

. attitudes, Laloné with the external measures ofrsocia;. concept deve;lop’— 1 L .

: co ' : S -

o ‘. . . meng. . ' . S ’ ‘ :
.t 1 © * \ ‘ N .

N . . . ‘ . -l
Crl e el : . ¢ .o

4 - - ‘

DU » Ia the factor analysis of the individual concept items, self- . L

. . . . 4 .
. . . t .

. N -l .
o -+ protective items loadgd positively and hfgh ‘moral thought items loaded

Lo , negatively, ‘on\‘;:he f;rsﬁ factor. Coxﬁf&'mity :l.t;emp 1daded posit:h'rély

Vet éi;ﬁ[)‘n the second factor. - H:lgh moral thought 1tems 1oaded poditively on /

;.-‘ N
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‘the self-protective items, through the conformity items, to the items

»
 measuring high moral thought.

- and a negative correlation between EXTERN and HIGH,

“ to, the "'accepted form" of an{ giéen group. *t is_also used to refer ot

" 168
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the third factors- A pictorial representation of factor one against v
C® e
factor two (Figure 15) clearly illustrates a continuum extending fram

i

The correlation coefficlents for the social concept variables

°

Y ' '
and external orientation, social isolation, anomie, and sense of well- . .

being are presented in Table 8.  These correlations not only serve as

further evidence for the thesis that social concept development proceeds,

in the manner,sta&ed (hypothesis 1); they also Bupport the thesis
B

a

that the consequences of development are as stated (hypothesis 2a) r

Since there is a strong positive corgelation betwéen EXTERN and. SELPRO, ;

. , b

a moderately positive correlation' be'tween EXTERN and CONFORM I and II,-. .
thesebcombined i .

correlations Suggest that external orientation decreases with social

o ] -
Social _'_’qulation and anomie show similar patterns,
. : b o . Y '
thus suggesting that poor social'_integration is more characteristic of

concept development,

¥

r -
4

. ¢

. R
primitive socﬁ concept development, than of mature development.
¥ L3
The positive correlation between conformity and anomie is

“ '

a\
interestigg to note. Conformity ‘has %easb two meanings. . In i‘
¢

literal Je.sense, it refers to the practi £ accepting, or acquiescing

.
& w

-

to & specific set of. '}traditional" or "conservative" social ?Lnes.

he group ‘Co yhich ‘
JIANEERI,

If thése tradﬁoua‘i vplues are"the accepted’ ftﬂm

] . - ~
v L)




y

°
- . oF

&y

R . one is referring, these two meanings coalesce. The items in the present ¢
' f

questionnaire were designed to measure conformity in just this combined ¢ 3
A

[y

" sense, The data suggest however, that conservative values are not

7

pérceived as the accepfed form of the society from which the present

1 ' -
sample was drawn. The positive correlation between CONFORM I, II and
ANOMIE indicate that conformists in the "conservative sense' experience

a sense of alienation from present day society. The''fact that 3 out

P ‘ of the 10 items in CONFORM I were concerned with the traditional role of

T T—

women can be speculatively taken as an encouraging sign for the

‘. perceived entrenchment of the women's liberation movement.

P
i . . < I
- . 4 . '_ - . . b [ » > -~ D .
. N to-
3

The correlation pattern of WELLBE was the mirror image of that of
EXTERN, §OCIS,'and ANOMIE. Sense of well-being was highly negatively

v e associated with a selprrotective attitude; 'moderately ﬁegatively o
s ’ ; . NS N . N '
.associated with conformity; and positively assoclated with high moral

- v v thought. On the factor analysis of the questionnaire variables,

Lo L .. N
WELLBE loaded negatively ‘on the self-protective factor (Table 9). It

.

'did not however, load bositively on any of the factors., .The quasi-

[' x . * independént relationship of well-being to social concept development

- ‘was clearly 1llpsttated‘in‘the pictorial representation of the factor L
;analyais'of all‘thq.questidnnaire variables (figure*lA)l As'ﬁeli, ¥
‘ . . . A <k

: . »

when a_fdctor analysis was cartried sut on the-igdf%&dual social : .: ) 4

?

- . .- . concept items ips the .individual, wé¥-being items, the well-being
,‘ o R‘ o -~ i - 2

. Y . N n .‘- '.
items held down their own factor, This finding supports ‘the REEY

« ' 'é‘uggésgion'tixét , while social concept development 15 a peceésay'} o

. v : . ) # P,
. : . 4 R R . N
» s - . o, . A
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development was furthetﬂll rated throu the separat,e cdrrelation- *"f
. yt o i

v . N
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. condition for a sense of well-being in the adult population in today's \\\%

sophisticated society, it is not a sufficient condition. ' 4

The relationships between STﬁGE and EXTERN, SOCIS, ANOMIE, and

WﬁLLBE (Table 10) support hypothesis 2b that p}edicted'a negative
association between an éverali index of social concept development and
external orientatioﬁ, social isolation, and anomie; and a ﬁositive
;ssociafipn with sense of well-being. Hypothesis 2b was'further
supported when Sentence completion test scores (LQEV) were used as an

6vera11 index of development in lieu of STAGE (see Table 12).

N -

The third hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between

soclal concept deveiopment as computed via the questiomnaire and ego
v " R ]
development as computed via the QQﬁtence completiopﬂtest. The

13

correlation between these two measures was .42 (p <.001). Since the
[ N 4

dispersion ‘'of LOEV was minimal, it was speculated that this coefficient

was spuriously low. When the séﬁple was divided into bre— and post—

t ¥

congfrmiats, as measured by the LOEV test, a combination of SELPRO and

HIGH correctly - classified subjects in 80% of the’ cases. These findingé
indicate that, whatevernthe sentence completion test and duestionn?i;ec

are measuring, they are qéaauring the same thing.

The relationship between ego development and aocial concept St

o

-
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"It was suggested at the time that this "all negative phenomenon" may

and HIGH and UERROR -~ again exclisively for non—patién;g.A These

“both of whom found,
. mdral téhought in'p

' menr.. S R
B t . N ,

o

. - ' . @
the two extreme social attitudes of self~-protection and high moral

thought (Table 11). Itvwas‘noted at that time that, while both non-

’

patients and patients showed a significént negative correlation
between ego development and a self-protective attitude*, .in contrast
to patients, non-patients showed no significant correlation between

ego‘dévelopment and high mora&~thought**. An explanation for this
) ’ . ) - .
low correlation between ego development and moral thought in non-

patients has already been alluded to. .
1" ' h - - .

It was noted in the METHOD section, that the majority of‘subjecta

s .

. \
who had non-computible STAGE sczi?? because of consistent pegative

’ 1
Z-scores on all social concept v8riables, were non-patients who

» «

received higher than average scores on the seéntence’ completion test.

indic;E;TEhét the queqtiohnaire fails to tap superior modes of
/ .

conceptﬁal fuhctioning. This suggestion not only receives sup-

bogt from the low correlatidn between Q}Gﬂ and LOEV in the non-patient

‘sampie,.but as:well, from the low correlations between HIGH and DIM,.

% . * “ k)

.

s . R 4

* -This is in contrast tq Redman and Waldman (1975) who, uaing similaa
measures, found no relationahip becween ego development and a self— -
protective- attitude.

-
-
e, '
N '

ok This is in ccnrraat to Sullivan et al. (1970) and Lambert (1972),
vadignificant correlation bttween ‘ego development and’

Py ,&;I.pnt samplés, In both- these: ‘studies gxph!;b,grp
' im wgg uae:L to asdess level of; moral &egq' =

(1968) - intervxgw
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,findinga substantiate the Kohlberg thesis (1968) that; sin‘c?moral 3\

development is more clearly reflected in the Erocess via which an

individual comes to a decision about a moral dilemma, rather than the .

. content o{ that decision, etquest‘ionnaire is not a suitable instrument
for estimating moral develo?ment. ' I
~On the other hand, patients showed a significant correlation
’ between high moral thought and ego development (r - .37," p <.01); ‘a
moderate correlation between high moral thought and dimensionali/ty : : - ‘ |
(r.= .21); and'a. significant negative correlation between h moral :
thought and. UERROR (r =a-'.4'::o p <.01). Th'ese findings suggest that
while the moral thought items may appear overly rigid to- those of
- advanced “social concept ‘developmerit, they nonetheless capture the
v - essence of a higfxer soc;lal goal toward .which those who are less o ' .

.
developed, aspire. . Heer, . , ‘

o )

¥ . " The fourth hypothea’§~prediéted that 1f§soqial concept deVelopn;ent ’
~ 1is associated with degree of differentiation, and if differenmtiation | ‘ ‘
* 18 reflected in the number of dimensions required to best fit hn
o I ' individuel'a 'data,' there shou:1d be a posi‘ti;vecrelationahii) between
. ' ., 'dimensionaltty, as computed by MﬁLTISCAL;E (Ramsay, 1978) and level of » , )1 -
I . social concept. d'ev.elopme'nt as cotni)’uted through the questionnEire. o B

:. ) l While the correlation between STACE and DIH was in the direction

Y N\
ks -‘F\;‘ T A-aupportive of this hypothesis"(_ &26' P. 4.01' n -.103). At was not

..:’ . N 1‘..,““ 2
‘ . . x f

inpresaiveiy.high. The correlagion between dimena:lonalityc, and. eso

+ .
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=

-

°
¥

s V

Lo, . .
. R . . . <y
. . R s - v A :
’ N . . f . w
c ‘ + P Lt o f et
« ., “ i ’
PR . . Co




B e N

Christian (1976) who found a high correlation, between dimensionality

. gxternal orientation (r=.,72; p<.001), in contrast to the correlation

.participate in the present study, she queriedrherl sulitability as a

strau,. is. the follawing.

p
: 0
T . . PRV S, S
- ——

L3 S

~ ¥

- ‘ ' ‘
development, as comput’e& by the semtence completion test, was even less _

impressive (r = .18; p<.0L; n = 191). This is in co‘ntrast to

- )

\~

and ego development (r=.66; p <.001; n = 34) using identical measures.

Christian also found a high correlation between dimensionality and

of .26 (p <.01) found here. ¢

\ ‘ : |

\ A possible explanation for these low correlations b ween

dimensionality and other measures of development was suggested to me by

z

one of the subjects p;rticipating in the pyesent study. ‘Ttiis was a
happily married mother of two healthy grown-up children, who had just

found out that her husband, of forty years, had cancer. When asked to

candidate because, she said, she did not “feel herself." This woman's

multidimensional scaling results revealed that, at the time of teating,

L

she was functioning at a two-dimensional level., Since this low

dimensiox(a\ﬁty score contrasted with the advanced social developmental
level at which this individual appeared to be otherwise functioning,

-

this led to the post\-hoc hypothesis, that perspective-taking, as. .

'

measured by multidimensional acaling', is seils’itive to stress.

. ? .
.
" 4

@

-

-

-’Sta'tisticél evidence from the present study that aup;iorcs thé

N

suggestion that perspebtive-—taking, as meaaurad by MDS, is sensi;:ive t:o




St e e = a a b -

armon

174 R

-~
o 7 4

3

a) the factor énalysis of all the variables used in the present study

‘showed that dimensionality and its corresponding unbiased error varied

- - N

independently of all other developmental variables (Table 15 and Figure

1), | ’ . o
&
» b) when diménsionality'wgs éon{rolled, non-patients cbntinued to

have significantly lower unbiased error scores than patients. * This o

3

vy Pl
may indicate that those non-patients whose dimensional scores were ) t

;puglously low because of stress, nonetheless maintained t@eir precision
and cohsgancy in making judgments about self and oéhevs which is mofe
typical of a higher level of functioning. I1f dimenéionality scores,

as measured by MDS, are indeed more susceptible to stresa than unblased
error scores, thip would account for the f;ct that unbiased error was g
_more sensgitive in&ex of aoEial concept/ego develpopment than dimensionj

R

ality.

Evidence not :eporte& in the present ;tudy, but nonetheler,-
Qupporfive of the suggestion thgtqperspective-fgk;ng;.as ﬁeasured yy o
MDS, is‘seﬁsitive to gtress, Hs/ihe following. In order to determine } ‘
the feasibilit& of using MDé as ;A index of.reﬁpénée;to psychothérapx, .
a; individual undergoing psychoanalysis and not participating in tﬁe

presént study, was asked to completé a multidiqensibﬁél scaliné, qvefy e

two-to-three .months over a period pf thre yeats.” 'bm the back of RN

* & .
» -

. each ncaling aheet, the L;fe gvents cutrently being experienced wers '~_~ .
» . Lo

to be’ summarized. Dimensional acores were conputed for this individuam“

(5 ¥
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at the end of the three year period. These scores raﬁged from 2 to

5; and while, on the whole there was, a teﬁdency toward ever increasing

»

differentiation, a number bf scores dropped dramatically in conjunction

with perceived traumatic events.
*

Summary

-~ !

The results of this study indicated:

‘

that\thé content of a person's concept of person evolves in the

order predicted ~- namely from é/selfrprotective attitude, .
N o~

through conformity, to genuine moral thought;

i1 - that the consequences of social concegf development are’as

predicted -- namely that external orientation, social isolatiom, -

¢

and anomie»dec;eése with development, while sense of well-being

.
1
increases;

iii - that social cohcept development can be cqpsidered’equivalent

\ ‘

to what is elsewhere referred to as ego development,
'

o

\

While there was a mild association between perspective-taking
capacity as measured by MDS, and social concept dgvelopmen; as

measuréﬁ by the questionnaire, this result is equivocal, and will ’ " el

" ’ DN . t
remain so, until further research has revealed .the relationship between

)

perspective~-taking capacity as measured by MDS, and stress.

—
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e INTERPERSONAL INTERDEPENDENCE: .. | . ' .

A’ CONCLUSION ' - ‘ PRI :

. '
v . . A3 . -

A major conclusion that has been reached a number of times, and in

' 2

a number of waié throughout this treatise is that persons are igter; ‘ ’
; ’ ’

dependent, ;n this chapter, the critical nature o} interpersonal

s o ’

o

, interdependence will be explored from a transcendental, developmental, r e

metaphysical, existential, therapeutic, ard metatheoretical point of" .

1 ©

"

view.

«

A Transcgndeﬂtal.Point of View - o

. .
+ . , v . - A
’ . .

/A trangcéndental deduttion attempts to delimit those conditions s .

that aﬁé‘indispenéablé.fqr'thé explanation of any given phenomerion.

~n

. Kant (1929) deduced that a reference to a priori comcepts was - PR
'r' . . .

. LI

indispknsablé for the explanation of human knowledgé.as we experience . N

»

’;E. In this treatise, it was deduced that a reference to a person's -

4éoncept of pérson is indispensable for the explanation of hyﬁan action.

13 was'furiher.deduced that 1nterparsoqa1'iﬂteraqtioﬁ'1swg Prequnisitg . i




B u"')-

LA T .

" lend support to the Cooley/Mgad model of self-concept emergénce; i.e.,

©

for the emergence of a person's concept of person, and thus the self-

consciousness that it brings with it, With regard to the emergence of

&

the self or self-conscfousness there€£§é, pzrsons can be said to be

interdependent from a transcendental point of view.

hY

Other than logical argument, empirical evidence was offered in

] N

support of, this transcendental &iewpoint. The study citéd was one done

" by "Gallup (1977) in which it was found that isolate-reared éhimpanzees,

unlike normals, failed to show any sign of self—fecognit%on when exposed

to a mirromn. When two isolate-reared chimps were given remedial social

experience by being housed in the same cage, both showed signs of self-

recognition, in contrast to a thi;d, who was kept in isolation and who
L Y

showed no sign of self-recognition. ®™allup argues that these %}ndings.

- )
that  a self-concept, or self-consciousness, is an interpersonal phenomenon,

and as such, can only emerge with socdal interaction. '

-

‘A Developmental Point of View

-

1
The emergence and/or mainté;ance of a 8ocial rule requires the

co—operative’pérqicipation of most, if not all, of the individuals
involvea. In this sense, each membér of a social system is dependent v
on every other member for that sysiem'é maintenance (cf. the example of

a.baségall game) . Thus, the larger a socia%raystem, the larger the

\/

radius of interdependence.
'

IR
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. 'It has been argued that the self develops by way of the dual’

" processes of "gquantitative exp§nsion" (with regard to the number of

’

* viewpoints that an individual is able to consider at any one time) and

"qualitative upgrading" (with regard to the social rules that an
individual presumes operative). Another way of putting this would be

to say that the extension of one's concept of person expagds- -= and in

the‘prpcess one's. concept becomes more abstract -- as an increasing f'

number of viewpoints of others are seen to interlock to form ever
1argeu social systems, From a developmenpal point of view; therefore,
not/éily are persons‘interdependent-for the possibility of evolving
through each developmental step, but as well, as development proceeds,

the radius of one's interpersonal dependence .grows,
! s

. o
This expanding radius of interdependence became evident as develop-

ment was traced through thé three major milestones of social concept
evolufion:- Thus, it bec;me apparent that at the earliest level of
development, social concept emergence requires interaction (at minimum)
with only one significant othér. At the next step of developmept,
however, in order for the child to moqe'from the "play" to the "fgame"

stage, he must first be exposed to "Ceaﬁ\functioning.” This requires

the co-operative interaction of. two or more individuals other than the

. child himself. At the very highegt levels of social ‘concept develop-

3
ment, if éytonomous/ethicdi interactions are to become manifest, this

would require, in principle, the co-operative interaction of all persons
¥

insofar as they are persons, While this latter notion of "kingdom of

o
t

N
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ends" (Kant; 1956, 1967), "cult of man' gDurkheim,,l§51), or "man
coming to recognize his species being" (Marx, 1967) is undoubtedly
idealistic, the principle that underlies it is the same as for all

sogial systems; namely that the emergence and/or maintenance of.

social rules -- whatever the degree of abstraction -- requirés the co-,

operation of all those involved. Such is the nature of interpersonal

interdependence, and such, no doubt, is the source of the profound

“respect for persons" that individuals engaged in moral thought are

A .

purported to develop (Downie and Telfer, 1969; Peters, 1966; Harris,
/
1968). '

A Metaphysical ?oint_of View

Social Order (196&). He says that since i

" A ﬁajor conglusion of the present Concept of Person theory is
that the actions of ﬁersons are féeé:from fhe behavioral molding
forces ofithe external environment, only to the;extegt that they are
influenced by the imagineq :Eewpoints of others. The theory argues,
in other gorﬂs; ;hat the freedom of a%l persons lfgg in their capacity
to co-operate with one another. If one takeSW‘he term "metaphysical"
in its literai sense -- meaning ''beyond nature" -- it is in this sense
that personsncan be sald to be interdependent from a metaphysical '
p01n£ of view. -

)

Caoley argues the same position in ﬁié‘book Human Nature and the

1

.
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2

it is only through . . . soclal development that mankind has
emerged from animal bondage into that organic* freedom,:
wonderful’though far from complete, that we now ‘enjoy .
it is . . . only common sense to say that we exercise our
freedom through co-operation with others. (p. 50)

Of the oft cited philosophical problem concerning man's individual

iree(will, Cooley says:

, If you think of human life as a whole and of each individual

as a member and not a fragment, as, in my opinion, you must if
you base your thoughts on a direct study of society and not
upon metaphysical or theological preconceptions, the question’
of whether the will is free or not, is seen.to be meaningless
. It is gften necessary to consider the individual with
reference to his opposition to other persons, or to prevailing
tendencie$, and in so doing it may be convenient to speak of
him as separate from and antithetical to thé life about him;

“but this separateness and opposition are inc¢idental, like the

right hand pulling against the left to break a string, and
there seems to be no sufficient warrant for extendlng it into
a general or philosophical proposition.

There may' be some sense in which the question of the
freedom of the will is still of interest; but it seems to me
that the student of social relations may well pass it by as

‘one of those scholastic controversies which are settled, 1if at,

all, not by being decided one way or the other, but by becom—
ing obsolete. (p. 56) -

An Existential Point of View

?

Q

‘On the basis of the presupposition that "existence precedes sessence,"

* An organic view of the relation between society and the individual
"gtresses both the unity of the whole and the peculiar value of the
individual, explaining each’by the other. . . . A well-develaoped

individual can only exist in and through a' well—developed whole, and

vice versa" (Cooley, 1964, p. 36).

’

“‘Lh‘n,‘wuaw.%u T
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.

existenfial philosophers argue that man has the capacity to create his

’

own essence. What existential philosophers mean by "essence' is
something akin 'to "raison d'€tre." Thus, to argue that persons are
¢ ' »
+ existentially interdependent, is to argue that they are interdependent »

<

with regard to creating meaning in life.

N

Existential interdependence is the topid of Buber's books I and Thou

'(1958), Between Man and Man (1961), and Knowledge of Man (1965). Buber
argues that neither man alone, nor man in the collective, can find mean-

jng: it is only through participation in genuine interpersonal encounters .

]

that man can come to realize his essence.

Of modern indivjdualism, Buber says (1961) that "to save_ himself
from the despair with which his solitary state thpea&ens him, man resorts
to the expedient of glorifying it" (pp. 241-242). He says that "modern

individualism has [thus] eséentially an imaginary basis" and for that

reason founders because ''imagination is not capable of actually conquering

the' given situation” (p. 242),

+
r

0f modern colféctivism, Buber (1961) says:.
i . .

° . . . .

Man in a collective is not man with man. Here the person is
not freed from his isolation, by communing with living beings
which henceforth live with him; the ''whole," with its claim
on the wholeness of everyman, aims logically and successfully
at reducing, neutralizing, devaluating and desecrating every

+ bond with living beings. That tender surface of personal
life is progressively dgadened or desensitized. Han“g

‘ ~ '
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£ . .

w , .
isolation is' not overcome here, but overpowered and numbed,
‘ (p. 242) .
J i aa
' . In place of this "false alternative" of individualism versus ,
collectivism, Buber offers a genuine third alternative -- "by 'genuine'

being understood a point of view which cannot be reduced to one of the

~ *

first two, and does not. represent a mere compromise between them" (p.
244), In the .following, the reader will note the éimilarity between

what Buber calls the third alternative of the "in betwegn," ang what

2

has here been referréd to as the '"leap toward uniqueness" -- the third

and final milestone in social concept development. Buber (1961) says:
‘

-

The fundamental fact of human existence is neither the
individual as such nor.the aggregate as such. Each, con-
sidered by itself is a mighty abstraction.  The individual
is a fact of existence in so far as he steps into a living
relation with other individuals. The aggregate is a fact
‘of existence in so far as it is-built up of living units
of relationm,. The fundamental fact of human existence is
‘'man with man. (What is peculiarly characteristic sf the
human world is above all that something takes place between
one being and another the like’ of which can be found no-
where in nature. Language- is only a sign and a means for
it. Man is made man by it . . . . It is rooted in one
being turning to another as another, as this particular

+ - other being, in order to commumicate with it in a sphere
which is common to them but which reaches out beyond the
sphere of each. . I call this sphere, which is established
with the existence of man as man but which is conceptually
still uncomprehended, the sphere of "between."  Though
being realized in very different degrees, it is a primal
category of human reality. This is where the genduine
third alternative must begin,

The view which establishes the concept "between" is to
be acquired by longer localizing thedrelation between
human beings, as is customary, either within i{ndividual
souls or in a general world which embraces and determines
them, but in actual fact between them. (p. 244)

“
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In his book The Social Self (1954), Pfuetze argues ‘that there ‘are

siriking and significant similarities betwéen Buber's theoretical position

"and 'that of George Herbert Mead-- two thinkers otherwlse widely ‘divergent

and uncongenial in many respects (p. 9). Their major+similarity lies

t

in the fact that they both argue that man's essence is realized only |
;:1 ‘
through interpersonal interaction; their uncongeniality rests in their

dlvergent starting points, viz: American, social behaviorism versus

European existential personalistic, theology ' '

. ; :
a

What Pfuetz fails to note is the way Bubér and Mead differ and in

that sense masks the major point of each., Pfuetze does not point out

13

that, uniike Medd, Buber is not making any claims about the lggically

Ry

necessary conditions for the existence of the self. Quite the contrary.
In order to enter a dialogical "I-Thou" relationship -~ i.e., in order
to take up the role of another in Buber's sense —- the existence of an

individual® self is:already presupposed*. This just is the gift that

one brings to "the between" -- one's very self. While Bubér indeed - ’

makes the claim that one can only find one's "real' self through dialogue,

»

what he means by this, is that it is only through dialogue that a self

finds meaning, i.e., its reason for being. From Buber's wiéwpoint, once

-»

* Not only is the  individual self a. ,prerequisite for' the I- Thou\felation-
ship, but, as well, -2’ fundamental undetstagging of oneself, i.e., a meeting
between I and I, may also be a prerequisite. Thus, Buber tends to agreé
with Carl Rogers when he says:" I guess I have the feeling"tﬁat it is when
the person has met himself 'in that sense, probably in a good many different
aspects, ‘that then and perhaps only then, is he really capable of meeting

vanother in an I-Thou relationship" (The Knowledge of Man, 1965, p. 178).
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1

man understands that the "essence of man which is special to him can be

4

known only in the living relationship" (1961, p. 246), then "meaning is.
assured. The question about the meaning in life is no longer there,

Nothing can any longer be meaningless" (1958, p. 110).

2 .

Unlike Mead, whose concern.is with the minimum conditions of human
ekistence, Buber's concern is with the maximization of human potential.

From Buber's point of view, the critical aspect of ‘interpersonal inter-’

action is the extent to which it gives meaning to life.

' A Therapeutic Point of View

-

&
. To the extent that psychiatric disorders are a form of developmental -

arrest or regression -- as some have argued (Gunfrip, 1969; Arieti,
1974;! Kernberg, 1976; Kohut, 1977; Mahler and Kaplan, 1977; etc.) and
the data presented here suggest == the ,present developmental model of
self has importa;t implications with regard to the treatment of those
disofders. Since the éodel argues that developwent is a function of

”,

the quantity and quality of the interpersonal interactions in which an

" individual paptakes, it follows that a necessary ingredient of success-
' i

ful treatment will be the establishment of a nurtuxing relationship 3
between therapist and client. This supposition is in line with the
Rogerian thesis (1961, p. 44) that.in the treatment of pgychiological

disorders, it is not so.much the theoretical orientation of the therapist

that is important, as it is the capacity of the therapist to enter into a
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« genuine relationship‘with his client. Of this aspect of ‘therapy, Rogers

t Tt ‘ 2
a says: . .

'

o

The more that the client perceives the therapist as real or

genuine, as empathic, a% having an unconditional regard for

him, the more the client will move away from a static, fixed,
. s . unfeeling impersonal type of functioning, and the more he
A, will move toward a way of functioning marked by a fluid,
changing, acceptant experiencing of differentiated p%fsonal }
feelings.\ The cd¥nsequence of this movement is an alteration ;
in personality and ‘behavior in the direction of psychic health
and maturity and more realistic relatdonships to self, others,
’ and the environment, {p. 66)

[

wsbartFs.

In a similar vein, Guntrip (1969) describes-Fairbairn as saying that [

RPN S

since "the patient cannot surrender his internal bad objects until the
analyst has become a sufficiently good object to him" (p. 311), a critical 3

;  element in therapy is the degree to which a therapist can be "human,

. . ( , .
natural, and real" (p. 312). 0f training analysis, Guntrip quotes’

u

Fairbairn as saying: . o

‘The geason, basically, for a training analysis, is not primarily
to "learn a technique," but to make sufficient progress towards
" becoming a whole or integrated person, capable of effecting a
real relationship through genuine care for and understanding of
the patient enmeshed in his subjective difficulties. Only that
. could justify us in thinking that we have the right to offer to ‘
another human being a chance to find his own unity of true self-
— : hood in and through his dealings with us. (p. 312) S

i The Guntrip/Fairbairnian approach is referred to as an “object-
{ . . relations” approach. It is founded on the assumption that human nature ' i

is based. in a "Iibidinal drive toward forming good relationships"

N
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'(Guntrip, 1968, p. 19), ana that the self only becomes a '"person through
meaningfuIBreiationships,” which in optimal circumstances, are formed ;
first with "mother, then the family, and finally, with thegever—enlarging : \
world" (p. 243). With regard to psychological disorderé, a major aim of / 3 \
the object-relations app{oach is to provide a "corrective experience" ’

for an individual as far as his interpersonal encounters are concerned.

@

e N

i

An object-relations approach can be seen in contrast to both a -

traditional Freudian approach and a behaviorist approach. A traditional ’ A
Freudian approach is one that is based on the assumption that 'the id,

man's basic and unconscious nature, is primarily made up of instincts

4 ot TORBEGRGE T L

which would, if permitted expression, result in incest, murder and other

crimes. The whole problem of therapy, as seen by this group, is how

S

to hold these untamed forces in check in.a wholesome and constructive

o W T s Ry

manner, rather than in the costly fashion of the neurotic" (Rogers,
1961, p: 91). , w
A behaviorist apgroach is one that is derived from either the s-s
or.s—r model of learning theory. The whole problem of therapy, as‘seen “t

~

by this::§oup therefore, is how to modify maladaptive behavior through

1atioﬁ{qf positive and negative reinforcements. .Of this more

Kl

"objective" approach to psychotherapy, Guntrip (1969) says:

the

Faced with such an enormous problem as mass mental ill-health
in the community we can be grateful for any sympton-relieving
treatment that can be proved to be helpful, whether behavior

. . ‘ . ’ »
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behaviqral approach, Guntrip (1969)‘says further that:

o 191 '
therapy drugs, ECT or any other kind; but psychotherapy accepts

the responsibility* of worKing for something more fundamental;
long—tkrm stabilizingﬁchanges in the total personali;y (p.

325) /
-/

-

With regard to the apparently superior "scientific base'" of the

. a great deal of psychiatry and behavior therapy today is
‘an unrecognized attempt to make science take over our responsi-
" bilities for human living, At a time when philosophers of ' -

. sclence are themselves expanding the concept of science,

psychotherapy must disentangle itself from a false subordination
to the orthodox scientific outlook of the last few centuries.
The business of science is not to be a substitute for our human
living as "persons,” but to give us the tools with which to
carry out our purposes: Sclence mnnot take over, or provide
any substitute for, the essential human activity of making
personal relationships in which we can experience the reality
of both ourselves and other people, and thus find meaning and
value in living. Psychotherapy is a part of this essentially
"human living' and its aims cannot be achieved by any impersonal
material technique. Psychotherapy must use phychodynamic
knowledge which has its own objectivity and is the only truly
"psychological science,” as a tool in the service of human ,
personality and its rights to be given personal relatlonships
of a kind which will permit and "facilitate" (vide Winnicott)
growth to maturity of personality. (p. 326)

A Metatheoretical Point of View

It was assumed at the outset, and shown to betrue in the execution,

“

that a formulation of an adequate model of human action would require

* It is also of note that psychotherapy is also accepting the responsi- -
bility of attempting to shorten the course of treatment so thiat it can
be made available to an ever increasing number of clients (cf. Davanloo,

Sifneos, 1979).. P
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3

the combined insights of an interdisciplinary approach. To the extent
that the model is seen to be adequate, therefore, it thereby supports

the metatheoretical conclusion that persons qua theorists are inter-
’ .

dependent. It argues that like personal development, theoretical
development requires that -theorists from different disciplines "consider
the viewpoint of others.”

[ 3

a) Psychology/Sociology’

In his article "Superego and the Theory of Social Systems' (1964a),
Parsons argues, in particular, for the need for co-operation and
communication between the two disciplines of psychology and sociology.

With regard to their divergent viewpoints, he says:

v .
Psychoanalysis, in common with other traditions of psychological
thought, has naturally concentrated on the study of the person-
ality of the individual as the focus of 1its frame of reference.
Sociology, on the Qther hand, has equally naturally been
primarily concerned with the patterning of the behavior of a
plurality of individuals as constituting what, increasingly, we
tend to call a-social system. Because of historical differences
of perspective and points of departure, the conceptual schemes
arrived at from these two starting points have in general not
been fully congruent with each.other, and this fact has

occasioned a good deal of misunderstandings.” (p. 18)
’ s

With regard to the possibility of a common meeting ground, he says:

o~

The essential ataiting point of an attempt to link these two
bodies of theory is the analysis of certain fundamental features
of the interaction of two or more persons, the process of

L% Sl
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, ,
interaction itself being conceived as a system. Once the

essentials  of such an interactive gystem have been mdde
clear, the implications of the analysis can be followed in
both-directions: the study of the structure and functioning
of the personality as a system, in relation to other
personalities; and the study of the functioning of the
social system as a system. (p. 20)°

A _ T -
. Parsons goes ‘on to suggest that\this analysis of the "fundgmental

-

features of the interaction of two or more persons- has hever been
r/ ‘

'adequately carried out, precisely because this is an .area of' study that

1%

- has hitherto "fallen between the two Stools of psychology’ and so¢iclogy

(p. 20). He says:

-

" On the one hand, Freud and his followers, by concentrating
on the "single personality, have failed to consider adequate}y
the implications of the individual's interaction with other
personalities to form a system. On the other hand, Durkheim
» and the other sociologists have failed, in their concentration
- on the social systém as a system, to consider systematically
the implications of the fact that it is the interaction of -
personalities which constitutes the social system with which
they have been dealing, and that, therefore, adequate analysis
of motivational process in guch a system must reckon with the
problems of personality. (p.. 20) \

‘
N

-, ‘
Ofthe field of "object-relations" that forms the corner-stone of

the present developmental model of self, Parsons says (1964b):
. - ) ’
« + « the field of "object-relatioms'" (is) ,the most important
area of articulation between psychoanalytic theory of the
personality of the individual and the socio%ogical theory of
the sttucture and functioning of social systems. (p. 79) *

. . *

Elsewhere he says (1964b): ‘ . :

OO Ll
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. . throughout the course of personality development,

identification, object-choice, and internalization are

processes of relating the individual to and integrating him K
in the social system, and, through it, the culture. Since '
these processes are a relational matter, eventually techmical-

analysis has to be applied to both sets of relata, as well

as to the relationship itself Had Freud lived long enough

to enter more deeply into the technical analysis of the

object-systems to which the individual becomes related, he

would inevitably have had to become, in parR a soclologist,
,for the structure of these object-systems is-- not merely is

influenced by -- the structure of the society itself.

Essentially, Freud's theory of object-relations 1s a theory

of the relation of the individual personality to the social

system, It is a primary meeting ground of the two dis- ’
» ciplines of psychology and sociology. (p. 107) . .

’

-

b) Psychology/Psychology

»

\ -

Within the field of psychology itself, the study of human action

v

has taken two quite different theoretical routes, viz:

the "external"

(Mahoney, 1977), "objective" (Guntrip, 1965), beﬁavioriéz,'approach,
cognitive/psychoanalytic, approach.

.
’ “
‘

Trgdft;onalry these two apprdaches have been pfésumed mutually

versus the “internal," "subjective,"

exclusive.

‘ Reténtly howéver, a revolution for 1ntegrat%on (Mahoney,

.

1977) has been under way. Not only are theorists now arguing the

"complementarity" with respect to understanding human action o

(Bandura, 1974; Mahoney, 1977),. but as well, g dramatic rise in

Y eciecticism in the arel of psychotherapy has recently been noted o SF

(Garfield and Kurtz, 1976). . - -

™ ] L . . '
i} . Fy . O N
The present developmental model of self ﬁrgues strongly for the
. . ' ’

B BT ST W VT ARRRR e T DL

s e

PRSI

- A

o R e ST ¥ DS B s e 07




-

need 'of such-a detente. More specifically it argues that an understand-

+

ing of the behavior of man qua animate beilg requires an appeal to

‘learning theory, whereas an understanding of the behavior of man qua

person requires an appeal to the cognitiae/psychoanalytié approach.

-

With regard to the relative weight of these two apﬁroaches, the

model argues that at lower levels of social concept development, an

P

' external approach will have greater explaﬁétory pbwer thae/an internal

.

approach; but that at higher levels of social concept development, the
'S

. reverse will be true. This "gradual shift" argument find interesting

-

corroboration in the‘gradual "external - internal" shift that has been ,

found to take place in the development of'self—concepts in children.

’

Rosenberg (1979) summarizes the results of one such study in.the

following manner: . :

3 s

To summarize, when asked what the person who knows him bes'
knows that others do not, the older child tends to answer in
terms of a psychological interior --a world of general

emotions, attitudes, wishes; and secrets =— while the-younger
.child is more likely to respond in terms of a social exterior --
a world of behavior, objective facts, overt achfevements, and'

manifested preferences. The younger child's view is turned
outward, toward the overt and visible; the older child's view
is turned inward, toward the private and invisible. .

' Self-concept development, then,would appear to.follow an

extremely interesting course, the child grows’older, he

"becomes less of a demogtapher,/lzzgyj; a behaviorist, more of
a psychological clinician. _Expressed in broadest terms,

with increasing age, the child becomes less of a Skinnerian,
more of a Freudian.. (p7 202, emphasis Rosenberg's) ., .

: / : ~

c) Philosophy/Psyghélogy/Psychology

\ . o 0
" . . .
t ©




. . ‘
Irrespective of the enormous tangles that are generated in these .
’ philosophiéél debates, the a priori assumption that the self isran ]
"all-or-nothing" phenomenon is rarely questioned. As we have seen,

. theory and research. We can specilate, therefore, that had philoso-

'self is not the examination of the ‘impact and implicatioms of the

196 L , ,

v \
"y
It has long beenlassuped in ph{losophy that metaphysical questions

S,

concerning the nature of the self have a critical bearing on a number

o -

of important issues such as: whether man is free or not; whether he

is responsible for his ownIbehavibr or not; whether genuiﬁe moral o 3

thought and action are ﬁossible or not. For the most part, these
questions are posed in precisely thesg dichotomous terms*.* Either

human 'beings have selves, or mi?ds, or are conscious in a way that
- { > :

renders ‘them different in kind from other objects in the universe; or

they do not.

t

-

hawever, such a view of the self runs contrary to both developmental
o

e v
phers been more atuned to the work of developmental theorists (e.g.,
. f . S
Loevinger, 1976; Kohlberg, 1968, 1969), they might have more seriously

. L3
considered the following maxim: what is important in the study of the

14 N
presence or absence of a self as such, but rather the examination of .

AIN

the impact and implicajions,of the presence ofva self that is more or

lessideveloped.

. P N
* With the‘notable rexception of Parfit who argues that personal identity
ts all-or-nothing in its logic, but a matter of degree in its nature
(1971a, b). ) . . P .

‘
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: Although developmental theory may have had little impact on

philosophical thinking, t!&s'is qot.true of‘psychoagglysis or behavior-
loism. Given the mutual anfagonism of th¢§e two approaches, however,’
Bhilosopﬁers have had'difficplty incorporating the insights of either.
It can be speculéted that had there been'less friction within the fi;ld
;}\psycholoéy itself, the philosophical picture ‘of '"persons" might have

| . " been quite different. Contrary to their traditional mode of disjunc-

tive "hinking, philogophefs might have realized that-if ifconxrast

between pergons and non-persons can be made at all, it can not be made

with onl§ one theoretical stroke. Ratﬁer than arguing, as‘Stréwson.
does in his important paper "Persons" (1959), that the uniGerse.can be
’ divided up into two basié particdlars, ﬁameiy physical objects and
. éersons, a'third optiomymight have become evident. This third option
is that the universe can be divided up into three basic pargiculars:
! .
physical objects, animate beings; and persons (see Eigure 9).

‘ ' , . . ¢
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persons
whose. action

can be understood
through a reference to
the laws of

animate beings
’ whose behavior

can be understood interpersonal
: through a reference . * interaction
physical objects to the laws of
whose learning theory
movement ' .
can, be understood 8 . )
through - ' . ‘ )

a reference to
, the laws of L
the physical sciences

1

., Notet’ Rorty (1965) argues that an ontological question concerning
whether entities are essentially the same or different (e.g., persons
and physical objects) translates into an epistemological question
about whether their apprehension requires a reference to the same
or different theoretical frameworks. It is argued here that the
explanation of (i) the movement 'of physical objects, (ii) the

« behavior -of animate beings, and (iii) thé actions of persons.each
requires a reference to a unique theoretical framework. According
to Rorty's'criﬁfrion, therefore, ‘this tripartiée epistomological
distinc¢tion serveswgs a ground for the ontological claim that each
of these entities i85 essentially different from the other.

~

Kl 1 ’

' Figure 9. A tripértite distinction:
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Y The importaﬂce of recognizing that persons are essentially different
from animate beings as well as physiéal objects can not be over-emphasized.
Contrasts not only sharpen our focus, they are a precondition of it. The

notorious difficulty in elucidating the differentiating characteristics
, S
of persons, has been at least partially a consequence of the fact that

w

too few philosophers have recognized the category of non-persons as
itself dyadic. When ﬁhilo;ophgrs employ the,"ﬁersons versus non-persons
contrast" as a technique for illuminatiné the former, they fail to
‘recognize that the gulf s too wide and the Qoidlis filled with unécknow-

ledged and different markers, viz, between persons and non-persons

including animate and inanimate beings and between animate beings

o
a .

ipcluding‘persons as agailnst inanimate objects and so on - all of which
results in a great wasteof energy and ﬁisundersﬁanding*. The fact that
one and the same being, can proﬁide a demonstration of human action,

animate behavior, and inanimate moveément, ought to have been warning -

r
[}

* See for example, Passmore (1955) and Heath (1955) who argue that there
is a'necessary confusion built into the notion of "intention" and

the role which intention plays in directing human action. " On the

one hand there is a behaviorist or "coheremce" model which holds that

‘one can impute intentions to an indiy}dual on the basis of observed
cohetrence of action, and on the other hand there is the '"mental ante-
cedent" or "planning" model which holds that! intentions must be conscious.
After exploring the ramifications of each of these models, Passmore

" concludes that "each account has us saying what we don't want to say,

or not saying what we do want to say." It geems to me, however, that.
the problem of which of\these two models to. refer to when discussing
the role of intention in behavior quite straight-forwardly dissipates
with the recognition that it depends upon whether one is focusing on ’
animate behavior —- human or otherwise —- which is intentional in the
coherence sense, or on the "sejf-conscious" action of persoms, which
ig intentional in the "comscious" sense.
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. enough for philosophers that the quality of the examination would be
) determined, to'a Jarge extent; by th% ﬁuality of the inittal categoriz- .
o , -

ation, Since animate behavior is_gb obviously differént in, kind from.
both inanimate movement and human action, it is an enigha why so many
b ’

philosophers have systematically ignored this "bridging" ‘phenomenon.

'Since the raising of questions always creates stakes, it may be that
4 . -

they perceived that the lesser evil of a lost debate, would be the

apithet of determined but sophisticated molecules, rather than dumb

«

o and ordinary.Skinner rats.

2
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APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

Questions Measuring Tendency to Self-Protect.

You will get'hurt less often, if
you assume that most people will
let you down ( + ).

Never tell anyone the real reason
you did something unleSs it is use-
ful to do 8o ( + ).

Anyone who compietely trusts any-
one else is.asking for trouble

(+). ) ‘

If it wereA't for a lot of bad luck

. which I've encountered, I would be
much more of a success today than I
am (-+ ).

Péople are either good or bad ( + ).

Sometimes you have to hurt other
people to get what you want ( + ),

Women are lucky because they can
get married and live off men ( + ).

A stranger 1s a person who can not
be trusted and who must be studied
carefully ( + ).

It/is smart to be nice to important

people even i1f you don't like them
S (+ ).

The best way to handle people is to

tell them what thgy want to hear

(+).

Q

[N,
. oy “ o1
PR T

R

[ g A

; . .. e
s - - ¢ T .
] 4 ‘%‘;ﬁﬂ' L LTI e LS ey s S0
. ".: X ‘o . - - - = I

TOTAL:

* Questions take;\?rom "Hachiavellipnism" test (Christie, 1969);\

r M S sig.
659 4.3 2.6 001
.658° 3.4 2.3 001

.64l 4.5 2.8 .00l
.595 3.7 2.7 .00l
.563 2.9 - 2.4 .001
546 . 4.1 2.7 .00l
544 2.9 2.2 .001
.526 3,5 2.3 .00l
469 4.6 2.5 - .001
456 . 3.3 2.1 .00L
M=~ 37.36  SD= 14,15
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Questions Measuring Conformity.

It is important that a woman should
put her husband and family. first

(+).

Despite what women's lib says, women
are happiest when they get married
and have children ( + )\

It is important that one's personal
feelings do not get in the way of
one's daily chores ( + ).

« A
Homosexuals are sick people (" + ).
Without a strict set of unbreakable
rules, co-operation within groups
usually breaks down into endless
chatter ( + ). »

Getting too emotional is not good
for anyone ( + ),

People should always be friendly
and nice ( + ).

What youth needs most is strict

:discipline, rugged determination,

and the will to work ( + ).

A wife should love, honour, and obey

her husband ( + ).

Having good manners is very important

I('f“).’. t’

° »

|

N

€

I M
.785  5.0°
.652 4.0
/615 5.5
.606 4.1
.602 5.2
.578 5.2
.555 5.3
.552 5.4

©.543 4.7
.515 7.3
M = 51.62

SD Sig\
2.6  .001
2.4 .00l
2.5 .001
2.7  .001
2.5 .00l

"2.7 .00l
2.4 .001
2.4  .00L
2.4~ .001
1.8 .001

SD = 14.66

* Questions taken from the "Balanced F-Scale" (Athanasiou, 1968).

.

.
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: c)”ﬁ Questions Measuring Tendency to be Conservative.

o

1.*

R o

R

v

_abolished ( - ).

-

Homosexuals are s}ck people ( + ).

What youth needs .most is strfct
discipline, ruggmd determination, -
and the will to work ( + ).

Strict law enforcement is‘necessary
to preserve social tranquillity

(+).

Most censorship of books, movies,
or television . is a violation ,of
free speech and ought to be

i

1 would say that I believé in the
capitalist philosophy and that I
am proud of it ( + J.

It usually helps the child in later

years if he is forced to conform to
his parents' ideas ( + ).

ﬁany modern paintings have both
beautx’and purpose ( - ).

Novels of stories that tell' what:,
people think and feel are more
interesting than those which con-
tain mainly actionm, romance, ., and
adventure ( - ).

¢

. Sex’' offenders should be treated

with expert care and understanding
rather than punishment ( -.).

It is very important that people
do not burden one another (+ )

TOTAL:

»

r M
. .665 4.l
578 5.4
;Tssa 5.8

539 4.7°
507 4.7
461 ;18
421 3.8,
397 3.6
357 4.0 |
31 5.5

"M = 44,13

.

SD  Sig. -
2.7 .001
223 .o01
2.3 .00l
2.5 .001
2.3 .001 _
2.1 .001
2.4 .001
2.3 .001
2.6  .00L
2.4 ,001
SD = 11.52

. * Questions taken from the "Balanced F-Scale,” (Athanasiou, 1968).

. ' kk Question taken from the "California F-Scale," (Adorno ‘et al., 1950).

[
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d) Quegtions Measuring High Moral Thought.
9. - . - . S ) "

et 1.* ' Things work best when peopIéxctig;nn~ ' '

— ‘themselves with their own welfare .682 6.4 2.2, .001
- . and let otﬁers take care'of them— L
o selves ( - ) . . . . ; .

. S 2.4 An individual who has not caused . Z

. T . another person's misfortune has .678 - 7.0 2.0 .001

. ' no goral obligation to help the -
othér person { - ). N '

3.% The mere fact that one group or
‘nation is prosperous and another . .
is' not, places no moral obligation .658 © 6.5 2.3
on the "have" group to improve the : T

- lot of the "have not" group (.- ).

4.* | People should leave the prevention ' . T .

< ' of immoral acts up to those whose - . 637 ° 6.6° 2.4 °\_ .00l

jobs are specifically concerned with e -y o
such preyention ( - ).

—
’

.
e 4 it o o e v e

5.% .. Whether an individual acts to pro- Qﬁ%é ' ~
* ~*  tect the welfare of persons beyond , )
“his circle of friends and relatives 637 5.3 . 2.6 . .001
is"a matter of personal preference . - ’
. hot woral obligation ( - ).
' ¢ RN .
6% One's major obligatioh to other men .
L is to let them alone sop that they .614 6.6 2.0 , .001
A ) . may sink or swim by their own I
efforts ( - ) &, 1. : -~ .

v
e 4T e i 0 Y (RO A . ot e

-

7.° It is bettet to ignore a person in - _
o ‘need when one feels no personal - . ' .
fTe compadsion for him than to act - .526 6.2 2.4 001
compassionately out of a sense of )
obligation (- ) ’

&g 8.% Acting to protect the righcs and in- Cor N ‘
R terestsof other members of one' 8 . 499 6.3 2,0 001
! ‘ connunicy is a major obligation for . " .
ot all persons ( + ).

. - . . i . , " i B
. ' . , . ’ . ot . . . '
. b 1 L} -
, . f . . '
D . e 4 ' N .
. N
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9.% 'Not ‘only does everyone have-an An-
alienable right to life, liberfty o

R and the pursuit of happiness, h .415 6.8 2.1, .001
) also has an equally inalienable =~ :
moral obligation to protect others
from’ having these rights taken away

(+). "¢ . '

. 10, There is a sense in which man's . .
death makes his life somewhat ’ 2341 5.8 2.6 .001
.~ meaningless ( -). ’
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e) Questions Measuring External Orientation. . !

L R cmstig e g T+ ey

: LS
. . T M SD Sig. °
»
1.* I sometimes feel confused about my-
self because there seems to be so .817 5.2 2,8 .001
s  many "parts" of me to fit together , . 3, .
(+). ’
2.% I quite often feel "gpaced" ... not - "
really in touch with myself ( + ). V777 /2.8 .001
' . 3.% I quite .often get the feeling I'm
; : not really the "same person" ( + ). - .739 5.4 2.7 .001
t . b, % I quite often find myself wondering
; - who'I am ( + ). \ 712 5.4 2.7 .7 .001
: ’ 5. I feel very “uncomfortable with
: : people who don't make it clear how .  .623 5.0 2.4  .00L
they feel about me (‘+ .
% 6.% When I think about it, I' quite often
: do things because of external pres- 614 4.8 2.5 - .001
: sure (parents, friends, etc.) (+ ). R
; 7.% I have so many conflicting views, of ,
. myself that I sometimes think that .607 6.0 2.6 * .001
! the statement "ignorance is bliss" . .
| is true ( + ). ' )
i o 8. % I feel very uncomfortablé when I M -
; * ‘ don't know how I stand in the eyes 604 4.4 2.6 .001
i N\. of people around me ( + ). g )
! 9.% It helps me to believe in a person, ‘ e
‘ who can make me forget my own .525 bob 2.3 .001
‘ worries ( + ). '
1 10.% It's_very important to me to have, or - )
i - - _ get a job which others respect ( + ). 490 4.7 2.5 .001
‘ ' ( , | o |
’ : r“ = . ' S = .'
1 TOTAL 7 M=51 32. — __2\ 16 §8 .~
. . L ) ' +
N

- * Questions taken from Christian, (1967)., : =
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Questions Measuring Social Isolation.

Sometimes I feel all alone in
the world ( + ).

The world in which we live is
basically a friendly place ( - ).

Sometimes I feel very distant from

people even when I am with them

(+).

Real friends are as easy as ever
to find ( - )

Our culture today, has really hit
the "pits” (+).

alone in

‘ he middle of a large
universe

+ ).

éometimei%f feel like a tiny speck

People are’ just naturally friendly

and helpful ( - ).

One can always find friends if he
shows himself friendly ( - ).

There are few ‘dependable ties
between people any more ( + ).

With a little patience and under-,

standing, communication with others

‘. is really very easy ( - ).

o TOTAL:

&
°

.

a

r M
639 5.7
.578 5.0

550 6.2
546 6.5
545 455
45 5.4
521 . 5.1

]
505 3.2
485 4.1 .
447 3.2
M = 48.87

. * Questions taken from the "Alienation Scale," (Dean, 1961).

A
sD Sig.’
j 2.8 .00l
2.4 .00l
2.4 . .00l
2.6 .00l
2.3 - .001

L )

2.8 .00l
2.3 .001
2.‘1 oool
2.5 .001
2.0. .00l

SD = 13.02
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g) - Questions Measuring Anomie.

1.

2, k%

5. %%

[}

There are so many values these days,
that it is hard to figure out what
to value at all ( + ).

There are so many ideas about what

is right and wrong these days that =~
it is hard to figure out gow to

live one's life ( + ). ‘

The oniy thing that one can be sure
of today is that one can be sure of
nothing ( + ).

[ 1

'Peoples'(ideas chahge so much that
I wonder if we'll ever have any-
thing to depend on ( + ).

Things' are changing so fast these
days' that one doesn't know .what to
expect from day to day ( + ).

Really I haven't ™a clue' of what

&4Jlife is all about -- and for that
matter I don't think anyone else
does either ( + ).

We have lost control of the world,
" and"will never regain it ( + ).

I often wonder what the meaning of
life really is ( + ),

We are just so many cogs in the
machinery of life ( + ).

~There is no® much chance that people
will really do something to make

this country a better place to live
in ( + ). '

® ‘ TOTAL:
" ) : '

it

.773

.733

.720

.673

.645

", 601

.582

.568

.552

534

=

4.2

4.4

T 4.4

4.0

4.9

Wu
(=3

3.7

5.8
4,4

4.1

El

M = 43,25

2.6

2.7
2.2
2.4
2.3
2.2
- 2.7

2.5

2.1

.

.001

.001

.001

©.001

SD = 15.34

3

*% Questions taken from “Aliepation Via Rejection," (Streuning.and Richardson,

3, .

x Questions taken from "Altenagion:Scale," (Dean, 1961)..

1965) . '




h) Questions Measuring Sense of Well-Being.

r M S0 st
1.%  AIl in all, I am inclined ta feel that
' toe I am a failure ( - ), .800 6.3 2.7 .001-
- 2, %% Oon t:hé whole I am satisfied with
myself (+ ). . .784 5.6 . 2.7 .001
3, k% I feel I do .not have much to be proud
of (-). .799 - 6.6 2.6 .001
. - ’ -
” b4 *R At times I think I am no good at all .
‘? i (-). . .765 5.2 ) 2.9 .001
sj: . '5.% I am certain}y lacking in self- N -
j N confidence ¢ - ). : .755 4.9 2.8 .00l 2 !
' 6. The thing I like about myself, is just ' 8
i ' . about nothing ( - ). . 754 7.3 2.3, .001
, 7.% I usually feel that life is worth- - ’
i ~ while ( + ). 744 7.0 2.2 .00L
E 8. %% I wish I could have more respect for
g myself ( - ). .706 4.9 2.9 .001
é 9.% Life usually hands me ‘a pretty raw )
i . del,al (-). : .688 6.5 2,5 .001 .
5& 10.* I don't seem to care what happens to , o °
g’ me (- ). .686 7.2 2.6 .001
5 v . . . . v
§ 11. Pick the face which 1s representative
% of how you usually feel (+ ). -« = ,665 6.1 1.5 .001 1
? ' . L ' 4 N . h .
R 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 . . ¥

s 12, I have a profound sense of well- Lo R o
§ being ( + ). - 650 5.3 2.4 001 '

\ . '

\
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14, %
15, %=*

16, **
17.%
"18.
19 &
20.

&

1

When in a group of people, I have
trouble thinking of the right thing
to say ( - ). -

My daily life is full of things
that keep me interested ( + ).

I take a positive attitude toward
myself. ( + ).

I feel that I'm a person of worth,
at least on equal basis with others

(+).

-Several times a week I feel as if

something dreadful is about to -
happen ( - ).

There are many times when I am so
unhappy I can hardly stand it ( - ).

"1 am able to do things as well as

most people ( + ).

Pick the face which is represen-
tative of how you feel right now
(+). ’

2 3 4 .5 6

N

_ TOTAL:

13

I

640

. 6\36

.622

©.617

.596

.590

.589

~.518

.
. .
.

7

=

5.5

5.8

5.6

7.1
6.7

5.3

6.4

5.9 .

2.5

2.2

2.6

2.9

2.3

1.6

3

.001
.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

4

t ‘
’ u
.3
.
. ‘ “
S
o . "-
8 9 ° 3

M = 122.26  SD = 33.43

8

* Questions taken from the "California Psychological Inventory," (Gough,

1956).

** Questions taken from the "Self-Esteem Scale," (Rogénbﬁrg, 1965).
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Questions Measuring Tendency to Lie.

I do not like everyone I know ( + ).

I do not@alwa&s tell the truth ( + ).

I get angry sometimes ( #‘).
I 'gossip a little at times ( + ).
At times I feel like swearing ( + ).

Sometimes when I am not feeling well

1 am‘cross ( + ).

Once in a while I put off until
tomorrow what I ocught to do today
(+). .

Once in a while I laugh at a dirty
joke ( + ). .

I like to know some important people

[La]

.590°

L3645

.542
541

.534
.503

v,
.483

- 3.9

=

2.9
2.0
2.2, -
2.6
4.0

2.7

2.5




*1,
*%2

*%3

5
*6.
LI ';*7.
*%g
k9,

*10,

**11,

*x12,

*%13,

N & -,
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APPENDIX II

SENTENCE COMPLETION STEMS

»
{

I should like to

-

Raising a family -

a. (complete only if you are a woman)
When I am with a man

b. . (complete 6nly i1f you are a man)
When I am with a woman

If I could,onl
2 N

0

When they avoided me

e

Most important

2

‘If my mother

The thing I like about myself is

-

. What gets me into trouble is

Other people are
My mother and I
Education

Women are lucky because

O o e o o
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i
i * .
, . . . .
; *14. If I could change anything I . .
; , -
‘ **15. When I am nervous

k%16, a. (complete only if you are a woman) ) ’

» A woman feels good when

5 A s

b. (complete only if you are a man)

A man feels good when S :

ol

" **17. ¢ When someone won't join in group activities
‘ N ‘
1 . *%18, . . When people are helpless o : 4 1
*19. What bothers me most -
%20. ' The people I like best ( : i
*%21. Men are lucky because !
*%22, 1 feel sorry
No -
*%23, If I can't get what I yant‘
- *k24, My father S ‘ L.
*25. If T am put under pressure '
] ] .
SR . kkQ6, My main problem is ’
s . N
**27, I am
: ) %28, I am happy when - ‘ | S T
3 R ". N
- ’ ’ . JE— —_— e - ————— ,__’_. - o » \:
A ' ° o ‘

)

e A 80 ST M e ~ Rl s oo, ahm s s
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s *29,
© 0 k%30,
*%3],

*32.

»

Raiiin T T P O O .
°

" 246 «
-’ v . N

I want ‘ ‘ . ) \

a N /’ A \

If my father

N

-When they talked about sex I )

My

1f

People thiﬁk I am

Its fun to day dream about?

'

(complete only if you are a woman)
The worst thing about being a woman
(complete only if you are a man)

The worst thing about being a man

conscieﬂce bothers me if

. i
I were in charge ‘ .

** Stems from Loevinger and Wessler (1970).

* Stems from Aronoff (1970).

o

.

& .
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APPENDIX 1II

N : STIMULUS CATEGORIES FOR MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALING

/’
1. Your mother (or stepmother). . B
2. Your father (or stepfather);

3. Your brother (or a boy nearest your own’age who is most like a
' o ' brother to you). A

4. Your sister (or a girl nearest your own age who is most like a.
sigter to you).

prona——
©

U1_-

Your wife (or husband) or your girlfriend (or boyfriend). - If {
i ‘ this does not &pply, a person you might like to be your girl-
. : friend or boyfriend.
§ 6. Your closest friend of the same sex as yourself.
: : 7. A friend of the opposite sex whom you would like to be closér to.

s 8. A friend of the same sex whom you would like to be closer to.

- 9. A person of the’same sex as yourself who you once thought was a
: * good friend but who strongly disappointed you later. M

10. A person known to you personallynyith whom you wole be most
willing to talk over your personal feelings.

L I s L N L ]

11. A person you know who for some reason appears to dislike you. °

. At e ?

12. A person you would most like to help or for whom you feel sympathy.
: s 13. Acperson with whom you feel very uncomfortable.

14, A person of the opposite sex to yourself who you once thought was
- a good friend but who strongly disappointed you later. i
- . - ,« . ) ~
15. Your closest friend of thg opposite sex. .
» 16. The warmest person you know. : ’ o 4 7

17. A person you trust the most.

18.  Yourself. - 3 . .




