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PREFACE

In this chapter, current social concepts which have largely derived from informal
cognitive, quasi-cognitive, motivational, socialization, and clinical theories, as
well as from more formal social-learning approaches, will be examined, and an
attempt will be made to cast the phenomena’ with which they deal into a
consistent, operational, and parsimonious framework. To this end, simple and
well-defined conditioning concepts will be used, in a way that readily meets the
canons of objectivity and parsimony, to order behaviors ranging from the simple
responses of infants to the complex responses of adults in complicated settings.
The issues dealt with in this chapter are thus generic for all theories of social
development, regardless of their orientations, their heuristic flavor, or their
degree of formality.

We will begin our attempt by detailing some of the basic building-block
concepts of a conditioning analysis, demonstrating their plausibility with examples
from both research and life settings. For those readers who remain with us
through this didactic introduction, our operational-learning approach will then
be applied to a wide variety of substantive and practical issues, and analyses wiil
be made of some focal behavior systems in life settings in a context where extant
theories in the area have been characteristically informal or unsystematic and
often posed in obscure cognitive or motivational terms, For these purposes, this
chapter has been divided into the following main sections: an introduction to the

Constructive critical comments on segments of the first draft of this paper were made
by D. M. Baer and A. J. Caron. I am alse indebted to Karen Stingle for her assistance in
the earliest phase of the writing of this paper, to Solemon Schimmel for his help in the
ﬁflallpl?ase,. and to Laura Rosenthal and Danielle Spiegler who provided dedicated and
discriminating assistance at all phases of its preparation. The opinions expressed herein
are those of the author, and do not necessarily represent the position of NIMH.
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58  THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO SOCIALIZATION

milien of social-learning theory; the definition of the socizl environment; key
constructs of social-learning analyses and their operating modes; additional
implications of the approach for life settings; the effects on behavior of gross
shifts in the maintaining environment, and of privation and deprivation; an
evaluation of abstractions often employed in social-learning analyses; two key
social-learning processes—imitation-identification and dependence-attachment ;
and an evalvation of the role of motivational conceptions in social-learning
analyses. 7

INTRODUCTION
The Milieu of Social-Learning Theory

Stimulus-response (S-R) approaches to the social learning and socialization of
the child commenly attempt to order, in terms of basic 5-R concepts and prin-
ciples, many of the same phenomena and issues that have been highlighted by
clinical-developmental theories, which have characteristically used less formal
ar explicit approaches to theory development and less systernatic research pro-
cedures. Indeed, the early S-R social-learning approaches were inspired partic-
ularly by Freudian psychoanalytic theory with its implicit emphasis on learning
conceptions and its explicit emphasis on the importance of early experience in
determining later behavior systems, as well as by its treziment of specific issues,
like anxiety, in the clinical literature.

Several general S-R approaches have set the tone for consideration of social
learning in the past quarter century. In the 1940 and early 1950’s, approaches
in the Hullian tradition perhaps did most to attempt to bridge the gap between
the laboratory and the life setting (cf., e.g., Hull, 1943). The outstanding ¢on-
tributions in that tradition were those of Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer and
Sears (1939), Miller and Dollard (1941), McClelland (1842, 1951), Mowrer
and Kluckhohn (1944), Scars (1943, 1944, 1951}, Miller (1944, 1948a, 1948b,
1951, 1958, 1963), Dollard and Miller (1950), Mowrer (1950, 1960a, 1960b),
and Whiting and Child (1953). From the late 1940's to the present, Skinner (1948,
1953) began attempts to extend his general conceptions and mode of approach to
the social case, and was rapidly joired by researchers and theorists influenced by
him (e.g., Bijou, 1955; Bijou & Baer, 1961, 1965; Ferster, 1961, 1963). Their
work has contributed much to the contemporary flavor of the field of social
behavior and learning. And, in the 1950°s, Rotter (1954) and his followers
began to publish their applications of learning principles to social behavior,
although to date their approach has not had its full impact on the field,

The present analysis will concentrate mainly on issues and potential solu-
tions stemming from the learning traditions of Hull and Skinner. A number
of writers have approached social Jeamning and development from views not
very different from those taken in this chapter, and some of these are noted
throughout this chapter for both background and detail. A recent summary
and zppraisal of $-R strategies and tactics and social-learning theories of
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child development, written at an introductory level, can be found in A L.
Baldwin (1967} ; while a well-balanced systemt‘ic consideration of the scope
of personality study (which overlaps social learning) 5 the role of theory in it,
and its relation to learning approaches can be found in Farber (1964).

In the last decade and a half, important technological advances have been

made in the practical application te life problems of the concepts of acquired

stimulus control over behavior, and the stimulus conditions (for the rr‘u?st
part social) which maintain that behavior. Stemming mainly from the utility
of Skinner's (1938, 1933, 1954) operational concepts, these. advapce§ were
made in the applied areas of behavior modification and education, The 1mp'act
of this technology has also served to confirm and broaden our understanding
of generic stimulus-control Issues in social-learning contexts (e.g., Ferster, 1961,
1968; Ullmann & Krasner, 1965; Baer, Peterson & Sherman, 1967; Lovaas,
1967; Etzel & Gewirtz, 1967). There have alse been a number of specific at-
tempts to devise, improve ar update particularly the “motivational” constructs
of social-learning approaches (McClelland, 1951; Skinner, 1953; J. S. Brown,
1953; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell, 1833; Rotter, Seeman & Liver-
ant, 1962; Miller, 1959, 1963; Hill, 1960; Bandura, 1962; Bandura & Walters,
1963; and Cewirtz, 1961h, 19672, 19675, 1968a, 1968b). Attention has also
been given to the conditions which can function as social reinforcers (e.g,
Bijou & Sturges, 1959; Gewirtz, 1956b, 1961a, 1961b; Bijou & Baer, 1963;
Stevenson, 1965; Zigler, 1963b), and to sefting (context) conditions WhicP}
quelify the functioning of stimuli in their several roles, in particular stimuii
from socizl sources {e.g., Gewirtz & Baer, 1958a,.1958b; Walters & Ray, 1960;
Stevenson & QOdom, 1961, 1962; Landau & Gewirtz, 1967; Gewirtz, 19671,
1967b, 1969).

In the past decade there have also been conceptual and empirical advances
in the substantive area of early social development and learning (e.g., Brack-
bill, 1958; Rheingold, Gewirtz & Ross, 1959; Gewirtz, 1961hb, 1965, 1968b;

Weisherg, 1063 ; Bijou & Baer, 1965; Walters & Parke, 1965; Etzel & Gewirtz,

1967), as well as in social-learning analyses and applications performed under a.
number of key, partially overlapping social-learning rubrics, ncluding among
others: achievement {e.g., McClelland et al., 1933} ; aggresdon (e.g., Sears,
Whiting, Nowlis & Sears, 1953; Bandura & Walters, 1963; Walters & Parke,
1967) ; attachment (eg., Gewirtz, 1961b; Walters & Parke, 1963); cm:zﬂwt
and displacement (Miller, 1944, 1948b; Dollard & Miller, 1950} ; conscience
and morality {e.g., Sears, 1957; Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957; Burton, Mac~
coby & Allinsmith, 1961; Aronfreed, 1963; Aronfreed & Reber, 1963) ; delay
of reward (self-imposed) (Mischel, 1966b); dependence (eg., Sears et al.,
1953; Beller, 1233, 1959; Gewirtz, 1956b, 1961b; Sears et al., 1957; Bandura &
Walters, 1963; Walters & Parke, 1964 ; fear and anxiety (e.g., Miller, 1948a,
1951, 1959 ; Farber, 1954; Bandura & Walters, 1963} ; imitation and identifica-
iion (e.g., Miller & Dollard, 1941; Mowrer, 1950, 1960b; Seward, 1954; Sears,
1957; Whiting, 1960; Bandura, 1962, 1969; Bandura & Walters, 1963; Sears,
Rau & Alpert, 1965; Gewirtz & Stingle, 1968); and sex role and sex typing
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50 THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO S0CIALIZATION

{e.g., Sears et al, 1957; Maccoby, 1959; Burton & Whiting, 1961; Sears et al,,
1965; Mischel, 1966a; Bandura, 1969}. Finally, a variety of analyses and
reports published by theorists operating within traditiens which have not em-
phasized learning conceptions (for instance, “cognitive-developmental” or
psychoanalytic) may bear directly on social-learning issues or conceptions
{e.g., A. L. Baldwin, 1955; Bronfenbrenner, 1960; Kohiberg, 1966, 1969;
Lewin, 1946, 1951 ; Piaget, 1950, 1952; White, 1939).

Scope of this Chapter

In analyses of social learning, nonbehavioral theorists have used complex and
often seemingly inefficient (unparsimonious} censtructs te order the overlapping
areas of cognitive and personality development, parent-child relationships, social
learning, and socializaticn. A considerable gap has existed between the variables
used in their empirical studies and the sequential details of stimulus-response
interchanges required for learning analyses, In this chapter we attempt to bridge
much of this gap. Rather than emphasize global concepts like environments or
traits, which summarize stmuli or responses through lengthy time spans, our
approach calls for a finer analysis of stimuli, responses, their interchange at a
particular moment, and the sequences of such interactions across successive
moments.

Empirical work to date shows that it is both reasonable and prefitable to
conceive of social behavior as following the general laws of behavior, but with
the relevant stimuli mediated by the behavior of persons rather than by other
environmental sources. On this basis, our study of human social behavior proceeds
in the same way as learning-based studies of other behavior classes: by analysis
of the variables in the environment, both in the present and of the past, that
control behavior. Such concepts can provide a flexible model for ordering
the complex developmental patterns characterizing the child’s socialization, by
detailing the changing conditions of environmental stimulation in family,
scheel, and peer group settings accompanying this development. The changing
capacities of the child through developmental processes such as those indexed
in naturalistic approaches by the terms “organismic maturation,” “stages,”
“critical periods,” and the like (e.g., Piaget, 1951), might qualify this approach
but would not change its essential features.

In this chapter, we emphasize mainly conditioning concepts for positive
stimulus control, as they apply to social behavior systems. While fear- and con-
flict-based concepts are considered as a proper part of this, a detailed examina-
tion of those concepts and of the techniques of aversive contrel on which they
are based is put off for another occasion. As it is unlikely that any significant
features of social development and socialization are based exclusively on such
mechanisms, this tack simplifies the analysis, and seems to result in little loss
of explanatory power or scope. Indeed, it permits a more detailed considera-
tion of the topics covered and a more complete treatment of some key
methodological and theoretical issues. Finally, given that a minimal number
of medifications of the basic concepts are introduced, this tack makes possible
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a relatively unencumbered evaluation of the plausibility or a.deq‘.}acy of. the
use of basic operational concepis to understand hov'v va.rlatlons in environ-
mental conditions (ie., differential experience with stimuli} can affect social-
behavier outcemes in early human development.

DEFINITION OF THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

The terms “environment” and “stimulation” occur often in everyday discourse.
These terms aiso occur frequently in analyses of child development, wh'ere,
similarly, they have been erployed more intuitively than precisely. Characterized
as “wh.olesome” or ‘rich,” these terms are frequently invoked as.causes of
certain patterns of development, and occasicnally as labels for efcperxmental or
remedial treatments. However, there are neither universal deﬁmtion? nor ¢con-
sensually defined operational indices of environment and stimul.a.tmn,. or of
their derivatives “love” or “warmth,” and as 2 corollary, such dimensions as
“environmental wealth,” that extend from poor or deficient to rich or abun-
dant, can have no a priori meaning. Without behavioral criteria, these concepts
are essentially useless both for understanding human social development and
behavior technology, and may be best suited to literary ventures.

To be useful in an analysis of the impact of experience on the chilc?.’s
behavior, the concept of environment must have a basis in functional i:ritena,
specifically the control of ar impact on behavior by stimtlli. Emphasis n:xust
be placed simultaneously on the environment and the behavior of the organism,
for there can be no fruitful independent definition either of stimuli or of be-
havior. Environment, under our functional definition, is restricted to those
stimuli impinging upon the organism that affect his behavior in some way.
Tnder this conception, a large number of physical events that have no detectable
effect on the organism’s behavior would not be considered part of his environ-
ment; and, similarly, movements by the organism are not considered responises
until they are observable and are shown to be under the control of stimuli,

The social environment consists of those functional stimuli which are
provided by peaple ; and soctal behaviors are those under the actual or potential
control of social stimuli, in either their acquisition or maintenance, or both. It is
arbitrary whether learning that occurs in a social context, but that is, or subse-
quently comes, under the control of nonsocial stimuli, is labeled social. Except
that stimuli occurring in natural settings are likely to be more variable than
stimuli in contrived laboratory experiments, and that the term social stimuli
usually denates those occurring in natural settings, there is nothing intrinsically
special about stimuli provided by people or about social settings as contexts for
learning. Thus, the term “social learning” simply defires a category of learning
that involves stimuli provided by people but that follows the same principles
as nonsocial learning.

We do not mean to imply, hawever, that because it has no special inherent
qualities, social learning is not an important topic for stdy. Because of the nature
of civilization, social learning, which is involved in man’s dealings with other
human beings, is perhaps the most indispensable class of human learning and
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accounts for many of the distinctive behavioral qualities of human beings. So
much cueing and reinforcement in complex human-learning situations is of a
social nature, e.g., discriminative settings for parental, teacher, or peer ap-
proval, that if social stimuli have not acquired strong discriminative and rein-
forcing value for the child, his learning may not reach appropriate levels.
Those who have a major deficiency in social learning are thus unable to fend
for themselves in society; and they are, in some instances, called “autistic.”
For these reasons, the study of the social envirenment and of social stimuli and
responses is most important. And this study must be carried out in the same
way as the study of nonsocial learning: with a careful analysis of stimulus-
response processes. For social learning is, after all, learning.

KEY CONSTRUCTS OF
A SOCIAL-LEARNING THEOQORY
AND THEIR OPERATING MODES

Before looking at socialization processes per se, it is essential to define the key
constructs of an operational learning approach and to illustrate their basic
cperating modes. This will enable us to delineate our problems more clearly.
These constructs are the same as those that have been used in analyses of other
classes of behaviors, As typically used, learning concepts order environmental
operations that effect systematic and reversible changes in definable, observable
behaviors. The operational concepts employed in this chapter do not differ
markedly from the empirical concepts of alternative S-R associative approaches
to learning. The number of constructs and cperations and the labels assigned to
them in a learning analysis are arbitrary. Further, the area is open to the addition
of new concepts and to the differentiation and refinement of already existing
concepts. In this analysis, we will stress the paradigm of operant {instrumental)
conditioning as heing most relevant to social-behavior functions (including
“perception”), although assuming that respondent {classical} conditioning may
operate concurrently and be responsible for many types of social learning. The
list that follows is not intended to be exhaustive, but only to give an idea of
typical iearning procedures and to suggest how these terms and procedures may
be applied to situations in the life setting.*

Responses

Tn instrumental learning, the concept of the response {operant} is one of the two
basic concepts. A response is any movement of the organism that is under the

*Although we will treat operant and respondent conditioning as independent paradigms
o simplify the didactic presentation of this chapter, we recognize that they may approach
and even overlap each other at several key points.

"The technical conditioning terms and symbols used are derived mainly from Skinner
11938, 1853) and Keller and Scheenfeld (1950). Our usage parallels that of Bijou and
Baer (1961, 1965}, among others.
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contro! of environmental stimuli. Thus, although a movement of the organism
is not necessarily a response, it has the potential to become one. A major assurnp-
tion in our approach is that at no level of analysis is there validity in specifying
responses without close attention to the controlling aspects (stimuli) in the
environment that affect those responses. Emphasis must be on the stimulus-
response unit; a response can only be defined in terms of the preceding and
following stimuli that control it, and a stimulus can be defined only in terms
of the responses it controls.

Because the meaning of a response is given by its functional relation to the
stimuli that control it {and vice versa), in a given context even an otherwise
trivial response like a bar press, button push, ear-lobe pull, or eye blink can gain
a functional status comparable to that of freely occurring clearly social behaviors
in human interaction in representative life settings, For example, these responses
may acquire a functional equivalence to an attention-getting dependence behavior
or an imitative-identificatory behavior.

In the natural course of events in ordinary social environments, many
responses of the developing child come to acquire considerable strength and social
meaning, and some of these will routinely change in topography with the
increasing capacities of the child. These responses include arienting, regarding,
tracking, reaching for, holding, clinging, vocalizing, smiling, laughing, and
the like. Furthermore, as we shall note repeatedly in later sections, there have
been suceessful attempts in the laboratory to condition varicus socially mean-
ingful responses in the very young human infant with diverse, mainly social,
reinforcing stimuli {(summarized in Horowitz, 1968; Lipsitt, 1963, 1967). These
include eye contact, smiles, and decreases in crying by two months (Etzel &
Gewirtz, 1967), and smiles (Brackbill, 1958) and vocalizations (Rheingeld et
al, 195%; Weisberg, 1963) around three to four months. {Further, there has
been speculation that differences {Gewirtz, 1963] detected in smiles to a human
face at four weeks of life between groups of infants from kibbutz and institu-
tion settings may be due to differences in conditioning opportunities before
that time.) These social responses are in addition to a variety of responses
that do not ordinarily become social in life settings but which alse have been
instrumentally conditioned in the laboratory in the first months of life. The
latter include: head turning, conditioned as early as the first month (Papousek,
1967} for milk-formula reinforcement and at four months (Siqueland, 1964,
and at two and three months for social and nonsocial visual-display reinforce-
ment (Koch, 1965, 1968; R. F. Caron, 1967); nonnutritive sucking as well
as nutritive sucking for milk-formula reinforcement (Kaye, 1967) ; and manip-
ulative responses maintained by visual displays (eg., Rheingold, Staniey &
Caoley, 1962; Lipsitt, Pederson & DeLucia, 1966}. Respondent conditioning
of various autonomic responses has been demonstrated in the first weeks
and months of life (as described in Brackhill, Fitzgerald & Lintz, 1967; Lipsitt,
1963, 1967; Horowitz, 1968; Papousek, 1965, 1967}, but will not be empha-
sized in our treatment in this chapter for reasons that will be detailed later.
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Stimuli

Stimuli are environmental events that affect the responses of the organism. They
can play a number of roles defined by their temporal relation to the response
{contingency) : they may function to evoke, cue, or reinforce behavior. Before
the immediate or long-term response outcomne of a stimulus can be predicted, the
role of the stimulus in the particular situation raust be specified. It is axiomatic
that no acquisition can occur in the absence of stimuli, and the limiting case
for predicting acquisition, therefore, occurs when there are no stimuli available,
Further, when reinforcing stimuli are available, their effects on behavior are
qualified by such factors as the temporal gradients of delay between response
and stimulus, schedules of reinforcement, and the program or temporal se-
quence of application, as well as by whether or not there are background
events present that mask (or change) either the stimuli presented or competing
responses to those stimuli. Thus, when environmental events do not occur in
such a way as to affect behavior, they are not functional insofar as they do
not constitute stimull for the organism {Gewirtz, 1968a, 1968b).

Discriminative stimuli. A stimulus that systematically precedes a rein.
forced response can thus signal that the response, if emitted, is likely to be
reinforced, and is termed a discriminative stimulus or cue (5P). It controls the
probability that the response will accur in the manner required by the reinforce-
ment schedule. For example, a child may hecome conditioned to respond {e.g.,
by reaching out and smiling) to the appearance of his mother's face if these
resporises, when she appears, are systematicaily followed by functional reinforcers.
In this case, the appearance of the mother's face would be said to function as the
discriminative stimulus for the child’s reaching out and smiling. The absence of
this stimulus, or the presentation of other stimuli in whose presence responses are
systematically not followed by reinforcement, is conventionally indicated by the
label 52 (“S delta™), Tf stimuli are to merit these labels, the probability of the
child’s emitting the response must increase in the presence of the S and decrease

in the presence of the $4, as a result of such systematic differential association
with reinforcement,

Reinforcing stimuli. Reinforcement represents one basic way that system-
atic changes in behavior can be affected by differential experience with recurring
stimuli. When the critical stimuius apparently responsible for the strengthening
or maintenance of some index of a response is identified in an operational learning
approach, it is ordirarily termed a “reinforcing stimulus.” There are at least two
major paradigms for the operation of such stimuli. In the most frequently used
paradigm, that of operant {instrumental) conditioning, a reinforcing stimulus
is an event which systemnatically makes more or less probable (i.e., “strengthens”
or “weakens”} an identified response when made repeatedly contingent upon it.
This usage has come to give the term reinforcement much of its contemporary
tone. Under the respondent-conditioning (Pavlovian, classical) paradigm, each
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presentation of a pravi.ously neutral.('to be conditi?r.ted)dstimuluze is rlfgilluw::i
by an unconditioned stimulus that elicits an unco_ndltlone re'spc.m . s ph

dure is termed reinforcement when the result is a systematic increase in the
- ;r;iliw that the originally neutral stimulus will elicit a response similar to or
Erge;vati;re of the unconditioned response. Some experi.me.ntal characteristics

i to each paradigm; others operate in both, While the respondent-
e itioning 16l i ion i i der than the operant, both
conditioning reinforcing ope_ratlfn is of a different or
termed “reinforcing. )

have"?}i:, under an oper?.tional approach, any recurring event 18 lab;l.ec:1
wreinforeing” if it makes systematically more (m: less} probable a tespﬁnse wi u;,lt
it regularly precedes {in the respo-ndEnt parzfdlgml) or follows (:;1 t] ; :iper;on
paradigm). The class of reinforcing operations is ‘opﬁn-, and the distinc 5
between the labels “reinforcement” and “condltllomng is, for most purposes,
one of semantics. Thus, under each conditiening par.adlgr:n any of a lfn'g;
number of stimulus-response contingency operatiofls may in principle be classzﬁle
as reinforcing when response strength is systematically iaf_fected l‘)y the provision
of a stimulus. Also, there exist a large number of c.ondltlons (st{mulus deprl‘-za-
tions, response sets, and the like} which can qualify the eﬁ'ecm:eness of re1n;
forcing events. The remainder of this section is devoted to a detailed tre:a‘tmfen
of reinforcing stimuli as they function under the operant-conditioning
pam%in;er the operant-conditioning paradigm, any stimulus '1? termed d.a
reinforcer (5%) when its presentation or removal contm.gent upon (i.e., immedi-
ately following) a response systematically affects certaiz attributes of' tha‘t re-
spense (e.g., its probability, rate, amplitude, la.te.nn:yJ resistance r.n exnnc.tlon}z.
A contingent stimulus whose systematic presentation leads to an increase in the
strength of a response and whose removal leads to a dec‘rease 1r§, al'cs strength is
termed a positive reinforcer {in the past often termed a “reward ),_And whw?n
the removal of a stimulus contingent upon a response lea_ds to an increase in
response strength and its presentation leads to a decrease in re?ponse strer{g_izh,
the stimulus is termed a negative reinforcer. Thus, the presentation ofa positive
reinforcer and the removal of a negative reinforcer by definition have a similar
effect which may be termed reinforcement. For example, thle removallof" nega-
tive reinforcers, such as when the parent stops an older child frc?m hitting his
younger sibling, can be potent reinforcement for the child’s SEE.Ek.ll’.lg help fn_)m
the parent {behaviors typically labeled “dependent,” the aC(‘quIBltlf)n of which
is considered later.) The contingent presentation of a negative remfmcel." and
the contingent withdrawal of a positive reinforcer that has been previcusly
available, similarly lead to a decrease in response strength and may be termed
“punishment.”

"The terms “reward” and “punishment,” although flavored with hedonic tone, hg;e
often been employed hy psychologists. As used in this chapter, th'ue terms can provide
historical context for some issues. However, my preference is to use in their stead the xnore
neutral terms reinforcement, positive and negative reinforcers, centingent aversive stirnuli,
and the like.
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It remains an empirical question which of the myriad potential stimuli in
the human infant’s milieu emerge at each growth point to function as uncondi-
tioned (“primary”}* positive reinforcers for his behaviors to effect learning.
Even sq, it appears thus far that a very large variety of events can function as
positive reinforcers inn early human life, in addition to those which are thought
to meet such organismic needs as food, water, and the removal of aversive cu-
taneous conditions including pain, cold, and wetness. However, with the excep-
tien of “food” (i.e., a milk formula) which has been studied extensively in the
past decade (e.g., Papousek, 1965, 1967 ; Siqueland, 1964 ; Siqueland & Lipsitt,
1966; Kaye, 1967}, even those positive reinforcing stimulus classes that have
been emphasized most in social-learning approaches are only relatively well
understood.

Thus, potential reinforcing stimuli that remain to be studied include the
sensory stimuli provided through diverse tactile, olfactory, taste, anditory, and
visual receptors. In certain contexts, some of these may be even more effective
than food and water. Such events could also acquire discriminative (cue) value
for behavior, It is likely that the potential stirnulus events involving the different
receptor systems will vary in terms of the absolute numbers of each which will
occur in the infant’s environment. Further, due simply to the mechanics of the
receptors, different preportions of these potential stimulus events will actually
come to function as stimuli for the infant. Thus, assuming that the events
provided are above threshold level, the position of the head in relation to the
visual event scurce and whether or not the eyelids are closed are examples of
mechanical “gates” in the visual receptor system; whether or not there is an
obstruction between the ears and a sound source is an example for the auditory
system ; and whether or not clothing can interfere with skin-contact events is a
limiting factor for the reception of tactile events. Further, competitive or masking
events for potential stimuli may be more frequent in the visual than in the auditory
realms, and more frequent in the latter area than in the tactile sector. In this
sense, when tactile events oceur, they may provide more potent stimuli than
auditory ones, and auvditory events may provide more potent stimuli than visual
ones.

Tt is recalled that in his early writings, Freud (1938b) speculated that contact
stimuli to “erotogenic zones” of the body provided through rocking, stroking,
kissing, and the like were very likely to be potent. In the conditioning language
of this chapter, such events would be likely to function as reinforcing {as well as
discriminative} stimuli. Further, there is evidence that visual stimuli can also
function as potent reinforcers, at least for three-month-cld children, as demon-
strated by studies on the reinforcing efficacy of changing visual displays (Rhein-
gold et al., 1962; R. F. Caron, 1967). Finally, there is suggestive evidence that
even simple vocal and/or tactile replies can reinforce such infant responses as
vocalizaticns, smiles, and eye contact (Rheingold et al., 1959; Etzel & Gewirtz,

“When a functional reinforcing stimulus terminating a chain hay an unknown history,
it is sometimes termed “primary" or “unconditioned” (e.g., appetitive stimuli, strong
noxious stimuli).
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1967). It is also likely that what some wo.uld term tl.le “intrinsically .intereéting’ ’
{or “se]f—reinforcing"). gross motor behaviors of the 1.11farft, such as hl;s Star?;gb?t
gross movements of his hands o ﬁnlgers, can l_ae mamtaxr‘xed by suc speci e
extrinsic consequences {ie, reinforcing s_tum.fh} as breaking beams of light and
making and changing patterns of visual stimuli. .

Further, it has been shown that the opportunity for a response can func-
fion as a positive reinforcer for some other unrelated response that occurs at a
lower rate, when the more frequent response is made contingent upon the occur-
rence of the less frequent one { Premack, 1959, 1962). Conversely, ‘makmg a
lower-rate response contingent upon a higher-rate response is Fqul\{alentl tlo
punishment of the latter {Weisman & Premack, 1966)'. This relz{tlons}up, origi-
nally isolated in rats, provides a basis for the EV"D?H.UOH and remfonceme?xt of
diverse child behavicrs in social settings, with minimal cencern for the sgrxtull
which might be maintaining those behaviors, This prinf:iple is o_ften implicitly
used by socializing agents to bring infrequent behaviors into H.‘Chl.ld.’s repertory.
Thus, in life settings a child who understands verbal instructions is oft~en told
that he will be permitted to engage in what is, for him, a frequent be}zzwlor only
after he exhibits (a given rate of) an infrequent beha?uor or a specified novel
response (one which he might not exhibit in the ordinary course of events).
For instance, going out to play may serve to reinforce doing homeworlf, Tead-
ing, practicing a musical instrurnent, or repairing the deck. In.a prehfmnary
application in a nursery-school setting, Homme, de Boca, DEV.ITIIC, Stemh.orst
and Richert {1963) increased the rate of originally low-probability be.hanors,
such as sitting quietly in a chair and looking at the blackboard,.by making con-
tingent upon them such high-probability responses as running around the
room, screaming, pushing chairs, or working jigsaw puzzles.

The association of a stimulus with a reinforcer can take various forms. By
temporal association with an already functional reinforcer, a previously neutral
stimulus can acquire functional reinforcing value, in which case it is termed a
conditioned (acquired, secondary) reinforcer (7). Presenting a functional (e.g.,
terminal) reinforcer on an intermittent schedule with respect to a conditioned
reinforcer will make that reinforcer more durable in maintaining responses (cf.,
e.g.,, J. Zimmerman, 1963). Thus, schedules can be devised to minimize, but
never to preclude, the requirement for a conditioned reinforcer be systemat-
ically associated with a functional reinforcer; at least occasional pairing will
always be necessary. The conditioned reinforcer may thus function as a proba-
bilistic “promise” that the functional reinforcer with which it is associated will
follow. (This parallels the definition of a discriminative stimulus which, as we
have seen, may be conceived as a cue that promises a certain probability of re-
inforcement if the correct response is emitted.)

A corollary of the concept of conditioned reinforcement {and the S-R
chaining conception that is examined later) is that, relative to its efficacy in
reinforcing a novel response {or a remote response in an 5-R chain), a condi-
tioned reinforcing stimulus will be more effective in maintaining the response
that immediately preceded it in the original conditioning situation (in the chain
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in which it acquired its reinforcing value), and it will do so as long as the
contingency between it and the functional (terminal) reinforcing stimulus is
maintained (assuming the latter retains its value for a child). The reinforcing
efficacy of conditioned reinforcers (and chain stimuli generally) has been fleeting
in many conditioning-test settings because researchers, often overlooking these
properties, have at the same time both employed an entirely new response (with
a very different topography) and removed the contingency between the condi-
tioned reinforcer being tested and relevant functional reinforcers. Under such
canditions, the conditioned reinforcer must, of necessity, rapidly decrease in
effectiveness at the same time and through the same process by which it is
evaluated,® (This issue will be elaborated further in our consideration of the
concept of functional autonermy of motives.)

Analogous to the conditioned positive reinforcer, a conditioned aversive
stimulus (or conditioned negative reinforcer) is a stimulus that systematically
precedes the occurrence of an aversive stimoelus and thus acquires many of the
properties of that aversive stimulus. It can decrease responses when presented
contingent upon them and increase responses when removed contingent upon
them. It similarly requires at least occasional pairing with the functional nox-
tous reinforeer to maintain its potency.

It is likely that under typical life conditions, a stimulus will be paired with
more than one functional reinforcing stimulus. Such conditioned reinforcing
stimuli, which could thus be effective under a wide range of setting conditions
(for instance, different kinds and degrees of deprivation), have been termed
generalized reinforcers {Skinner, 1953}, Tt has been proposed that relative to a
conditioned reinforcer associated with only one functional reinforcer, a2 general-
ized reinforcer Is more effective in maintaining respenses that precede it, its
reinforcing efficacy is less likely to be qualified by the momentary conditions of
the organism {e.g., deprivations), and it will be more resistant to loss of rein-
forcing value when no longer paired with a particular functional reinforcer.®

Many of the stimulus events which are reinforcing for behavior are supplied
by peaple and thus may be termed social reinforcers. They represent stimulus
complexes or elements, which for the most part are assumed to have acquired
their generalized positive or negative reinforcing value for the young child by

*In addition to tests of conditioned reinforcer efficacy under extinction conditiens and
in contexts where the contingencies between such a stimulus and the functional reinforcer
are maintained as in life settings {e.g., chained schedules), a third procedure is also available
for examining the reinforcing efficacy of a conditioned reinforcer: the concurrent schedul-
ing of primary and conditioned reinforcement. J. Zimmerman {1963} has found that a
rosponse can be indefinitely maintained by a conditioned reinforcer when a second response
is concurrently maintained by the primary reinforcer with which the conditioned reinforcer
is repeatedly associated. Like the chained schedule of reinforcement, and perhaps even
more 50, the concurrent schedule is typical of real life situations and thus a more rational
mode of examining conditioned reinforcement than extinction procedures.

‘Some researchers {e.g., Wike & McNamara, 1955, and Myers & Trapold, 1966) have
feund that the reinforcing value of generalized reinforcers (based on two primary rein-
forcers) has not been greater than that of reinforcers associated with only one functional
reinforcer, Even so, this hypothesis has been supported by scveral studies (e.g., Wike &
Barrientos, 1958; and Kanfer, 1960} and is still open to further experimental investigation.

'
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being consistently discriminative for {or associated with) not one but a variety
of funetioning reinforcers, including such vital stimuli as faod, water, and the
removal of painful stimuli,” as well as other tactile, visual, and auditory
events. (Social reinforcers, however, need not be generalized, as it is possible
that, under certain conditions, they would be associated with only one functional
reinforcing stimulus.) The human infant, helpless in early life, receives many
of the stimuli which are reinforcing for his behaviors through caretaking. More.
over, concurrently in the interaction context, an infant will be responded to by
adults, even when he does not exhibit an apparent “need,” as when he has
emitted a response which delights the adult, or at times simply because the care-
taker thinks him “charming.” These conditicns are assumed to lead to the
acquisition of strong reinforcing value by social stimuli provided by a caretaker
or parent, for instance, her near presence, attention, approval, and component
responses like her smile. Similarly, aversive social stimulus complexes, such as
verbal disapproval, and component responses like frowns, acquire generalized
aversive properties by being paired with various functional noxious reinforcers
for the individual.

Whichever stimuli caretakers consistently provide preceding or concomi-
tant with functional reinforcement to a young child are those which should
subsequently function as social reinforcers for him. Hence, particular social
stimuli will be differentially reinforcing for different children. Thus, attention
or approval may become a positive reinforcer for one child, a negative rein-

"It is possible that even the conditions of the appearance of foed or moderate degrees
of environmental change per se may be effective as reinforcing stimuli not on an uncondi-
tioned basis but rather as conditioned reinforcers. Moreover, their reinforcing value should
be extinguishable if the sequence in which they constitute an important occasion for rein-
forcement could be broken at some point. Thus, although the reinforcing effectiveness of
food appears to be under the control of periodic, homeostatic conditions, the stirnuli
provided by its appearance, smell, taste, and the sounds accompanying its prasentation, may
each have acquired reinforcer value for behavior solely on the basis of its positien in the
usually invariant sequence of events which leads uitimately to some terminal “uncondi-
tioned” reinforcing event. This possibility is generally compatible with the informal observa-
tions made by researchers that rhesus monkeys only slowly learn to eat food, Perhaps the
stimull provided by food come to function as conditioned discriminative and reinforcing
stimuii for the successive responses in S-R eating chains.

Similazly, environmental change in moderate degrees may be conditicned as a rein-
forcing stimaulus class. As the child grows, an increasing number of his responses will be
reinforced by a growing number of both apparently unconditioned and conditioned rein-
forcing stimuli provided by the increasingly direct effects of his ever-increasing success in
operating on the environment. As a function of its contiguous oceurrence with a large
vanety of potent reinforcing stimuli (perhaps even before most conditioned reinforcing
stimuli have developed as such for a child), moderate environmental change per se may
become a potent conditioned (generalized) reinforcing stimulus capable of maintaining the
behaviors of the child under a wide range of conditions {Gewirtz, 1961b; Bijou & Baer,
1?5_5). Thus, also, other stimuli which have generally been thought to operate on imcon-
dgtmned bases, such as those provided the child through contact-holding, as when he is
Ple_Ed up to distract or otherwise quiet him at times when he is in apparent pain, or for
feeding and other caretaking, may have acquired some portion of their reinforcing power
&,‘“’“Sh their association for the child with the potent reinforcing stimuli provided by the
disappearance (through distraction) of the pain, by “interesting” environmental changes,
ar by feeding and other caretaking.
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forcer for a second (as when it has consistently been made discriminative for
aversive stimuli), and nonfunctional for a third. Apart from standing for par-
ticular stimulus complexes, terms like attention and approval often serve as
helpful abstractions that loosely organize the great variety of component
stimuli which the caretaking environment can provide mcidental to remiorce-
ment. These stimuli include those provided by diverse comhbinations of speaking,
hugging, kissing, humming, singing, squeezing, smiling, nonsense vocalizing,
and grimacing. When such abstractions are reduced, as they must be, to their
component stimulus elements, it may be found that for some children, verbal
approval may operate as a potent reinforcer for behavior whereas nods or
smiles, also intended by an adult to indicate approval, may not be effective
(Gewirtz, 1961b; Bijou & Baer, 1963} . Even within such classes of social stimuli,
the responsiveness of children will vary depending upon their differential experi-
ences with specific stimuli. Thus, for a particular child one variant of an
approval word may be a more effective reinforcer than another variant {e.g.,
good as apposed to ¢orrect), or than the mere absence of verbal disapproval. Ttis
also likely that the reinforcing efficacy of social stimuli will vary according to the
similarity of a given setting to the one in which the stimuli initially acquired their
reinforcing value, Further, as will be seen in a later section on setting conditions,
the source of social reinforcers may also determine or qualify their functional
value for the recipient, depending on his experiential history with that source
person. When provided by different people, what appears to be otherwise the
same social stimulus could have quite different effects on the behavior of a young
child. Thus, stimulus complexes which are intended to constitute “love™ by the
dispensing agency would not operate as reinforcing stimuli for a child if they had
not been conditioned as such for him with respect to that particular reinfercing
agent. Moreover, as will he seen subsequently, this child will also differ from
others as to what constitutes a “sufficient” supply of the stimulus, the rate at
which he has been conditioned to receive it, and the like (Gewirtz, 1961b).

S-R. Chains

Responses and stimuli usually occur in 8-R. chains of varying lengths terminating
with a functional reinforcer (S®). The smallest functional chain consists of at
least $°-R-S". In longer operant chains, a response which occurs in the presence
of a discriminative stimulus is followed by the discriminative stimulus for the
next response. Since each discriminative stimulus can act as a conditioned rein-
farcer for the response it follows, stimull that originally may have been neutral
may acquire reinforcing value as they acquire cue value.® As long as their rela-

“There has been some controversy concerning the conditions for establishing a stimulus
as a conditioned reinforcer (i.e., whether a stimulus need he discriminative in order to
acquire conditioned reinforcing value). Keller and Schoenfeld (1950} cite the studies of
Schoenfeld, Antenitis and Bersh {1950) and Dinsmoor {1950) as evidence that discrimina-
tive stimuli and conditioned reinforcers are co-existenz: a stimulus can functien as a
conditioned reinforcer only if it has also been established as a discriminative stimnlus for
some response. However, Kelleher and Gollub (1962) and Kelleher ([966) have cited
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tionship to the functional reinforcer is maintained at least occasionally, these con-
ditioned reinforcers can maintain behaviors preceding them in chains, and‘hence
can support new learning (ie, reinforce new responses when mac’lta cnmmgtant
upon them).? Thiss, each originally neutral stimulus in an 5-R chain precedu"ng
the terminal reinforcer typically acquires two functions: it serves both as a dis-
criminative stimulus for the response that follows it and as a reinforcer {or the
response that precedes it in the chamn. ' ) .

Traditionally, social learning analyses have emphasized the reinforcing role
of chain stimuli. A stimulus that is found in many varied 8-R chains will be
discriminative for more than ene functional reinforeing stimulus (as is the case
with a large number of social stimuli such as attention or approval), and t'huslit
may function as a generalized veinforcer. Since it can condition and Fnamtftm
diverse approach tesponses under a wide range of cenditions, the reinforcing
vaiue of a chain stimulus when it occurs relatively late in diverse chains is also
emphasized in the present analysis. However, response strength in a ?hain may
testify not only to the value of the conditioned reinforcer following it but also
10 the value of the preceding stimulus that functions as a cue for the next chain
stimulus and for the terminal chain stimulus, Thus, when it characteristically
occurs at points near the beginning of numerous chains of diverse composition,
we will emphasize the discriminative value of a chain stimulus. In such in-
stances, it can set the occasion for the occurrence of numerous response-
reinforcement sequences, and thus, for our heuristic purpose, may be termed a
generalized diseriminative stimulus. Such generalized discriminative stimuli may
perhaps have two additional roles: they may effect increases in any of the instru-
mental responses that have occurred in that context {conditioned facilitation ),
and they may become discriminative for conditioned approach respenses spe-
cific to the person dispensing the stimuli. These two stimulus functions are
corollaries of the chaining conception, but to date have seldom received con-
ceptuzl or empirical emphasis.

Aversive chain stimuli can acquire generalized diseriminative and reinforcing
properties which are reciprocally analogous to the properties just noted for

studies (e.g., Ferster & Skinner, 1957; and Stein, 1958) in which stimuli were found.tn
Function as conditioned reinforcers without necessarily also functioning as discriminative
stimuli. Moreover, it was found that discriminative stimuli eccurring early in long operant
chains did not necessarily function as conditioned reinforcers. Although the evidence on
this issue is not vet conclusive, stimuli in 8-R chains appear generally to function beth as
conditioned reinforcers for responses preceding them and as discriminative stimuli for
responses following them,

°In passing, we note that several writers have remarked that the coaditions determining
the operation of conditioned reinforcement (particularly in the absence of the terminal
“primary” reinforcer of the S-R chain) are operationally identical with frustration condi-
tions, 1.e., interference in an 5-R chain of directed activity, even though conditiened rein-
forcement has equilibrium znd approach connotations and frustration has disequilibrium
and aversive connotations {e.g., Bower, 1953; Lott, 1967). As the issue is moot, and the
possible operation of frustration is confounded with conditioned reinforcement on the level
of analysis at whick we are operating and does not affect our case, it may reasonably be
ignored in our exposition here. When frustration is considered in a later section, note will
be taken of Amsei’s (1962) thesis that after reward conditions have become routine, non-
reward ran produce a frustration drive state affecting the incidence of responses generally.
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conditioned positive discriminative and reinforcing stimuli. In addition to the
effects of the contingent provision or removal of such {generalized) conditioned
aversive stimuli, and their discriminative value for a variety of responses, they
can have at least two other independent effects, depending on their relations to
behaviors: they can decrease various ongoing responses in the context even
without their contingent presentation (conditioned suppression)}, and they can
become discriminative for behaviors aveiding the conditioned {or unconditoned)
aversive stimuli (and decreasing or eliminating concurrent emotional respon-
dents).

Whole chains or large segments of chains may come under the control of
several different generalized discriminative and reinforcing stimuli, and may
aceur so regularly that they appear to be unlearned. When generalized discrim-
inative and reinforcing stimuli are social, they come to contrel much of the
interchange between people. The conditioned discriminative and reinforcing
stimulus concept as used here can be employed to order the phenomena ordinarily
classified under “acquired drive,” and on that basis alone is a key concept for an
operational analysis of social learning.*®

It follows from our jeint emphasis on the importance of co-defining stimuli
and responses that our approach requires detailed attention to the sequential
ordering of stimuli and responses in the study of interactions between two or
more people, and that this approach has greater explanatary power than a “one-
sided”” approach that attends only ta one person’s responses (sometimes through
lengthy time spans) and therefore misses important functional relationships
operating between the interactors. Only by attending to the sequence of stimuli
and responses is it possible to specify the conditions under which a response will
occur, and then to modify the response hy changing those conditions; thus the
S-R chain is the most appropriate (and hence potentially useful) unit of analysis
in social learning.

Stimulus Generalization and Discrimination

Stimulus generalization. The phenomenon whereby a response condi-
tioned in the presence of one particular stimulus {which thus comes to be
discriminative for it) is also emitted in the presence of stimuli which were not

*The occurrence of varieus originally unconditioned autonomic responses {i.e., “emo-
tional” raspondents such as increased heart rate, respiration, perspiration, or excretory
acts) in the presence of such conditioned aversive stimuli, together with some of the just-
noted properties of conditioned aversive stimuli, have sometimes been taken to reflect the
presence of conditioned “fear” {where there is an identifiable aversive stimulus) or “anxiety”
{where there is not, or where the effects of the stimulus are highly generalized ). Moreover,
they have served [or some as indices of a “drive state,"” whose removal-reduction has been
equated te reinforcement {Dollard & Miller, 1950; Miller, 1951}, A critique of the
adequacy of the discriminative and reinforcement facets of the conditioned reinforcer
concept is comsidered in a later section on the role of motivation in social-learning
approaches, where the postulation of “drive” is often gratuitous. The concept of “func-
tional autonomy of motives” provides the focus for this evaluation, in which the bases for
the introduction of terms like ““drive” and “motive” are also considered.

o
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earlier associated with the response, in proportion to their similarity to that
training stimulus, is termed stimulus generalization. It is assumned that the re-
sponse will b emitted (i.e., be generalized) to such new stimuli because of their
“gimilarity” to the training stimulus, that is, because these stimuli may contain,
along with irrelevant components, varying proportions of the relevant aspects
of the training stimulus which acquired control over the response in the original
acquisition context. Thus, also, it may be assumed that new stimuli; because they
may be in new contexts or vary along irrelevant dimensions, will often appear to
be different from the original training stimulus, although they are actually
functionally identical to it.** Thus, stimulus generalization is likely to oceur to
the degree that the organism has not been consistently nonreinforced for respond-
ing to stimuli varying along salient similarity dimensions from the training stim-
ulus. For instance, when a child conditioned to respond to the appearance of
his mother’s face by reaching out and smiling is presented with another face, the
probability of his reaching out and smiling should at first be a function of the
similarity of that face to his mother’s; and subsequently a function of whether
or not his smiles to that new face are reinforced. If the conditioned response
gither to the training stimulus or to its variants is not reinforced, extinction of
the response will result. Generalization along a stimulus dimension which is
defined not in terms of physical similarity but rather in terms of a learned
functional similarity by the child (e.g., different words wkile varying along
possible dimensions all belong to the same class) has sometimes been termed
mediated generalization,

Stimulus discrimination. In contrast to generalization, the occurrence of
a response o a training stimulusg or in one stimulus situation, with a correspond-
ing -absence of that response to stimuli varving from the training stimulus, or
in other stimuius situations, as a result of differential reinforcement, is termed
stimulus discrimination. ¥When the child is reinforced for responding to, or in the
presence of, a particular stimulus {SP) {or specifiable aspect of stimulation) but
is not reinforced for responses in the absence of the original stimulus or in the
presence of stimuli that vary in salient features from the original cue stimulus
(5%), or when he is reinforced for not responding to those different stimuli, his
response comes under the control of the presence or absence of the stimulus.
Responses under such stimulus contral are said to he discriminated operants.

Extending our earlier example, if the child’s reaching cut and smiling to the
mother’s face is frequently followed by functional reinforcers such as may be
provided by hugs, caresses, food, ete., and these stimuli are not provided (or are
provided to a lesser degree) when he reaches out and smiles to others, the prob-
ability that the child will respond to others will decrease and a discrimination

. "Such cases in which generalization maintains to the new stimuli which appear to be
different from the training stimulus seldom appear in the basic stimulus generalization
h_lerature, but may erdinarily be found in other literatures, such as that on concept acquisi-
tien. Thg:y may, however, be hasie for the use of “generalization” and “transfer’” conceptions
to explain the acquisition of complex behavior systems, such as language.,
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May be said to have been established. Hypothetically, if reinforcing stimuli
were provided to a child nondifferentially by each of a large number of care.
takers, the occasion for discrimination learning would be less likely to oceur,
and the child should be equally responsive to all caretakers (and perhaps to
Strangers as well}. A child reared under such conditions, which would be more
likely to occur in institutions than in family settings, would also not be given
the optimal circumstances for acquiring differential “attachments” to people
{which process will be discussed in a later section}.
Thus, generalization and discrimination represent reciprocal definitions of

the same phenomenon and provide convenient foci for the consideration of
vatiations of the basic acquisition process of stimulus control of responses. In-
deed, there can be postulated a dimension of treatment cond:tions involving
varying degrees of differential reinforcement for the Tesponse to a stimulus,
ranging from those which yield pure stimulus generalization {i.e,, no discrimi-
nation) at the start of a test series to conditions which yield pure stimulus dis-
crimination (ie., no generalization). Gradients of response across stimulus di-
Mensions are expected to fall more steeply from a maximum at the training
stimulus as training (and test) conditions approach those for discrimination

{Gewirtz, Jones & Waerneryd, 1956). In this context, it can be seen how the

types of experiences a child has with the stimuli in his environment can affect

his subsequent learning and the degree to which his responses will come under

stimulus control. As much of social learning involves the acquisition by stimuli
of discriminative contrel over the responses of the developing child, the dis-
¢rimination-learning process outlined is particularly important in eatly life.
Moreover, it provides a useful model for studying the development of early di-
mensional learning by the young child.

Dimensional learning. Tt is readily assumed that the discrimination.
learning trials in which responses are followed by reinforcement constitute
dimensional-learning trials. However, it is our contention that dimensional
learning is also dependent upon the discrimination-learning trials in which
responses are not followed by reinforcement. The assumption is that, in discrim-
Ination learning, the child learns to discriminate not only the occasions for
reinforcement (SP) bhut, at the same time, the occasions for nonreinforcement
{5%), On this basis, it is thought that a child comes to discriminate between stimuli
varying along salient dimensions {e.g., height, area, brightness), and that his
responding o sets of stimulf in terms of such dimensions constitutes dimensional
learning. Moreover, it is assumed that the efficiency with which the child comes
to discriminate these salient differences is a direct function of the positive S?
and negative $* instances he has experienced, in terms of their number and
range, the propertion of each set, and like factors.

It is therefore important that a child be provided with a wide range of
diverse environmental events, through which he can acquire many varied dimen-
sional discriminations. To facilitate such dimensional learning, environments
might be designed to provide stimulus instances that fall much closer to each

Mechanisms of Social Learning 75

ather along salient (simple and compound}) 'stimuh-ls d.imtf_ns.icns {ie., insta.nf:es
of negative discriminative stimuli that.a’re increasingly Sfmll.a.r. to 'the p;)sttl;e
discriminative stimulus), thereby requiring ever finer discriminations ¥ the
child. Insofar as the child is able to discriminate more an.d mo{e subtle dlf.fer,-
ences among stimuli varying along growing numbers of dlmETISIOH‘S, r.E.le .Chﬂ.d s
hehavior systems come increasingly under more subtle and varied discriminative
stimulus control.

Complex discriminations. Complex discriminatiom? can .be gtabl.ishec.l
that govern a subject’s responses to a v_\ride rafxge ‘?f dlscrumnat:v‘e SSnlug
varying in content. Some have termed this learnu:rg cm.'u.:ept foljma..tlo_n, _a,n”
a useful label for many purposes appears to be lcondxtz.onall clizsm::mmatw.n.
{Lashley, 1938 ; Cumming & Berryman, 1965). In simple discrimination acquisi-
tions (involving simultaneous or successive contrasts), the -correctf re.sp?nse' is
made entirely on the basis of the presence or absence of a single discriminative
stimulus (attribute} that sets the occasion for reinforcement of the respanse. In
a conditional-diserimination situation, however, the correct response is m.ade on
the basis of attributes of two or more stimuli, for instance, the standard (i.e., th'e
conditional stimulus) and comparison stimuli in the matching—to‘-s.ample .condx-
tioning case. In the general case, these would be termed the coﬂdshaﬂ.al stimulos
and discriminative stimuli, and the relationship between the two stimulus sets
need not be one of matching. Thus, the discriminative stimulus is not hemoge-
neous as in simple discrimination learning where it is but a standard cue it whose
presence the response may be reinforced and in whose absence it will r{ut be;
rather it varies across discrimination trials relative to the conditional stimulus
which thus comes to function as 2 set or selector for discriminations, The condi-
tional discrimination is therefore a setting concept that can provide the presumed
basis for many complex behavior systems: the conditional stimulus{i) sets the
oceasion for the stimulus dimension(s) or the value(s) along the dimensions that
control the response, i.e., it defines the discriminative stimuli for reinforcement.
The analysis of imitation-identification made later describing two key complex
social-learning processes is based on a matching-to-sample conditional-discrimina-
tion paradigm. Further, as is also noted later on, language acquisition may
abound with conditional discriminations, which (through generalization-
induction) function as grammatical rules; for instance, verbs are inflected one
way in 2 present context and another way in a past context.

Acquisition ard its Facilitation

Shaping. One process that can facilitate response acquisition is shaping
or response differentiation. This procedure, which involves the differential
reinforcement of successively closer approximations to the desired response
(Skinner, 1853), is a means by which desired behavior outcomes previously
unebserved in a child’s repertory can be fostered. Initially, appropriate evoking
stimuli may be necessary to facilitate the occurrence of primitive hehavior
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elements that can then be modified through shaping. In the child’s sacialization,
his behaviors are continually being shaped as his changing capacities permit.
However, it is often difficult, and for many purposes irrelevant, to specify which
is the cause and which the effect, as shaping procedures may be responsible to a
large degree for many of these changes in “capacities.”

Fading. A process that is complementary to shaping, but involves a pro-
gressive change in the stimuli controlling the response rather than in the response
itself, is stimulus fading. This fading process could involve changing from con-
tinuous to intermittent reinforcement, from a high potency reinforcer in acqui-
sition to a lower-potency reinforcer in maintenance, or from one discriminative
stimulus to another. For examiple, in discriminative-stimulus fading, an initially
neutral stimulus can come to function as a discriminative stimulus for behavior
when it is presented simultanecusly with a functioning discriminative stimulus
which is gradually withdrawn. By this method, the subject can learn difficult
discriminations without acquiring the tendency to respond occasionally to the
negative discriminative stimulus (i.e., to make errors), as is the case when the
diserimination is learned by trial and error methods (Terrace, 1963a, 1963b).
Fading methods can be especially useful for bringing behaviors under the con-
trol of verbal commands or requests. For example, Baer, Peterson and Sherman
(1963, 1967) reported that an experimenter-model taught children to imitate
his behavior by saying “Do this,” emitting the desired response, and physically
assisting the child to make the same response. On each trial, they lessened (i.e.
faded) the amount of assistance provided until the chiid came to respond to
the cues in the verbal command and the model’s response alone.

A combination of both shaping and fading methods can be an effective
procedure to facilitate the child’s verbal learning, which is one of the mest
important components of socialization. A cogent example of the use of these
techniques is the Lovaas, Berherich, Perloff and Schaeffer {1966} method for
teaching initially nonverbal schizophrenic children to speak. In the initial stages
of learning, the experimenters used shaping methods to make the sounds emitted
by the child become more and more like those modeled by the experimenter.
Once the child had learned to imitate the experimenter’s vocalizations, the next
step was to teach him to answer questions. Here fading procedures were used:
the experimenter asked questions and prompted the child by telling him the
answers. The experimenter then gradually faded out the prompt cue by saying
the answer more and more softly, until the child learned to answer the question
without prompting. Similarly, after speech was established in autistic echolalic
children by shaping and imitation training, that speech behavior was trans-
ferred from imitative to appropriate stimulus control by fading in new stimuli
and fading out the verbal prompts (Risley & Wolf, 1967).

Schedules of reinforcement. The contingency patterns in which rein-
forcing stimuli are provided play significant roles in the acquisition and main-
tenance of behavior (Ferster & Skinner, 1957). Reinforcement schedules
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{Mustrate one form of control that stimull can acquire over behavior, in that they
determine the rate at which behavior Is emitted. This reinforcement-pattern.
control, however, is secondary to the control over behavior exercised directly by
reinforcing stimuli. The simplest reinforcement schedule is that of contituous
reinforcement {CRF), in which a given response is reinforced each time it
oceurs. It was the schedule typically employed in the early studies, which attended
to simple relationships between the respense and reinforcement. Acquisition and
extinction under CRF can provide baselevels in terms of which a consideration
of intermittent reinforcement schedules can proceed, Under CRF, a response will
be acquired most rapidly and will extinguish most quickly if reinforcement is
withheld. Intermittent reinforcement schedules vary along two basic dimensions :
ratio or interval, and fixed or variable. In ratio schedules, the reinforcer is
presented according to the number of times the response is emitted, whereas in
interval schedules the reinforcer is presented according to the amount of elapsed
time since the previous reinforcement of the response. Furthermore, reinforce-
ment according to either of these two types of schedules may be presented on 2
fixed or variable basis.'* In general, ratio schedules result in high response rates
with “bursts” of responding, and interval schedules produce low, steady response
rates. A variety of other reinforcement schedules have been and can be devised,
including differential reinforcement of low response rates (DRL} or simultaneous
or successive combinations of any of these schedules.

Berause under intermittent reinforcement a response becomes more resistant
to extinction, these schedules may be thought of as a means of “fortifying” the
organism against changes in response rate when contingent stimulation is
removed or changed in provision rate. Most reinforcement in the child’s develop-
ment can be assumed to be on some sort of intermittent schedule, since the care-
taker is often occupied with other children or with some task and is not able to
reinforce (continucusly) every one of the child’s behaviors ; or occasionally the
caretaker may deliberately withhold reinforcement from the child to avoid
“spoiling™ him.

Correlated or conjugate reinforcement. Some ordered attribute of per-
formance {eg., response latency, duration, amplitude, rate) may directly
determine the magnitude of a reinforcer or the speed with which it is dispensed
following a response. The more closely a performance approaches the defined
criterion, the greater the amount of reinforcernent or the faster it is provided.

FIn a fixed ratio (FR) schedule, every Nth response is reinforced, as compared 1 a
variable ratie (VR) schedule, where on the average every Nih response is reinforced, but
the actual number of response occurrences between reinforcement occasions varies randomly
about the average characterizing ratio. Fixed interval (F1} and variahle interval (VI)
schedules are analogous to ratio schedules, except that in interval schedules the first response
accurting after a fixed or variable time interval is reinforced; in VI schedules the time
between reinforced responses varies randomly around some average interval Under an FI
schedule, “scalloping” tends to occur, with the response rate decreasing immediately

following a reinforcement, and increasing as the ime approaches for the next reinforcement
OCtasion.
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This mode of reinforcement provision has been termed “correlated” by Logan
(1960}, “conjugate” by Lindsley (e.g., 1963), and “titration” by Weiss and
Laties {1963). For instance, panel-pressing was conditioned in 12-menth-old
children when the intensity of the reinforcing event, a light to permit the view-
ing of a moving object in a box, was increased in proportion to response rate
(Lipsitt et al., 1966).

Correlated or conjugate reinforcement studies differ from instrumental
conditioning studies employing the standard modes of reinforcement { previcusly
discussed) in several ways. In the latter studies, ineffective low or possibly noxious
high values of a potential positive reinforcing stimulus are ordinarily discarded
from experimental procedures, after either an examination of the lore or prior
pilet research (although these informal checks are usually only implied in the
experimental report}, and a single value of the reinforcer is then made contingent
upen a single, defined value of the response. However, when correlated or
conjugate reinforcement is used, both those values of the intended reinforcing
event that may, and those that may not, function as reinforcers {under a standard
setting condition} are provided within the same procedure. And anry response,
whether it be close to or {within a defined wide range) remote from the criterion
level chosen for maximal reinforcement, is followed by some value of the
intended reinforcing event. In such studies, therefore, it is the span of values of
the intended reinforcing stimulus, known from previous lore or prior pilot
research to function as strong positive reinforcers of behaviar, that is coordinated
with the response range around the criterion value {that value selected to receive
maximal reinforcement) . This is done either explicitly, as in Logan’s (1960} work,
where a defined intermediate response value provides the criterion that is to be
maximally reinforced, or implicitly, as in the work of Lindsley (1963) or of
Lipsitt et al. (1966), where some unspecified but high value of the response unit
receives maximal reinforcement.

“Intrinsic” or “self” reinforcement. It is axiomatic that behavior acquisi-
tion and maintenance require the presence of stimuli. However, there are some-
times situations in which a systematic change in some aspect of behavior is
identified but the extrinsic reinforcing stimuli (i.e., stimuli provided by environ-
mental agents) strengthening or maintaining it are not. Such behaviers have
sometimes been labeled gratuitously as “self-reinforcing™ or “intrinsically reinforc-
ing,” this usage implying that the responses at issue occur “for their own sake”
(e.g., Harlow, 1950; Aronfreed, 1967, 1969; Kohlberg, 1963). In a not dissimilar
vein, others have written that such responses are “intrinsically motivated,” based
on a “motive” to exhibit the behavior, e.g., the motive of exploration, of curiosity,
or the “manipulation drive” of Harlow, Harlow and Meyer {1950}, and that
organisms have a “need” for the sensory stimulation which ensues as a conse-
quence. Kohlberg (1966) has conceived that “effectance” or “competence-
mastery” motives or a motive for “interesting” events underlies “intrinsically
reinforced” behaviors, a conception like White’s (1959) “competency striving.”
However, the analysis in this chapter assumes that many behaviors that
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appear to be acquired on these bas,.es may, in fact, be coan:ived as function'a.lly
attributable to the operation of extrinsic reinforcement provided by opporfumtles
to manipulate or to attain specific consequences that may be assumed to invelve
mastery or interesting events. Thus, by using such labels for responses as
“intrin‘sically reinforcing’’ or “self-reinforcing” and “intrinsically motivated” or
sgelf-motivated,” researchers may ignore some relevant observable determinants
of a response’s strength which may be of a different order from the ones usually
involved in conventional reinforcement analyses. Further, under a competence-
effectance approach as presently conceived by its various proponep?s, there is o
provisicn for specifying, i advance of its sccurrence, these cor‘ldmons .that v.vﬂl
maintain a response. Such a conception seems to be more a device for discussing
behavior that has occurred outside of the range of behaviors maintained
by organismically relevant reinforcing consequences than a means for advancing
detailed, directional hypotheses. Thus, also, Aronfreed (1968, .1.969) has
postulated that “pleasurable affective change” induced by the posttwn_: conse-
quences of instrumential learning may become directly attached {conditicned)
to the intrinsic correlates of a response so that the response’s reinforcing affective
consequences come to be elicited by the intrinsic perceptual cues or cognitive
representations which are asscciated with performance of the act. For Aronfreed,
the afective values of these intrinsic correlates provide the basis for the inherent
reinforcing properties for the overt response in a process which he labels
“internalization,” in that he assumes “the behavior becomes independent to
some extent of its external consequences” (although how behavior can become
independent *to some extent” is unclear to me}. Exactly what the scientific
status is of these affective properties (e.g., in terms of independent indices), and
how these properties which make acts intrinsically reinforcing can be removed
so that the response, once established, can become extinguished, is not made clear
in Aronfresd’s thesis. Yet some responses do extinguish. {These issues are fur-
ther discussed in later sections.)

Another proposed explanation for the continued oceurrence of responses
after the removal of extrinsic reinforcement is the notion advanced by some
conditioning theorists that a behavior can be maintained by its response-produced
cues which, having systematically preceded extrinsic reinforcers, acquire reinforc-
ing properties (cf., e.g., Staats & Staats, 1963). This conception is perhaps more
parsimonious than Aronfreed’s, insofar as it does not contain his unchserved,
hedonistically flavored processes. Even so, in assuming that a stimulus attribute
of the response acquires conditioned-reinforcer value, thereby maintaining the
response in the absence of extrinsic reinforcement, the conception has a limitation
very similar to that of Aronfreed's: it confounds the conditicned reinforcer with
the response whose occurrence it explains, thus precluding the conditioned
reinforcer’s having the independent status required for differential prediction.
At the same time, this conditioned-reinforcer conception does not provide an
appreciably better explanation for a functional analysis of behavior maintenance,
in the apparent absence of extrinsic reinforcement, than dces the simple concep-
tion of intermittent reinforcernent schedules. In fact, emphasizing such a concept
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in intermittent, extrinsic-reinforcement contexts can detract from the parsimony
of a functional analysis. What such conditioning approaches must assume but
do not emphasize is that the conditioned reinforcer will inevitably lose its rein-
foreing value if it is not, at least occasionally, paired with strong, active function-
ing reinforcers. It follows, since any conditioned reinforcer alone can maintain
a response only for a limited number of trials, that the key to the explanation of
behavior maintenance in the absence of identified reinforcers must be the {at
least) occasional occurrence of extrinsic reinforcement.

In the present analysis, therefore, it is argued that use of the concepts
intrinsic reinforcement or motivation, mastery-interest motives, or the condi-
tioned reinforcement of response-produced cues is unnecessary, as the classes of
outcomes for which they so imprecisely account appear to be readily explainable
in an operational-learning analysis with the conceptions of functional response
classes acquired and maintained under intermittent, extrinsic reinforcement.
Moreover, the intrinsic-imotivation or intrinsic-reinforcement concepts do noth-
ing to expedite the tactical problem that provides the rationale for their being
advanced or determining the environmental conditions (i.e., extrinsic reinforc-
ers) that differentially affect acquisition and maintenance of the child’s re-
sponses. To determine precisely the dimensions of those reinforcing conse-
quences, and, where necessary, the relevant setting conditions that qualify them
and the antecedent determinants of their efficacy, svstematic empirical study is
necessary. Our approach is further iliustrated in a later section on the acquisi-
tion and maintenance of generalized imitation, where it is shown that imitative
responses that have been assumed by some to involve intrinsic reinforcement
and/or intrinsic motivatlon can be accounted for by intermittent, extrinsic rein-
forcement of members of the imitative response class. Nevertheless, these non.
standard conditioning examples can ilhustrate ways in which the reinforcement
concept has been used and for our present didactic purposes can identify some
interesting substantive issues that these uses index. The parsimony of intrinsic
motivation concepts like effectance and of other drive concepts as used in analy-
ses of human developirent and socialization is considered in detail near the end
of this chapter.

Eliminacion of Behavior

Reinforcing incompatible responses. Tn the preceding sections, pro-
cedures for the acquisition of instrumental behavior, in which the incidence of
a particular response is systematically increased through its reinforcement, were
enumerated. Tt follows that reinforcement can be employed alore, or in combina-
tioh with extinction or punishment (as will be detailed in the next two sections)
to lower the incidence of, or to eliminate, an undesired response (whether or not
the contingencies maintaining it have been identified) if the response selected for
reinforcement is alternative to, or incompatible with, the undesired one. In cases
where the contingencies maintaining the undesirable response are known but
where it is not practical or (for some reason) desirable to withhold the reinforcer,
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the reinforcement of alternative responses is a viable alternative to extinction.
It would, of course, be necessary to make contingent on the alternative response
a positive reinforcer that is significantly more potent than the one maintaining
the undesired response.

Extinction. A basic procedure by which responses are eliminated is ex-
tinction, which involves the decrease in the rate of a conditioned response to its
earlier baselevel when the contingent reinforcing stimulus previously maintain-
ing it is withheld. Unlike fergetting in which the response does not gener-
ally occur, extinction is an active process in which the response occurs but
is ‘not reinforced. The extinction pattern of a response is determined by the
schedule of reinforcement on which it was eailier maintained. Relative to con-
tinuous reinforcement (if the number of reinforcements has been constant under
conditioning ) , extinction is prolonged after intermittent reinforcement, the type
of schedule most often found In life settings.'® Moreover, as will be seen in the
next section, a response previously strengthened by the removal of a strong
negative reinforcer will often be more resistant to extinction than one strengthened
by the presentation of a strong positive reinforcer {the number of reinforcement
trials having been constant) .

Extinctien of a response may be facilitated by reinforcing responses that are
incompatible with the undesirable responsc. Socializing agents often find it
difficult to remove contingencies maintaining undesired behaviors, perhaps
because it is so hard for the well-intentioned adult not to respond to a child
who may be “suffering” or in "need,” as when he is ¢crying, or “charming” when
he exhibits other undesired hehaviors. However, they can find extinction of an
undesired response mixed with the reinforcement of incompatible positive
responses much easier to implement unambivalently (Gewirtz, 1968b). Thus,
after caretaker attention was identified as the reinforcing stimulus for such
objectionable behaviors as high-rate operant crying, the attention was withheld,
and the extinction process was facilitated by evoking and reinforeing eye contact
and smiling responses to the experimenter’s face at the same time that the
attention contingency maintaining the infant erying was removed (Etzel &
Gewirtz, 1967).

Punishment. A controversial means through which socializing agents may
attempt to eliminate undesired behaviors is punishment, Punishment has heen
defined as either the contingent presentation of a noxious stimulus or the with-
drawal of a positive reinforcer (e.g., Skinner, 1953} . However, in this section the
term will be employed to refer mainly to the contingent presentation of an
aversive stimulus, Unlike extinction, in which the identity of the stimulus main-
taining the response must be known so that it can be removed, for punishment
_

“Extinction following continuous reinforcement is relatively rapid with bursts of
I‘Elatlvc_ly few responses. Following ratio schedules, it is also fairly rapid but many responses
are emitted at o high rare. Follewing interval schedules, it is prolonged with responses
emitted at a low sustained rate. T
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knowledge of the contingency maintaining the response is not critical, since a
noxious stimulus, whether or not earlier related to the response, is made contin-
gent upon the response. Even so, such knowledge could be useful to socializing
agents in that it would permit an estimate of how potent an aversive stimulus
must be, relative to the reinforcing stimulus maintaining the undesired re-
sponse, in order for it to eliminate that respense when presented contingent
upon it. Furthermere, in view of the reservations that will be made in this sec.
tion about the effects of punishment on behavior, withdrawing the previous,
continucusly available maintaining stimulus may be a more effective procedure
than punishment,

The use of punishment can be illustrated with the social-response class
termed aggression,™ which is often punished by socializing agents. An aversive
stimulus, if strong enough, presented contingent upon a response class like ag-
gression may suppress it. Also, pre-aversive stimuli, which may include response-
produced cues from aggression and verbalizations about aggression in addition
to events in the presence of which aggression has been punished, can become
discriminative for avoidance, escape, and/or conditioned emotional responses
(which some would tern “fear” or even “anxiety”) that are incompatible with
emitting aggression. As conditioned aversive stimuli, they may also function to
suppress the respense class upen which they are contingently presented.

The use of aversive stimuli as in punishment is not infrequently employed
by socializing agents as a means of eliminating {undesirable) behavior moare
rapidly than via extinction'* Punishment may also be employed by caretakers
because often they understand better how to implement punishment than extine-
tion, or because they hold the theory that a child is or may become evil if his
transgressions are not dealt with immediately and sternly, However, the usually
immediate suppressive effect of the contingent presentation of aversive stimuli
may be only short-term. Indeed, after punishment, the response may recur in
varying degrees ranging from no recovery to complete recovery of the original
response strength {Solomon, 1964

“Behaviors are ordinarily termed aggressive if they are maintained (by stimuli pro
vided} by the hurt or damage caused to another {others). These “hurting” consequences
may be physical or social in character. It is commonly thought that the aggressive response
may be acquired on the basis that initially undirectzd physical acts prove te be instru-
mentally effective in removing noxious stimuli, including those stimuli that bleck ongoing
behaviors or prevent S-R chains from going through all their cycles (ie., frustration), and
that the annoyance or pain cues from caretakers which follow the instrumental responses in
the chain and are discriminative for the terminal reinforcement acquire conditioned rein-
forcer value for aggressive behaviors. Sometimes an infant’s thrashing about and emitting
high-amplitude verbal respanses can be effective not only in removing a noxious stimulus,
but can alse result in other positive reinforcing stimuli, like “soothing™ skin contact and
similar unconditiened and conditioned stimuli received from the caretaking environment.
The reinforcement contingeneies listed here can establish the aggressive response class as a
strong one for an individual.

A study evaluating the relative effectiveness of procedures designed to eliminate
behavior was performed by Holz and Azrin {1963). Stimulus change, extinction, satiaticn,
physical restraint, and puniskment weze evaluated on the criteria of the immediacy, duration,
extent, and irreversibility of response reduction. Tt was found that extinction was the only
procedure whick did not produce an immediate reduction of behavior,

i dbin
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Any outcome within this range can be produced by merely varying the
intensity of the noxious stimulus {Azrin & Holz, 1961}, However, the efficacy of
punishment in eliminating behavior may also be determined by other important
factors: the duration and frequency of the noxious stimulus, the delay mn its
presentation, whether its intensity is sudden or gradual, the strength of t:he
response, the way in which it was initially acquired {usually difficult to specify
in the case of long-standing responses), on what schedule it is being maintained,
and whether or not an alternative response is reinforced during the response
suppression period. In fact, in most experiments where punishment has been
found to have only a temporaly suppressive effect, the subject did not have (was
not offered) an alternative for obtaining the positive reinforcer that was main-
taining the punished response (Solomon, 1964). Although response suppression
appears initially to generalize to other settings, ordinarily it is subsequently
restricted to the setting in which the response has been punished. A reasonable
assumption is that a response suppressed by punishment will be less likely to
occur in settings varying from the punishment setting when an incompatible or
alternative response has been positively reinforced in the punishment setting by
the same reinforcer as maintained the punished response, or sometimes even by a
different one. Another variable which may determine the effectiveness of aversive
stimuli in contrelling child behavior is the relationship between the agent of
punishment and its recipient. The ways in which contextual factors like these can
operate as setting conditions to determine or qualify the efficacy of stimuli for
child behavior are considered in detail elsewhere {Gewirtz, 1967a), and are
surveyed in a subsequent section, .

In settings where escape or aveidance is possible, the punishment process
may lead to behaviers which remove the organism from the controlling aversive
stimuli and decrease or eliminate concurrent emotional respondents. Stimuli
associated with the dispensers of punishment (i.e., socializing agents), as system-
atically part of the punishment setting, become discriminative for these escape
and avoidanece behaviors. Since a punished child may subsequently withdraw
from interaction with socializing agents, the use of punishment can have socially
disruptive side effects. A case known to me which involves the punishment of
thumb-sucking behavior in a six-year-old child can serve to illustrate these points,
The child’s parent attempted to eliminate this undesired behavior by making
contingent upon it verbal disapproval {in the form of shaming) and/or the
physical removal of the child’s thumb from his mouth, Subsequently, whenever
that parent approached the child or entered his vicinity, the ehild would remave
his thumb from his mouth or hide himself from the parent. Thus, the aversive
stimuli employed by the parent seem to have contralled the child’s thumb-sucking
only in the parent’s presence and even then only when the child did not attempt
to hide his thumb-sucking from his parent. While the child did not cease his
thumb-sucking completely, thumb-sucking and hiding behavior came under the
control of the sight of his parent.

We have already noted that the use of aversive stimuli {and stirnuli which
Systematicaily precede them) in the control of behavior, particularly when
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avoidance or escape behaviors from the aversive stimuli are not possible in the
setting, often evokes undesirable emotional and aggressive behaviors which may
be incompatible with desired behaviers and thus disruptive for new learning
involving these or other behaviors in the setting. The aggressive-behavior out-
comes may include instrumental aggression directed against the punishment
source as well as nondirected aggression against persons and cbjects present in
the zetting.

Concerning these emotional-behavior outcomes, it is important to note that
Azrin and Holz (1966) have concluded from a summary of experimentation with
animals and gross observations with humans that relatively few emotional-
hehavior sutcomaes of punishment persist as chronic maiadjustive patterns. Even
so, if the effects of punishment can be long lasting as many others have assumed,
then the use of punishment may merely result in the exchange of one undesired
behavior for another, that is, emotional, aggressive and/or escape-avoidance
behaviors for the response that punishment was being made contingent upon
to eliminate, preciuding the acquisition of desired bebaviors. While punishment
is often employed by socializing agents in the belief that it will benefit the child,
the advantage which may result from the cessation of the undesirable hehavior
may only be momentary and may be beneficial or reinforcing only for the pun-
ishing agent, while the effects for the child may be mainly detrimental and pos-
sibly long lasting. It is clear, however, that if punishment is used, it is likely to
be maximally effective with minimal side effects when it is presented imme-
diately contingent upon the objectionable response, and an alternative, prefer-
ably incompatible, response is positively reinforced.

In estreme cases, where undesired behaviors are so probable in the child’s
repertory that alternative reinforceable behaviers are not likely to occur until the
objectionable behaviors are suppressed, the use of punishment (rather than
positive reinforcement of alternative responses) would be unquestionably indi-
cated. Thus, alse, punishment may be necessary in order to suppress a response
of the child that places him in great immediate personal danger. However, it will
certainly be more effective in eliminating responses (even severe problem
behaviors) and probably less likely to bring on emotional and aggressive behaviors
as by-products when supplemented by the positive reinforcement of alternative,
and preferably incompatible, responses, For example, the behaviors of “autistic”
children have been effectively modified by presenting strong electric shock
contingent upon obsessively repeated self-injurious behaviars and by removing
the shock contingent upon the appearance of socially valued approach responses
that are incompatible with the former behaviors {Lovaas, 1967).

A readily applied alternative to contingent noxious stimulation for elim-
inating a behavior is the contingent withdrawal of a previous continuously
available positive remforcing stimulus. Unlike extinction, which is the complete
vemoval of the positive reinforcer which had previously maintained the condi-
tioned response, this procedure involves the contingent removal of a reinforcing
stimulus which is present in the setting pricr to each emission of the response,
regardless of whether or not the stimulus was involved in the acquisition of the
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response. An example is provided by a study in which the rate of thumb-sucking
was systematically reduced by turning off {i.e., removing from the screen) an
animated-cartoon reinforcer whenever the child inserted his thumb into his
mouth {Baer, 1962). As in the case of the contingent removal of an aversive
stimulus (Lovaas, 1967), this disciplinary technique can be.extremely effective
in modifving behavior and less difficult for the soclalizing agent to administer
when its termination is made contingent upon desirable behavior. Thus, Baer
{1962) found that contingent reinstatement of the reinforcing event was highly
effective in modifying behavior in directions desired by the experimenter. An-
other variation on the withdrawal of positive reinforcement is the use of “time
out” sessions, occasions on which the response is never reinforced. This proce-
dure has aiso been found to be especially effective in eliminating a response
when there is an alternative response available that is maintained by the same
reinforcer as maintained the response being eliminated {Holz, Asrin & Ayllon,
1963}.

Thus, the main effect of the contingent removal of positive reinforcement
on the response being modified appears generally similar to the main effect of
contingent aversive stimulation, and it is suspected that many or all of the
emotional responses which frequently accompany negative stimulation may be
absent following the withdrawal of positive reinforcement that previously was
continuously available. However, comparison of all of the effects of these two
procedures remains an empirical question for each experimental case (just as it
does when the operations of presenting two aversive stimull are compared). A
recent survey of the effects on child social behavior of punishment and related
disciplinary techniques can be found in Walters and Parke 11967).

On the Relative Potency of
Positive and Negative Reinforcing Stimuli

There has been frequent speculation about the relative potency of positive and
negative reinforcing stimulus classes in terms of their effect on behavicr. Thus,
Miller (1944, 1948b, 1964) has directed attention to the fact that when the
lo?omotor avoidance response to a training stimulus followed by an aversive
remforcer is stronger than or equal to the approach response to it followed by a
positive reinforcer, steeper (“‘generalization”) gradients across spatial stimulus
dimensions oceur for the former aveidance response than for the latier approach
resPonse. Further, a locomotor approach response may require many more
training trials, with positive reinforeing stimull, to attain the same strength that
a locomoter avoidance response may reach with only one or two noxious corn-
Bngency trials. However, the traditional paradigms for studying the effects on
behavior of negative reinforcing stimuli have often been different and more varied
than those used to study the effects of positive reinforcing stimuli, and thus sorme
of tpe distinctions betwzen the two types of reinforcing stimuli may be due mainly
to differences in the operations used to study them, Thus, the identity of reinforcers
1 often confounded with their effects: escape and avoidance behaviors which are
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typically maintained by aversive stimuli are emphasized relatively more than are
approach behaviors maintained by positive reinforcers, particularly in natural
settings,

Speculation as to whether noxious stimuli which function as negative rein-
forcers are generally more or less potent than stimuli which ordinarily function
as positive reinforcers may be of limited theoretical consequence. Although
aversive stimuli within the range of intensity values and setting conditions
ordinarily studied generally do have a more potent (in the sense of rapid) effect
on behavior than do positive reinforcing stimuli, in principle one could devise
parallel paradigms for the study of positive and negative reinforcers such that
they would be considered equivalent in potency, or even reversed. In such in-
stances, the removal of the former could have the same impact on behavior as
the presentation of the latter, and vice versa, particulacly when setting-context
conditions are also manipulated (as considered in the next section) . Moreover,
in such cases these operations may not only lead to equivalent cutcowmes in the
behavior monitored, but they may also have equivalent concurrent responses
associated with them. Frequently, however, it would be of limited utility to
compare the general effects of positive and negative reinforcing stimuli, or to
wonder if, in general, the withdrawal of positive reinforcement and the presen-
tation of negative reinforcement have different emetional behavioral concemi-
tants.

There is still a further sense in which the comparison of pesitive and negative
stimuli is indeterminate if approached as a general case. Stimuli ordinarily
conceived to function as positive or as negative reinforcers may do so only within
a limited range of intensity values or setting conditions. For instance, stimulus
events which normally function as aversive stimuli at high intensities can function
as positive reinforcers at low intensities (&.g., a tingling shock) . Further, there are
stimuli that may function as positive reinforcers under one value of a setting
condition and as nonreinforcers or as negative reinforcers under another value.
Thus, food stimuli function as positive reinforcers primarily after they have been
unavailable to the organism for a sufficient period, hut as negative reinforcers
when the food-satiated organism cannot avoid receiving them. Thus, almost
any event can come to function as a strong reinforcing stimulus, a relatively
weak one, as no stimulus at all, or even as a stimulus with reinforcing properties
opposite to those ordinarily expecied, depending upon its intensity-value or
setting-condition context, such as an individual’s condition of deprivation or
satiation. The effects of setting conditions on stimulus efficacy and how they are
qualified by an individual’s long-term maintenance pattern for a stimulus are
discussed in detail in the next section,

Contextual Determinants of
Momentary Stimulus Efficacy

The effectiveness of stimuli for controlling behavior on a particular cecasion, by
evoking, cueing, or reinforcing it, is typically dependent upon the contextual
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aspects of stimulus provision and may be enhanced or decreased by manipulating
these contextual-setting conditions. Some of the most familiar of them involve
the deprivation and satiation of appetitive stimuli (ie., food and water). An
often neglected context has to de with the circumstance {ground) present when
stimuli (figures) are provided, as in perceptual research where the ground is
often varied systematically to increase or decrease the salience of the stimulus
figure, However, in learning experiments, which usually involve the attempt to
vary performance to some set of facal stimuli, background stimuli are sometimes
held constant and often overlooked. Although discriminative and reinforcing
stimuli are usually described in sufficient detail in studies of child learning, the
setting conditions that qualify the efficacy of those stimuli are rarely made
explicit. All too frequently these conditions (e.g., time of deprivation for the
etimmulus class being tested, the subject’s adaptation or maintenance level for that
class, or the specific or general status of the person dispensing a discriminative or
reinforcing stimulus) are only implied in descriptions of experimenta! condition-
ing procedures with humans.

The conditions which heighten or lower the salience of stimuli for behavior
may operate: (1) at one time point concurrent with the functional focal stimulus
le.g., as the ground for the stimulus figure, or as masking effects] ; (2) imme-
diately before the point of stimulus functioning (e.g., as a cue to the region in
which the focal stimulus will appear); and (3) across time points before focal
stimulus functioning {e.g., as deprivation or satiation contexts for a stimulus,
or as fatigue effects). Further, we have noted-in an earlier section on generaliza-
tion and discrimination that the stimuli controlling higher-order discriminated
operants {conditional discriminations) may also function essentially as setting
conditions to qualify stimulus efficacy for behavior.

To illustrate how contextual factors may, in time, come to operate prior to
the testing of stimulus functioning, the next two sections will emphasize depriva-
tien-satiation functions governing the efficacy of given stimuli and the main-
tenance levels for given stimuli which, through some as yet poorly understood
form of learning, can apparently also qualify their efficacy. We may thus concen-
trate here on seme other conditions which operate concurrently with or imme-
diately lpreceding the presentation of a stimulus to qualify its reinforcing efficacy.
T!-xere is evidence that varions stimulus attributes of the person dispensing a
:tllmu]us, including his sex, social-, or rolestatus, may come to gqualify the
mfnforcing efficacy of that stimulus for behavior. In a number of studies,
remforcing stimuli dispensed by men have been found more effective in altering
the behav_mr of girls than of boys, and the opposite effect has been found when
women dispensed the reinforcers (e.g., Gewirtz, 1954; Gewirtz & Baer, 1958a,
1958b; Patierson, Littman & Hinsey, 1964). Some research and speculations
abt?ut' t.he role in the medification of child behavior of such characteristies of
socializing agents are reported by Patterson {1967).
stimji:tfl:::l;mej such setting conditic.ms .VV!']iCh ,ope.rate concu.rrently with focal
the role the oning can stem from an individual's history of reinforcement (e.g.,

renforcing source has played there), and thus, like the stimulus
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maintenance conditions which will be discussed subsequently, must have their
bases in learning factors.® An agent may routinely have been the source only of
positive reinforcement, only of aversive stimulation, ar of both stimulus types;
or the types of interaction a child experiences with an adult experimenter during
a single prior treatment session may have been positive, negative, or neutral.
These prior conditions can gualify the efficacy for the child’s behavior of both
positive and negative reinforcing stimull. For instance, positive and negative
reinforcers were each found to be more effective for child subjects after sessions
of positive interaction than after sessions of neutral or impersonal contact with
an experimenter (see McCoy & Zigler, 1985, for positive, and Parke & Waiters,
1867, for negative reinforcers). However, positive reinforcing stimuli were less
effective for child performance after a positive- than after a negative-interaction
experience with an adult (Berkowitz, Butterfield & Zigler, 1965). Furthermore,
the absence of any reaction from an adult experimenter could come to function
as a positive reinforcer for children who in an earlier session had received negative
verbal reinforcement or as a negative reinforcer for children whe had earlier
received positive reinforcement (Crandall, Goor & Crandall, 1964).

A stimulus can also come to function as a positive or negative reinforcer if
it has been selcctively associated with pesitive or negative reinforcement. Further,
in a context in which an organism must respond and can choose between responses
that have been followed by two different but nevertheless strong nexious stimuli,
the weaker noxious stimulus can funetion as a positive reinforcer for the response
upon which it is contingent. Thus, such setting conditions as an individual’s
previous experience with facal and/or ground stimuli or the matrix of his
alternatives may qualify the efficacy of stimuli in controlling behavior, even to
the point where a stimulus can come to function with reinforcing properties
opposite to those ordinarily expected.

Although it has been generally assumed that stimuli of inherently high
salience are not readily susceptible to modification, even the efficacy of these
stimuli can be gualified, as shown by Bevan and Adamson (1960) who medified
the reinforcing efficacy of cutaneous electric shock for human adults by earlier
giving them different intensity distributions and average levels of shock, However,
the concurrent or preceding setting conditions must themselves be quite strong
to effect a change in the efficacy of such potent stimuli. Perhaps more important
for social learning, an otherwise trivial stimulus may be made to function as a
potent discriminative or reinforcing stimulus for behavier, if the contextual
aspects of the environment are considered and properly manipulated. Indeed,

“There are diverse headings, including some more conventionai learning categories,
under which we might have listed the learning-qua-experience factors implied in the
conceptien of mamtenance-level or maintenance-pattern reference standards and of stimulus
sources as qualifiers of stimulus efficacy. However, for convenience in this didactic presenta-
tion, we have arbitrarily chosen to emphasize how the outcomes of such experience factors
can come to qualify stimulus functioning in ways that have no direct relevance to their
experimental roles in a given investigation. Hence we have opted here to deal with these
issues under the heading of setting conditions, and to leave their implications for the forms
of learning that must be involved to a subsequent concepiualization.
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these conditions must be considered if the potentially discriminative or reinfore-
ing stimuli are to function effectively and uniformly, particularly in social
contexts (Gewirtz, 19674a).

I successive presentations of a stimulus were to lead consistently ta the
same response, it would be unnecessary o consider the contextual aspects of the
environment in which the stimujus was presented. Because this homogeneity in
response attributes is rare, it s important to consider the conditions under which
a stimulus is provided and the respense which results, Many of these conditions
have been labeled, or attributed by some to, “drive,” but because of the often
ambigtous {excess) meanings of that term, we have termed them “setting”
conditions as some others have also done {e.g., Kantor, 1959; Bijou & Baer,
1983). Once the relevant setting conditions have been identified, and the func-
tional relationships specified between them as background stimuli, the focal
stimutus, and the response, the use of the terin “drive” or of similar terms would
he superﬂuous for many purposes.

Deprivation and satiation. Short-term deprivation and satiation rela-
tionships are illustrative of how setting conditions can operate across time points
to qualify the effectiveness for behavior of stimuli presented on any particular
occasion, ¢.g., as reinforcers. Deprivation of a stimulus refers to its removal, or
1o a decrease in the rate of its provision, leading to an increase in its effectiveness;
and satiation for a stimulus refers to its repeated presentation, or an increase in
the rate of its provision, leading to a decrease in its effectiveness. So defined,
deprivation and satiation are reciprocal operations. Recovery from satiation,
which involves an increase in stimulus efficacy brought about by a period {follow-
ing satiation) during which the stimulus is not provided, is thereby the conceptual
equivalent of deprivation. The reinforcing efficacy of a stimulus will thus be
a direct function of the degree of the crganism’s deprivation for it at that par-
ticular moment, usually indicated by the length of time that the reinforcing
stimulus has been withheld. Although it is conventjonal to consider stimuli such
as food {or social stimuli such as approval or attention) as positive reinforcers,
most such stimuli function in this role only within a narrow range of conditions,
in particular when the organism for whom they can function as stimuli has
recovered from being satiated for them (ie., after having been appropriately
deprived of them). Indeed, if an infant is well satiated for any cne of a large
number of stimuli which normally (i.e., in & wide range of settings) function1 as
positive reinforcers { whether or not they eccur as consequences of his behavior),
he may find the stimulus aversive, whether it be food, light, sound, or a cutaneous
stimulus [Gewirtz, 1961b, 1967a). Conversely, for an infant limited from rveceiv-
ing what is for him an important positive reinforcing stimulus, a normally
aversive contingent stimulus may function as a positive reinforcer. For instance,
“negative attenton” from parents {via scolding) may pesitively reinforce a
behavior of a child, especially if he is otherwise ignored by them.

Traditionally, deprivation-satiation functions were thought by many to hold
uniguely for appetitive stimuli, with effects typically identified in the reinforcing
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efficacy of these stimuli. Recently, however, deprivation and satiation relation-
ships have been found to function for nonappetitive stimuli, such as visual and
auditory events (Glanzer, 1053, 1938 ; Butler, 1957 ; Jores, 1964 ; Odom, 1964},
word meanings (Lambert & Jakobovits, 1960; Jakobovits & Lambert, 1962},
and a person’s passive presence (Bacon & Stanley, 1963). Similar functions,
involving the evocative or discriminative effectiveness of stimuli, have also been
identified under the headings of curiosity-exploration and stimulus novelty (e.g.,
Montgomery, 1953 ; Berlyne, 1955, 1957} and response habituation or adapiation
{Berlyne, 1955; Hinde, 1960; Welker, 1956), Moreover, similar short-term
functional relations have also been identified for social stimuli (Gewirtz, 1967a,
1969; Landau & Gewirtz, 1967). Thus, the reinforcing efficacy of the stimulus
word gosd {from a woman experimenter in conditioning was an inverse function
of the number of times it was presented to boy subjects during a treatment session
immediately preceding the conditioning test (ie., the degree of their satiation
for the stimulus), and a direct function of the recovery interval between satiation
treatment and conditioning test. While satiation and recovery for a social stimulus
produced opposite, additive effects like those which characterize satiation and
recovery (i.e., deprivation) functions for appetitive stimuli, it would be super-
fluous te apply in addition the term “drive,” as has traditionally been done.
Having identified a dimension of setting conditions, the deseription of the func-
tienal relation is sufficient for most requirements. The series of experiments just
described on nonappetitive stimuli represents only a beginning in the identifica-
tion of potentially many types of deprivation-satiation functions.™”

The role of maintenance levels for stimulation. An individual’s prior
experiences with stimuli may also provide contextual determinants of stimulus
efficacy at any given moment, with long-term performance implications. In
particular, the summary abstraction {e.g., a central tendency) of some charac-
teristic level of an individual's long-term maintenance pattern for a stimulus,
for instance, the number, variety, range, or rate of stimuli experienced, may
function as a reference standard to determine the efficacy of an implemented
level of the stimulus for his behavinr, even to the point where it can exercise
close contro]l over behaviors related to basic organismic requirements. This
canception has been advanced by a number of theorists in diverse areas of
psychology and stimulated much research (e.g., Baron, 1966; Bevan & Adamson,

“In cennection with the deprivation-satiation conception, there remain empirical
questions abeui: (a) the identities of the stimuli whose efficacy can be affected by depriva-
tion-satiation manipulations; (b} the form of the functional relationship between each set
of deprivation-satiation manipulations and the efficacy of each stimulus affected; (¢} the
identities of other setting operations that can produce comparable effects; {d) whether
such operations affect different stimulus functions in the same or in different ways; and
{e} the way in which the long-term pattern of maintenance conditions for a stimulus can
provide referents that determine the impact of deprivation-satiation operations en the
efficacy of that stimulus for an organism. When compared to the mass of functional rela-
tionships explored for performance and learning, it becomes evident that remarkably little
attention has been devoted by behavioral approaches ta the conditions (apart from those
directly involved in learning) that determine the momentary efficacy of stimuli for behavior,
But if a further understanding of the determinants of behavior {(including social behavior)
is to be acquired, it is these very setting conditions which theorists cannet afford to overlook.
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1960, 1963; Gewirtz, 1967a; Glanzer, 1958; Helson, 1964; McClelland et al.,
1953; Premack & Collier, 1962). A survey of various incongruity hypotheses and
some problems in their use can be found in Harvey (1963).

An example of a stimulation-level summarizing concept is Helsory's (1964)
“adaptation level.” Helson demonstrated how, for diverse stimulus-response
systems, the weighted average of salient stimulus attributes the organism has
experienced (and hence, as some would say, he comes to “expect”), may acquire
the capacity (through some as yet inadequately identified learning process) to
function as a reference standard or context to qualify the functioning of a
subsequently presented stimmlus of that class in determining behavier. For
example, the organism may more readily respond to the average level of a
distribution of an experienced stimulus than to an extreme, infrequently experi-
enced value of that stimulus; or he may respond in a manner that will maintain
or restore the level of stimulation when it deviates from the adaptation or
maintenance pattern or level.

On the basis of this maintenance.level conception, one could predict an
organism’s approach to diverse stimali, including a stimulus such as food, in
the sense that its “hunger” at any given time would depend on temporal condi-
tioning factors, based perhaps on some average time span between earlier feedings
and the average number or amount of food stimuli received per feeding, If as we
have been propesing, the momentary efficacy of diverse classes of stimuli may
be qualified by an individual’s long term maintenance level for them, then the
deprivation-satiation functions of food and diverse other stimuli, and, indeed,
their operational definitions, would also depend upon such reference levels. That
is, 18 hours of food deprivation may be said to operate as a relative deprivation
condition for organisms regularly fed more frequently (e.g., every 12 hours)
and as a relative satiation condition for organisms regularly fed less frequently
{e.g., every 24 hours). This outcome may constitute a paradox under the more
conventional conceptions for the functioning of stimuli, for drive and setting
conditions, and the like.

Overlooking what may be the irrelevant fact that stimuli like food are
required for organismic survival, it is quite possible that operations for stimulus
classes other than food may be similarly gualified by the distributional charac-
teristics of the subject’s experience with a particular stimulus commodity or with
the range and other distributional characteristics of those classes of stimuli
(Gewirtz, 1967a). For example, Gewirtz et al. (1956) found that subjects’ gen-
eralization-discrimination response gradients for visual-angle stimuli within a
particular range were displaced in the direction of the range of stimuli they had
earlier experienced. {These findings are alse consistent with what would be ex-
Ppected on the central-tendency basis of the concept of adaptation level.} More-
over, learned maintenance levels or standards may provide the context for an
organism’s responding to novel stimuli. One notion has been that elements suffi-
ciently incongruent with stimuii presented in the past might evoke fear and
avoidance behaviors, whereas more congruent but still novel elements might
evoke curiosity and investigatory behaviors (cf., Hehb, 1946, 1949). For in-
stance, Hebb (1966) reported that chimpanzees typically displayed strong fear
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responses when presented with extraordinary {ie, in terms of previous main.
tenance contexts) stimuli (e.g, the severed head of a chimpanzee or a model
of one).

Thus, apparently through some as yet inadequately identified process of
learning, the organism becomes conditioned to the maintenance pattern of the
classes, rates, frequencies, ranges, and types of stimuli received, which can them-
selves function te control behavior. { This learning should occur readily when the
rate of stimulation is regular rather than intermittent.) The control acquired
over behavior by these maintenance levels as setting conditions might for the
moment be included under the flexible rubric of learning we have been using.
One of our early empirical tasks will be to investigate systematicaily how reference
standards for aspects of stimulation are acquired. Although many approaches
contain terms, such as novelty, whose meanings depend on the learning of back-
ground contexts and levels of stimulation, there is, as yet, no approach which
can adequately account for them. If we are to gain a full understanding of
human development, however, these contextual factors must be considered and
adequately incorporated inte any learning approach to the outcomes of early
experience,

Ecological determinants of social behavior and learning. Social
behavior and learning are affected by the physical and social ecology of a setting
and can be facilitated or limited by the manipuiation of ecological factors. As
used here, the term ecology stands for the gross conditions of an enviromment which
determine which events and behaviors can oceur in a setting, and specifically
whether or not a child can receive a stimulus or emit a response. Such facilitators
and constraints are therefore as much setting conditions as are, for instance,
deprivation-satiation operations for food stimuli. The amount of floor space
available, the positions of walls and of furniture, ali represent physical conditions
that can grossly determine behavior systems. Similarly, the rules and regulations
in a setting {explicit and implicit} represent social facilitators or constraints on
behavior systerns. Thus, ecological conditions can insulate a child against, or
cause him to be exposed to, adults, other children, or their specific activities, and
in that way can determine whether or not he can emit particular responses or
“seek’ particular encls.

The physical and social ecology of a setting can therefore impose effective
censtraints on behavior systems. In group settings, social rules and physical
limitations can be employed to decrease the likelihood that individual children
would interfere with group activities or with the activities of a particular child.
In effect, such procedures prevent an undesired behavior from occurring stmply
by remeving the individual from the situation in which the respense may occur.
However, that behavior will not be suppressed when the “motivation” set and
opportunity for responding are again present. Social or physical confinement will
be most efective in suppressing undesired behaviors only when combined with
other procedures, particularly the strengthening of alternative, incompatible
behaviors. (This issue was discussed earlier in the section on punishment.)

The ecology of a setting can also be employed to facilitate social learning.
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Thus, in a group setting, the probability of various positive interactions among
the children and of particular activities (as role or thematic play) can be
increased by manipulating the number of children in a limited area. It is also
possible to manipulate the kind of props and their ratic to space in order to
faster constructive use of them or particular patterns of interactions. Further, the
social ecology of a child’s setting can be an important factor in his socialization,
For instance, the availability of active adults and/or older children in a child's
environment provides a range of behaviors for the child to use as models for his
awn behavior {as will be explored in a later section on generalized imitation and
identification}. Thus, in groups containing children of heterogeneous ages,
caretaker-models are more apt to exhibit nurturant respenses to young children
which the older children may copy. Moreover, socialization-by-imitation (model-
ing) is simpler for the young child when there are a large number of clder
individuals in his environment who exhibit a variety of behaviors that he can
copy, and for which he can often be reinforced, particularly when these models
are of the same sex as the child.

Whether a child is part of a family unit or in a group-care setting, if the
socialization process occurs in the absence of older models who could bath
provide examples for, and directly reinforce, a child’s behaviors, it is more
difficult for him te acquire the increasingly mature behaviors expected of him.
In that nonmodeling context, the socialization process would have to depend
almost entirely on direct instrumental training, Considering the number of
response systems to be modified, this process would be time and energy consurmn-
img, for the socializing agent would have to tmonitor continuously the child’s
behaviors and be prepared to respend to them, and decide, on the hasis of those
behaviors assumed appropriate for the child’s age level {or for the next higher
age level), taking into account his existing behavior repertory and level of social
{(and physical) development, which of his behaviors to reinferce differentially,

Thus, the occurrence of various undesirable behavior systems may be
inhibited and the occurrence of various desirable behaviors may be facilimted
and subsequently reinforced by conditions brought about by systematic manipu-
lations of the available space, the type and number of materials positioned in
that space, and the type and number of peers and adults in that space (e.g., their
status for the chiid, as described earlier). Although principles underlying sach
ecological manipulations are not as yet well understood, an illustration of their
utility can be found in Shure {1963).

ADDITIONAL IMPLICATIONS
OF THE APPROACH FOR LIFE SETTINGS

Emotional Behaviors and
Conditioning in Secial Contexts

Over and ahove their particular discriminative or reinforcing effects upon
Instrumental responses, conditioned and unconditioned positive and aversive
stmuli may have many wide-ranging effects on a number of impertant response
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repertories. While in molar-behavior analyses, the effects of presentations of
positive (approach) or negative {aversive) social stimuli are indexed by changes
in ongoing behavior systems, emotional behaviors (including autonomic re-
spondents) are frequent by-products of their provision, particularly of aversive
events, Moreover, even though there is no evidence that emotional behaviors
or their autonomic correlates are critical determinants of instrumental responses
(i.e., are more than concurrent with them) and it is likely that extreme and wide-
ranging changes in many instrumental response systems often occur without
such concurrent autonomic response changes, emotional-behavior sets are often
considered to be causes of diverse instrumental responses.'s Thus, it is often said
that one does something for the “joy” it will bring him, or doesn’t de it because
he is “afraid.” Further, caretakers are often even more concerned with emotional
responses {particularly those assumed to be associated with “distress™) than with
more routine operants. Hence, apart from being concurrent with operants,
emotional behaviors (or their expressive correlates) may be reinforced (as
operants) by censequences like the receipt of “affection” or “sympathy” from
others.

It is wel! known that it is often impossible to separate such emotional-
respondent sets from one another without taking into account the controlling
stimuli, the particular settings in which the behaviors are abserved, or sometimes
also their expressive-behavior correlates (e.g., facial or bodily appearance), even
though the latter are known to vary widely with eulture-group norms (some-
times more than with the stimulus context of the presumed emotional “state”
being described). Indeed, in the context of knowledge of an individual’s experi-
ential history, such expressive responses may differentially index sets of emational
behaviors.!* However, it is recognized only occasionally that the terms used to

*Emotional behavior, which appears to be largely respondent, has often been neglected
in behavioral analyses. This is perhaps a result of the conceptual distinction between respon-
dent and operant behavior and the greater attention typically given to the latter. However,
the original distinction berween the two paradigms, based on the conception that operants
are skeletal vesponses while respondents are muscular or glandular responses under the
control of the autonomic nervous system with only a few instances of overlap (2.g., Skinner,
1938) is, as has been peinted out increasingly in recent years (e.g., Hefferline, 1962), an
aversiplification. Cenditioned emotional behavior may accompany and even be involved
in the maintenance of many behavior systems, and further, thers is increasing evidence that
some cmotional responses can he jnstrumentally conditioned. However, even given these
considerations, the fact that emotional responses often appear to follow straightforwardly
the classical conditioning paradigm supports the possible utility for hehavieral analyses of
maintaining a heuristic emphasis on a distinct paradigm of classical conditioning. Thus,
while our didactic analysis of social learning in this chapter emphasizes the operant-
conditioning paradigm, at the very least it should be noted that the respondent-conditicning
paradigm may operate concurrently with many instrumental behavior systems.

®Indeed, expressive behaviors like smiles and laughs seem te be readiiy conditionable
early in human development, both on respondent and aperant bases (discussed in Gewirtz,
19631 Thus, if the appearance of 2 {parent’s} Face (conditioned stimulus} is followed
systematically by acts like lifting or tickling {unconditioned sumuli} which produce smiles
and laughter in the child, or if his smiles to that face (discriminative stimulus) are followed
by reinforcing stimuli, subsequent presentations of the face can come to evoke those “joyful”
expressive behaviors from the child {Leuba, 1941; Etzel & Gewirtz, 1967). When such
behaviors are concurrent with the receipt of positive reinforcement, they are likely to be
reinforcing 1o, and reinforeed by, the socializing agent dispensing the reinforeing stimul,
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describe emotional states are but labels for different fa.milies of fl.}nctional
stimulus-response relations. Thus, our every(.iay languag_e is reI:.tlEte van.h over-
lapping terms for various sets of such emntlc?nal behavmll"s ermttec! in specific
stimulus contexts, viz,, anger, rage, _frustl.‘atmn, fe?r, fright, anx.lety,1 terror,
guilt, shame, sOrrow, sadness, depression, joy, happiness. And subjects _verbal
behaviors coneurrent with these emotional response sets may vary Wlth: the
conditions under which they occur (ie., that produce thtm).-Thus, emotional
behaviors and changes in directed behaviors following separation fi_“om a lc?ved
one (e.g., through his death) may be termed sorrow or _meianchaifa,“ »f'ha]e a
similar behavior set following presentation of an identified a:vemfve stimulus
may be termed frar and one to generalized {ie., many) stimuli w:here the
controlling aversive stimulus is not apparent, may be ‘terfned anxiety; and
responses occurring after a strong ongoing behavior chain is blocked may be
termed frustration.

Thus, we have noted that, as respondents, emotional behaviors may be
concurrent with various expressive behaviors and with the receipt of positive
or negative reinforeers contingent upon instrumental responses, Itis -a]sclt t].mught
that, as instrumental responses, they can come under the control of discriminative
and reinforcing stimuli. Moreaver, emational responses may have an effect upon
behaviors that do not appear to be related to the instrumental response that has
been (positively or negatively) reinforced, ie., the occurrence of emotional
responses may increase the incidence of those behaviors that are compatible with
them and decrease the incidence of those that are not.

Frustration. Operationally, conditions which interfere ( block, interrupt)
with a stimulus-response chain have been termed frustrating. Emotional behaviors
are frequent concomitants or results of such interference {as will also be noted
in a subsequent section on deprivation-separation as shifts in the maintaining
environment). J. 5. Brown and Farber (1851), who did much te introduce a
conception of frustration within a larger theoretical framework {that of Hull-
Spence), assumed that its operations added to general drive level to have a
simultaneous impact on many responses and that it provided internal stimuli
with which respenses could becorne associated, Amsel {1962) has mostly explored
nonveward (after reward) as frustration operations with drive results (see also
the section on setting conditions) . Insofar as incompatible responses to a stimulus
in a conflict setting may involve the blocking of cne response by the other, a
frustration operation would be involved, and concurrent emotional responses and

A3 will be seen in a later section on effects of shifts in the maintaining environment
{and in Gewirtz, 1951h), effects termed sadness, melanchelia, depression, ané the like,
may not represent emotichal-behavior outcomes so much as they reflect simply the absence
of a child’s behaviors due to the remaval of the stimuli controlling thern, particularly the
relevant discriminative stimuli which set the occasions for hehaviors to oceur but also the
reinforcing stimuli which maintain them. When only the behaviors under the control of
the earlier environment and not a wide range of hehaviors are weakened, it is likely
that thesc grief patterns reflect more the simple withdrawal of the relevant discriminative
stimuli for a large proportion of the child’s behavior systems than emotional “states’’
involving emotional behaviors incompatible with responding in the new setting.
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other consequences might result. Thus, conflict phenomena could be subsumed
under frustration for many theoretical purposes, particularly under a notion of
frustration operations contributing to a theoretical concept of general drive level.
However, as that issus is tangential to the purposes of the didactic analysis of this
chapter, the issues invelved and the approaches which emphasize it are only being
mentioned here.

In an early sccial-learning apalysis, Dollard et al. {1939), in their book
Frustration and Aggression, postulated that frustration was an antecedent to
aggression, whether or not that vesponse was avertly exhibited. This postulate,
however, was not derived from the socizl-learning theory within which these
authors were working (and which several of them subsequently codified), but
apparently stemmed from a conception of Freud. Even while their analysis was
criticized at a number of points, it was a useful catalyst for diverse social-lezrning
analyses,

Conflict. Consistent findings from various studies on deviant behavior
indicate that many social behavior classes, generally considered undesirable, are
maintained by reinforcing schedules provided by the social environment (Patter-
son, 1967 ; Gewirtz & Etzel, 1967). Indeed, it can often be cbserved that behavior
classes Tike aggression are positively reinforced by socializing agents as well as
punished by thern, Moreover, at the same time that a child’s deviant behavior
may be punished by a teacher or parent, it may be reinforced by a peer or younger
sibling. Consequently, in natural settings the discriminative stimuli controlling
such response classes may come to be cues for incompatible approach and avoid-
ance responses by the child, in which case a conflict situation is said to exist.
Tt has been noted earlier that conflict often results in emotional responses (taken
by some to index “fear” or “anxiety”}, vacillation, and similar responses. (It has
also been noted that after aversive stimulation contingent upon the response,
events in the presence of which the response has been punished and cues from
the occurrence of the response [and from verbal responses about it] can come to
functien as conditioned aversive stimuli to suppress the response,) The resolution
of the conflict which can result from such mixed reinforcement patterns can take
different forms, depending on the pattern of response strengths of the incom-
patible behaviers.

Extending some of Freud’s (1920) and Lewin’s (1938, 1946, 1951} conflict
notions, Miller {1944} explored the effects of conflict involving several patterns
of incompatible approach and aveidance responses along a spatial-distance
dimension originating with the conditioned stimulus, under various combina-
tions of positive and negative reinforcement. For example, positive and negative
reinforcement for responses to a single stimulus will lead 1o approach-aveidance
conflict. And when two stimuli associated with different combinations of positive
and negative reinforcement are simultaneously presented, the results may be
approach-approach, avoidance-avoidance, and double-approach-aveidance con-
flict. These patterns of conflict and their features of equilibrium {or disequilib-
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rium) have proved to be heuristically useful in approaching a variety of
social-behavior systems (e.g., Dollard & Miller, 1950).

Apart from implications of his useful confiict paradigm for the behavior
sutcomes of a frustration “drive,” Miller {1948bY has applied it to the guestion
of how abijects of aggressive behavior are determined. Miller assumed a steeper
slope and narrower generalization range of the avoidance (inhibition, based on
pun.ishment} than of the approach {excitation, based on reward} generalization
gradient, and used the algebraic sums of response strengths at different points
along that stimulus-dissimilarity dimension, points that differed increasingly from
the parent socializers and corresponded to possible chjects of aggression, to
predict the identities of the objects to which aggression would be displaced. Thus,
if parents sometimes strongly reinforce a child’s aggressive responses and some-
times strongly punish that response class, assuming the resultant avoidance
gradient is higher than the approach gradient at their point of origin, the
response may occur (ie., generalize) to objects increasingly dissimilar to the
parents along some dimension of similarity from them. Thus, an aggressive
response might be displaced to another child or to an inanimate doll like the
parent in appearance (Miller, 1948b; Sears, 1951; Sears et al, 1953]. Further,
the response itself may be displaced by being transformed topographically into
one less overt, e.2., a verbal epithet instead of direct physical hurting.

The Place of Verbal Responses in Social Learning!

The classes of responses with which we deal in-this chapter include both motor
and vecal {including verbal-language) responses. Although verbal responses
need not be singled out for special emphasis in a general analysis of social
learning like ours, such responses are involved in an important way in the human
socialization process, and first-language acquisition is a significant correlate and
outcomne of that socialization. Indeed, some may view language as the central
outcome of socialization. Further, language learning and usage is a key behavior
characteristic often used to distinguish humnans from other species, as not even the
most advanced of the subhuman-primate species which have peripheral speech
apparatuses similar to that of man speak or use language as we know it.

Yet, there appears tc be nothing inherently special about verbal responses
which could serve to differentiate the process of their acquisition from that of
motor and other responses in humans. Indeed, motor gestures frequently play
known language roles {and, in fact, provide the only basis for the language of
deaf mutes), and motor responses are very often concurrent with or correlates
of verhzl tesponses. And although the concept of grammar is usually reserved
for verbal-language processes, grammatical systems could be proposed for motor
and other responses as well, though this may never have been done, apart from

X "I am ipdebtgd te the Drs. Donald Boomer, Albert J. Caron, and Murray Glanzer for
t:'ls_tl'ucn_ve discussions on language learning and for a critical reading of an earlier draft of
15 section. Dr. Caron was particularly heipful on the role of “induction.”
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the routine gathering of such phencmena into sets of functiona] relationships
{Lashley, 1951).

Verbal behavior and language. Much work on language structure has
been dene in the academic discipline of linguistics. Hence, attention has been
given through the vears to many of the complex facets of languages, and some
of the dimensions and features of the structure of language and its complexities
are known to everyone, if only at an intuitive level. While a good deal of psycho-
logical research has been done on verbal behavior and its acquisition, and on
language insofar as it is made up of verbal responses, very little systematic
empirical work and theoretical analysis has been done thus far on the specifics
of this systern (e.g., on sequential and temporal patterns of responses {including
verbal ones], on criteria of meaning of responses as symbgols, and the like) . In this
context, relative to the various other important behavior systems, which are in
principle at least equally as complex, the complexities of language structure and
acguisition have become, as it were, “prematurely” visible. This condition is
asynchronous, for the identified complexities of language are not readily ex-
plained by the extant simple principles which have otherwise been serving us
well, and those principles thus tend to appear simplistic and less than adequate.
Functional relationships based on these principles, however, have been identified
in various other psycholegical areas which in principle involve systems at least
as complex as verbal behavior systems termed languages, and in which the issues
have been far less visible than those of verbal-language structure and acquisition.
While there are as yet only primitive “grammars” identified for such systems
(as, for example, involving visual-pattern discriminations or size constancy
processes, where context “inflects” the nature of the figure seen [see the earlier
section on setting conditions and Gewirtz, 1967al, or as involving generalized
imitation or attachments), and although, at the moment, the principles we can
bring to the organization of these systems appear commonplace, we expect
nevertheless that a finite number of such simpie principles will one day provide
very adeguate accountings of the complex aspects invelved in each case. It is
therefore likely that the turmoil of the “premature™ exposure of the complexities
of language would have a wholesome, catalytic effect, especially if, in identifying
the great gap our principles must bridge, the scope of the problem obscures neither
the fact that much systematic empirical work must yet be done nor the utility
in other problem areas of the principles employed.

Language acquisition—innate or learned? There is considerzble con-
troversy about whether or not a straight experiential analysis of verhal-behavior
acquisition, with extrinsic reinforcement and inductive principles playing a
central role, is sufficient, or even able, to account for language learning and
performance, which is perhaps the most complex behavior system characterizing
the humnan, Indeed, it is thought in some quarters that the organization of verbal
responses in language may depend upon an innate, nativistic, and maturational
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structure (Chomsky, 1959, 1965, 1968; Fodor, 1967; Lenneberg, 1967) .22 Those
theorists who have taken such a nativistic pesition en language acquisition have,
on several grounds, questioned the utility of simple conditoning assumptions
and models to order the generative grammars that an acquisition model for lan-
guage behavior must explain, Thus, Chomsky {1965) has assurned that language
acquisition is based on the child’s innate knowledge of a theoretical model—a
generative grammar—of his language, “many of the concepts and principles of
which are only remotely related to experience by long and intricate chains of
unconscious quasi-inferential steps.” He has further contended that the limited
sample of utterances to which the child is exposed, as compared to the complexity
of the grammar acquired, and its independence of intelligence®® and motivation
leave little doubt that language structure cannot be acquired by a child without
the operation of innate schemata. Thus, the general language structure is
thought by Chomsky to reflect not so much experience as one’s innate ideas and
principles. He concludes that the “child cannot know at birth which language
he is going to learn. But he must 'know’ that its grammar must be of a pre-
determined form . . .” (1968, p. 66). Chomsky therefore further contends that
what “evidence is now available supports the view that all human languages
share deep-seated properties of organization and structure. These properties—
these linguistic universals-—can be plausibly assumed to be an innate mental
endowment rather than the result of learning” (1968, p. 68).

Thus, these nativist critics have faulted the inductive principles of general-
ization and transfer in conditiening approaches as being unable to account for a
speaker’s ability to produce and instantly understand sentences dissimilar to
those previously heard, and hence for not bridging the wide gap between associa-
tive principles and the apparent complexities of human language development,
and as falling far shert in handling the nuances implied in concepts of language
structure.” However, in the context where there is a large gap between condi-
tioning principles and the complexities of language behavior, and in the absence
of any given definitive evidence for the claimed innate homogeneity of languages
which could be evaluated, a researcher working in an empiricist tradition would
:n\pproach this issue wondering whether, if homogeneity in any aspect were ever
identified across languages, it might be due not to an “innate mental endowment”

. A SLlCCil:lCt summmary of several of the issues separating the innate versus the experi-
ential theoretical approaches to first-language acquisition can be found in a recent book
revne:v by R. Brown (1968).

*Those who take the nativist approach to language have assumed a discontinuity
betwec'n the intellective mechanisms of probiem solving and those of language. A functional
Z{Ial)'sl! like ours, an the other hand, approaches language behavior and its complexities no

ifferently from problem solving and intellective behavior systerns generally. In principle,
we would expect under our posture to find performances in the higher segment of the quality
:ar].:e of problem solutions for individuals within some subhuman species that are superior
0 \::er-mngc performance of some humans.
o Cm:ez\l-;:exx"all1 features of th1§ argument are not dissimilar from these which some theorists
cnndit'p €% human pr:r_sonallty h_ave earlier skeptically advanced regarding the utility of

\oning principles in accounting for complex personality functions {e.g., Allport, 1937).
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so much as to the homogeneous experiences involved in the pan-human conditions
of socialization (alsc possibly responsible for the degree to which infant depen-
dence patterns seem homogeneous in diverse human groups}.

We have seen that the claim of some nativists is that the structure and
processes comprising the child’s native endowment provides the basis for his
acquiring the ability to speak his community’s language. However, underlying
such approaches there is a marked paucity of theory that specifies how and at
what levels the innate substrate of language ability interacts with experience
a3 learning. Further, no genetic process has been detailed that is capable of
transmitting the types of endowed information that nativistic theories have
postulated to underlie language acquisition. Hence, the approach of many who
favor innate factors as the basis for first-language acquisition may come down
to little more than the claim that language acquisition is the outcome of a brain,
a voice box, a mouth, and two ears being innately present (and functional) in
the child. If in fact this is the case, the utility of such an approach to language
acquisition may be diluted. It is well realized that the empirical approach of this
chapter is far from a complete solution to the problem. Even so, our contention
is that, however incomplete an empirically based approach to first-language
acquisition may be at present, it offers a reasonable posture that is potentially
more profitable than a rational approach based on intuitive evidence.

Learning, verbal behavior, and language ™ Shaping and fading pro-
cedures {which were discussed earlier}, and direct imitative training and general-
ized imitation {which are discussed in a later section), can all play fundamental
roles in the learning of language responses. However, it is the more advanced
conditioning concepts in the area of stimulus control, in which “generalization-
transter” is viewed as the direct product of complex discriminated-operant or
conditional-discrimination mechanisms {which were earlier described in the sec-
tion on complex discriminations) (Lashley, 1938; Curming & Berryman,
1965; Goldiamond, 1966; Terrace, 1966), that appear to provide a more
promising basis for understanding the acquisition of distinctive cue and class
values in language and of their operating roles. The potential role of complex
Qiscriminated operaats and their direct “induction” to stimuli which, because
they may be in new contexts or vary zlong irrelevant dimensions, only eppear

to be different from the control stimuli in the acquisition context, has been

appreciated too little by both partisans and crities of learning approaches as
providing a potentially important basis for an improved conditioning account of
language acquisition and performance.

Language is characterized by gramomatical rules which may stem from, or

“Examples of diverse conditioning approaches lo language acquisition, more or less
compatible with the one presented in this chapter, have been advanced by Skinner (1957},
Braine (1963), Osgood (1963), Staats and Staats (1963), Jenkins and Palermo (19647,
and Crothers and Suppes {1967), among others. It came to my attention after this section
was completed that Crothers and Suppes (1967) have presented a critique, more formal
than that made here, of the assumpticns underlying some nativistic approaches to lan-
guage acquisition.
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be equivalent to, generalized conditional discriminations. Thus, the tense of a
verb depends on the specific context in which it oecurs, and is affected one way
in the present context and anocther way in the past. In terms of conditional
discriminations, f‘generalization" would derive from communalities in condi-
tional stimuli, in comparison stimuli which contain the discriminative stimulus
{e.g., verb inflections ), in the relationships among them, or in the broader con-
texts in which both comparison and conditional stimulus classes appear. While
experimental work has thus far rarely approached the level of complexity implied
in such contexis-within-contexts discriminations, the concept of conditional dis-
crimination and its derivatives provides a plausible basis for the acquisition of
gramnars, a basis continuous with the conditioning znalysis of this chapter.

However, even this emphasis on the direct induction of straightforward
stimulus-control concepts as a plausible empirical basis for accounting for
language learning may constitute for critics a limitation of the conditicning
model, insofar as it must carry so much explanatory weight and its implications
are not yet entirely understood. On this last point, however, we note that there
exist few scientific concepts that are in final form (including the nativistic concepts
favored by some critics}. And there has been an increasing awareness in recent
years of the potential power of the conception of direct induction of stimulus-
control functions on which conditioning analyses rely. Moreover, this conception
of direct induction: has recently successfully served the generalization function: a
simple model like that for generalized-imitation learning, presented later in this
chapter and in Gewirtz and Stingle (1968}, can effectively illustrate how a
simple variant of 2 basic instrumental-training conception {and the conditional-
discriminztion comcept] can plausibly bridge the broad gap between simple
conditioning settings and what many had considered to be a rather complex
personality process, namely generalized imitation and identification {which
processes would seem also to be involved in first-language learning) .

In this context, and especially because conditioning assumptions seem to
have relatively mere constructive implications for ways of facilitating language
development than do the alternative conceptual approaches, we feel it appro-
priate to illustrate in our analysis the continuity hetween verbal and all other
functional response classes. It is our contention that both nonverbal and verbal
responses can be conceived as following the same laws of learning, and it is
therefore reasonable to include both in any detailed analysis of the mechanisms
of social learning. The approach outlined here is particularly appropriate for
the inclusion of the learning of verbal responses, for it is oriented to the inter-
:‘i{ction process between child and socializing agent, which means between

taiker” and “listener” with these roles cycling between the two (whether motor
or verbal responses or both are involved in an interchange) . As such, the present
a[?pr?ach can conceive of the verbal responses of one person as constituting both
discriminative and reinforcing sdmuli for the verbal responses of the other
person. {Some of the responses involved may be imitative, a general process
which will be considered in a subsequent section on imitation and identification.)
Once verbal responses are acquired, they will be maintained by responses made
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to them in conversational interchanges, according to the same principles as
account for the maintenance of other responses.

The Child Conditions and Is Conditioned

The child as conditioner of his environment, It is axiomatic that the
caretaker-child interaction setting provides many occasions for mutual stimula-
tion and reinforcement. Tt follows as a corollary of the conception of interchange
that both interactors can change, and that the stimuli they provide can acquire
control aver behaviors of the other, i.e., condition them. Thus, the socializing
enviranment is also socialized! This conception of the behaviors of socializing
agents adapting to the behaviers of the child has received little emphasis to
date in analyses of caretaker-child interaction, where the orientation has usually
been on how the caretaking environment affects child behaviors.*® Yet, just as
the caretaker can condition the child’s behaviors by providing consequences that
are valued by the child, so also can the child’s behaviors mediate reinforcing
stimuli that can condition behaviors of the caretaker. The child's smiling,
vocalizing, reaching toward, eating “well,” or ceasing to cry can heavily rein-
force many of the adult’s behaviers { Gewirtz, 1968b) .

On this basis, “baby tall” or outlandish grimaces can enter the caretaker’s
behavior repertory, as a function of differential reinforcement provided by the
infant. And a caretaker may become “attached” to her charge on the same
conditioned-reinforcement basis that is thought to underlie the child’s “attach-
ment” to his caretaker: stimuli provided by the young child become conditioned
reinforcers for the caretaker’s behaviors because they are associated with diverse
potent reinforcers ({or her behavior) .

Some of the conditioning of the behavior of the caretaking envirenment has
unconstructive implications for socialization, as can be illustrated by the environ-
ment’s response to high-rate instrumental crying of infants. Such crying has
strong aversive qualities for most adults, and they will often stop some activity
(in an institution, for instance, the care of another infant) to attend to the crier
in the attempt to stop his crying. When a caretaker succeeds in stopping (the
aversive stimuli provided by} his crying, she is heavily reinforced, and the likeli-
hood increases of her picking upr or attending to that child when he again cries.
However, picking up the crving infant also constitutes a potent reinforcer for his
crying. Thus, even though there is momentary relief for a caretaker each time

*For exceptions, see papers by Gewirtz, by Rheingold, and by Bell. Gewirtz (1961b)
emphasized the ways the infant normally acquires considerable control over, and medifies,
the environmental conditions impinging upon him, and how caretaker-parents become
socially dependent upon and attached to their charges. Rheingold (1966) has similarly
emphasized how the infant modifies the behavior of other persons in his environment. Bell
(1968} reinterpreted the direction of effects in diverse researches on socializatien outcomes,
questioning whether child-behavior “outcome™ varizbles thought to be determined by
caretaking behavicrs as “antecedents” might not often be equally well conceived as deter-
minants of those caretaker behaviors.

R i
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the mfant ceases to cry when he is attended to, the long-range effect s to
increase the incidence of the very behaviors of the infant that are aversive for the
caretaker. Gewirtz and Etzel (1967) have presenied a detailed analysis of the
mutual conditioning process inherent in such cases.

The enviromment as conditioner of the child. As is noted at several
points in this chapter, there are unfortunate consequences that can result when
a carctaker responds indiscriminately te a child in an attempt to show her “love™
and “affection.” Some of these detrimental effects, for both the caretaker and the
child, can often be eliminated by modification of the caretaker’s pattern of
responsiveness {o the child. If discriminative and reinforcing stimuli {the care-
taker's “love” and “attention™) are provided to the child under optimal condi-
tions, in terms of an operational-conditioning model such as has been outlined,
desirable results for both the child and the c¢aretaker can he achieved simul-
tanecusly.

One desirable result is the child’s acquisition of a variety of socially valed
behavior patterns, including those which will not only insure that he will benefit
maximally from his experiences, but will also allow him to learn to manipulate
his environment to bring on such experience, independent of his caretaking
setting. For example, when the child’s high-rate instrumental crying is reacted
to by extinction procedures rather than by caretaker “attention,” his more
socially desired behaviors, such as smiles or vocal responses, can be reinforced
and thereby acquired as functional responses.

The secend desirable result of the provision of optimal learning conditions is
the satisfaction experienced by parent-caretakers when they feel that they are
taking an active role in evoking and reinforcing the child’s socially desirable
behaviors. It is our experience that most caretakers are well-intentioned {ie.,
“warm and loving”) persons, but that they are often ambivalent to a child when
they must respend to him on his terms, particulariy given the vehemence of the
injunctions and prescriptions in our seciety regarding the proper adult orienta-
tion to their charges. What such caretakers require is the means by which to
translate their “love” for the child into effective reinforcement conditions, to be
provided centingent upon those behaviors deemed desirable and important for
him to acquire. By employing simple operational-conditioning procedures, the
caretaker may thus experience considerabie satisfaction from knowing how and
when to provide her “‘attentive concern, care, and love” for the child. We have
aiready seen that if this reasoning is not applied, and the caretaker only responds
FO the child on his terms, she may find herself in the paradoxical (and unsatisfy-
ng) Position of reinforcing the very behaviors of the child she wishes to eliminate,
thaF 15, his immature or antisocial behaviors, such as his disruptive instrumental
crying. Taking a focused, disciplined role by reinforcing particular socially
desirable behavior patterns and not reinforcing antisocial or immature responses
may require a greater sensitivity on the part of the caretaker than does undis-
ciplined responding to the child, but it should also prove to be more satisfying
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and to involve less ambivalence than should attempts to follow such vague
maxims as “be good to the child” or “give infants as much tender loving care
as they need.”

Some Limitations of Conditioning Concepts
for Social Learning

The learning relationships and theories, which are the basis of the conditioning
approach to the impact of environment on early human adaptive and social
behavior, are derived both from work with lower organisms and from simplified
situations with humans in each of which a few apparently salient aspects of
naturally occurring phenomena are systematically manipulated. In this approach,
attempts are made simply to identify both the stimulus events in the environment
and the key behaviors which they appear to control. There is, however, a funda-
mental limitation in this approach which often goes unrecognized when basic
learning paradigms are applied uncritically to early human development and
learning.

Typically, in investigations modeled on basic stimulus-response acquisition
and performance paradigms with either lower organisms or humans in highly
abstracted settings, some salient conditions are systematically manipulated in an
extreme way, keeping minimal the number of cues or competing responses in a
task setting, and employing operations to make the stimuli involved maximally
salient for the organism (e.g., by manipulating background contrast factors).
For example, if food is to be employed as a discriminative or reinforcing stimulus
in a discriminaticn task with pigeons, the subjects are frequently reduced to
about 8C per cent of their normal body weight and are, in addition, deprived
of food for 24 or 36 hours. Further, the food stimulus is then dispensed in
relatively smail amounts, s0 as to preclude the subject’s satiating markedly for
it during the experimental session and to insure its homegeneous effectiveness
throughout the session. Thus, in this example, the salience of the food stimulus
for the organism is maximized by the implementation of ronditions which fall
toward the extreme of a postulated dimension of operations for food salience.

In experiments with young humans, however, it is rarely possible to imple-
ment such extreme conditions, and more than minimal operations along this
dimension are seldom attempted. The impact of discriminative and reinforcing
stimuli on their behaviors must be studied within the intensity ranges permitted
by everyday conditions in those environments, Thus, experiments and systematic
chservational studies with humans often cannot be carried out as efficiently as
can studies with lower organisms in highly contrived situations.

Only a surface aspect of the limitation inherent in the approach questioned
here, however, is indicated by this last point. The basic reason for the limited
scope of most of the work accomplished with lower organisms is, paradosically,
the success with which these contrived and extreme experimental conditions
have been implemented. In the conditioning literature and in the deprivation-
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satiation motivation literature as well, remarkably little attention has been
Jevoted to the functioning for behavior of stimuli through the lower and inter-
mediate segments of their intensity ranges. The young, rapidly developing
human, however, is normally subjected only to stimuli of lower and intermediate
intensity values (e.g., he is not deprived of food for more than a very few hours)
in situations with several competing stimuli and with only minimal contrast
(setting) conditions that can operate to heighten stimulus discriminability.
Hence, the generalizations that can be drawn from experimental work can only
apply minimally to the developing infant. Thus, an understanding of the
operation of stimuli in this Jower portion of the stimulus-attribute ranges is
precisely what is required for a more complete understanding of the impact of
the envirenment en the behaviors of the voung organism, and paradoxically, it
is about this lower portion that we know very little, Although, in attempts to
understand the impact on behavior of these less extreme conditions, the tendency
has been to use concepts like “attention”™ and “vigilance,” these concepts contain
considerable excess meaning and have proved gross and unwieldy. They can aid
little in providing an understanding of the human adult behavior for which they
were devised, and much less in the understanding of the stimulus-response
relationships that are focal in early life.

Tt is for these reasons that we have, earlier in this chapter, emphasized the
variety of setting conditions that could qualify the impact of stimuli on behaviors
(even in the lower portion of the intensity range of their functioning), including
the apparently learned long-term background contexts for some classes of
setting conditions. If we are to understand the finctioning of stimuli in the lower
segments of their intensity ranges and hence through the gamut of conditions in
life settings, a deliberate atterapt must be made in the study of early human
development and learning to identify setting operations which qualify the
functioning of stimuli for behaviers of the young organism.

SOCIAL LEARNING
AND THE CONCEPT OF DEVELOPMENT

It was noted earlier that the changing behavior capacities of the child through
developmental processes indexed by terms like “organismic maturation,”
“stages,” and “critical periods” might qualify the behavior-development ap-
proacl-.L of this chapter but would not change its essential features. Similar as-
sumptions are made in this chapter about various other factors which also, in
Principle, must be accounted for in analyses of the impact of experience on the
behaviaral development of young humans, and which also would qualify the
present approach. These include apparently unlearned S-R assaciations, species-
specific behaviors, individual differences in inital characteristics, and like fac-
tc‘trs. In recent years, behavioral scientists have found it of very limited utility
(ff not indeterminate) to attempt to separate behayior functioning from en-
viroumental context, as was the emphasis in, for instance, the nature versus
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nurture controversies of a few decades back. Thus, it has come to be realized
that concepts like “ability,” “capacity,” and “level of functioning” have limited
meaning independent of behavior as it eccurs and comes to be contrelled within
an environmental context. The relevant issue for all approaches to child devel-
opment is therefore the modifiability of behavieral development. As A. L. Bald-
win {1955) has observed, once it has been established in a given situation that
both the factors ordinarily termed “heredity” and those termed “environment”
play some role in determining a behavior system, the question of their relative
effects may become insignificant for many purposes. We would add that this
would be so at least relative to such questions as which stimuli contrel the be-
havior system at issue.

The Status of Developmental Laws
in a Functional Learning Analysis

Qur line of reasoning turns on the notion that there may be no fundamental
difference between the laws characterizing behavior changes in early life and
those characterizing behavior changes during other, later, time spans. All in-
volve the determination of sequential, functional relations between stimulus
input and behavior output in the individual’s experience.” The term “develop-
ment” in a molar psychological analysis is an abstraction for systematic changes
in specific $-R patterns. Throughout the entire life history of an organism,

“"There are several reasons why it is difficult to have a reasonable operational con-
cept of development which can apply to the entire human life span, or even only to early
life. The specification of those behavior systems whose sequential changes are taken to
reflect development is arbitrary. Also arbitrary are the directional criteria usually employed
for development, such as increasing behavioral edaptiveness and complexity. This is be-
cause relevant indices of these criteria will vary with {a) different environmental contexts,
and (b) the portion of the life span being considered (i.e., behavior changes in early
life may be scored in 2 different, even opposite way from behavior changes in later life}.
Further, measures of these criteria may not intercorrelate. Moreover, implicit in the con-
cept of development as it has often been used is the assumption that behavior changes
are irreversible, a notion which is incompatible with much recent thought in substantive
areas that attempt to explain behavior change (e.g., in learning and perception).

Numerous exceptions can be found to the common assumption that advances in
developmental level with age are reflected in the direction of increased complexity of
behavior systerns. Holding stimulus level constant, some inefficient responses that are com-
plex, in the sense of being undifferentiated, unfocused, or of containing many components,
may give way with experience to focused, simple and efficient responses. Thus, the direc-
tion of a systematic developmental change may be from the “complex” to the “simple,”
and thus may run counter to what is often considered a developmental advance. Similarly,
holding the response level constant, a child’s increased experience {learning} with a gross
sticnulus complex often results in his selecting out the salient stimulus elements, Hence,
while his response steadily increases in efficiency by becoming controlled by fewer, simpler,
and relevant stimulus elements, he attends decraasingly to irrelevant elements of the
stimulus complex. Thus, here too what is often termed development may reflect changes
in the direction of simplifying {rather than making more complex) aspects of 2 behavior
system, in this case the controlling stimuli for responses.

Having questioned the directional criteria for defining development operationally,
adaptiveness and changes toward complexity, and the assumption of irreversibility, it
appears that developmental processes are not distinct from the processes underlying
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training conditions can be implemented to produce behavior outcomes either
quickly or slowly, relative to some “norm.” As we shall demonstrate, providing
the young organism with experience that is focused with reference to a par-
ticular cutcome can facilitate the acquisition of behavior systems that, in the
natural course of events within the range of settings ordinarily observed, char-
acterize much older organisms. We also note the opposite possibility (which
one would usually seek to-avoid} of providing an older organism with patterns
of experiences to retard or reverse (extinguish) the acquisition of behavior
systems so that his behaviors would be like those ordinarily characterizing much

younger organisms. g

Some theorists seem 0 have stressed explicitly or implicitly the study of
sequential and often rapid behavior changes comprising early development
mainly because of the assumed unigue dependence of those changes upon (or
at least, their correlation with) gross changes in body structure (e.g., Munn,
1965), while failing to note that gross biological changes also occur during
other segments of the life span, some of which undoubtedly correlate with be-
havior changes as rapid as those typically noted in early life. Hence, while there
is 2 valid place for diverse research strategies and tactics directed to the biolagi-
cal substrate of molar receptor and effector functions, and to coordinating such
variables with molar behavier, it must be noted that because changes in bio-
logical substrates and in behavior systems occur both in early and in later s=g-
ments of the life span, the laws characterizing early development should in no
way be different either in general flaver or in detail fram the laws governing
other psychological areas in which change In behavior provides the dependent
variable. '

Research issues in early development are distinguished from these in other
areas of psychology, however, in that an organism in the first phase of his life
has had relatively fizife cumulative commerce with his environment, and thus
the context for the impact of experience on his behavior will be different from
that of organisms in later phases of life who have bad more cumulative experi-
ence. (However, it should be noted that there may be life sectors in which an
older organism may have had little experience relative to a particular behavior
outcome and, consequently, the impact of some new experiences upon that
older organism may be functionally similar to the impact of new experience on

sequential behavior change studied under the aegis of process areas like those labeled
perception, leaming, cognition, and persomality. The single, unique aspect of develop-
mental psychology thus appears to be only that a variety of researchers, for diverse value
reasons, have oriented their attention to identifying primarily those hehavior changes that
vary with gross chronelogical age units, and have labeled their interest developmental.
The validity of this age orientation is questioned in the next section, where it is argued
that process functions undetlying behavior systems, and not age-related functions, shouid
be the focus of study now, even for those researchers who are interested eventually n
reducing these age-related behavior changes to process laws in which age is not a varible.
Por even though age-related functions can he reduced to process functions, they may still
be biased to an unknown degree by factors that also happen to correlate with age but
are irrelevant to the behavior systems in question.
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the very young organism.) In view of this limited-experience context for the
impact of experience on behavior, certain special issues that do not greatly
characterize such other psychological areas as learning or motivation may char-
acterize more the study of early development. These issues include maturation-
learning and those involved in the requirement of stimulus input for certain
structural systems te become and remain functional.

When a systematic shori-term change in behavior cannct be attributed
routinely to what is consensually termed a learning operation (ie., the imple-
mentation of some recurring environmental stimulus contingent upor a re-
sponse} or to some short-term performance operation {e.g., the implementation
of changes in some setting or ecological condition), that behavior change has
often been classified residually as due to “maturation.” While the term matura-
tion has been used in diverse ways, it is conventicnally thought to apply in at
least two behavior-change contexts: (a) when 2 topographically complete be-
havior suddenly appears in {enters) the child’s repertory, either with or without
an identified stimulus basis; or (b} when a primitive approximation of a be-
havior suddenly appears in a child's repertory, with or without an identified
stimulus, that, with monitored practice or simply with the passage of time, ap-
proaches the behavior's final topographic form. An important implication of
the maturation conception is that, within the normal range of conditions, the
behavior change is essentially irreversible, in contrast to the corollary of reversi-
bility inherent in the learning conception (ie., that a behavior will revert to
its ariginal level when the conditions maintaining it are removed).

Thus. hehaviors which appear to enter the growing child’s repertory sud-
denly are often attributed to maturation, the innately determined unfolding
with age of a gradual plan of development independent of experience. How-
ever, the sudden appearance of a new behavior may often he due to a rapidly
implemented learning procedure unnoticed hy observers, to other effects of ex-
perience not usually conceptualized as leamning, or to other factors underlying
the behavior such as changes in stimulus threshold (“capacity”} that may also
be conceived to be possible experiential-learning phenomena. The inability of a
molar analysis, which emphasizes the impact of environmental stimuli on be-
havior, to specify plausibly the determinants of new behaviors in terms of
experience and learning efects may imply onlv that the currently available con-
cepts and observational and tesearch techniques require improvement. Tt fol-
lows that the premature labeling of effects which are unexplainable under a
given posture as due either to maturation or to learning may be unwarranted
as it explains little and may obscure much.*® Tn such cases, the introduction of

“{Jnder a given conceptual posture, many questions may be phrased in an all-or-none
manner {e.g., a3 behavior determinants heing il maturation or ali learning) to emphasize
their conceptual salience, even though the researchers pperating under that posture reaiize
that it may he difficult to arrive at empirical answers that do not lie somewhere between
the extreme alternatives they have posed, if only because all relevant factors are rarely
taken into account in the early approaches to an issue. Thus, what may be considered un-
explained variance (“error” factors) under one all-ornone posture {c.g., all learning)
may be considered evidence by researchers under apother all-or-none posture {eg., 2l
organismic maturation}, and viee versa. While it is generally recognized, if only implicitly,

i
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the maturation concept to account for behavior variations not readily ex-
plained, especially when it is unaccompanied by a systematic focus on the en-
vironmental events that may affect the behavior, may prematurely preclude
the search for an explanatory principle based upon specification of antecedent-
consequent relationships, and may be tantamount to the notion that age is the
independent variable in developmental psychology.

Limitations of the Age Variable
in Developmental Analyses

Chronological age has functioned for many as the central variable in the study
of developmental functions because of its supposed convenience, as an ordered
variable, in indexing successive changes both in physical structure and in be-
haviaral systems of the organism. Spiker (1966) and Zigler (1963a} have
viewed age as an index of the medium of time in which various processes can
cccur. On the other hand, Berlyne (1966) has maintained that chronological
age almost automatically deseribes the developmental condition of the subject,
and as such, is a necessary part {or qualifier} of any behavioral law. He feels
that it is . . . often impossible to predict what kinds of responses will he evoked
by particular stimuli unless we also know the subject’s age” {p. 72). However,
age is actually a residual independent variable {of last resort, as it were), for it
provides a relatively pure index only of the passage of time in the physical
worid. As it, by its nature, but imperfectly indexes changes in biological strue-
ture, in sequences and combinaticns of experience and in the resulting behavior
systems, age does not provide the required indices of processes occurring in e
and hence can only be an incidental variable for the sequential phencmena
comprising development. A child will have cumulative, differential commeree
with stimuli, representing a sequence of leaming procedures (although not
necessarily provided optimally for the organism}. In this sequence, forms of
learning may occur in which stimuli acquire control (direct and cenditional)
over instrumental responses, and may vary in terms of the order, salience or
other criteria for the efficacy with which they have been presented to the ors
ganism. And while, on the average, these sequential processes may occur at
different age points in a specifiable environmental group, there is no necessary
correlation between their occurrence and age-gue-time. Under this coneeption,
.then, the “correct’” time for implementing an environmental procedure to facil-
itate development is a point in a sequence of experiences and only incidentally
a point in physical time. A corollary of this conception is that, insofar as the
sequential order of a respanse system provides no clear evidence for a tirme-
linked course, age would be of limited utility for process-linked issues.

F‘lat, in the extreme form in which they have been posed, such questions {as matoration vs.
:fai’;mg’, hefedlty vs. environment) may be basically ‘indet_erminats, the increased salience
in th: qtdlestt_nn affected by an extreme posture can give direction to research and can afd
Y ke ugtlon_of diverse _fum:_uonal relationships under the aegis of the issue. And it is

ese relationships which inevitably facilitate refining the issue further, despite the fact
that the issue initially may be couched in all-or-none terms.
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I have noted elsewhere (Gewirtz, 1961b) that learning procedures to which
the child is exposed in life settings are seldom optimally efficient in facilitating
his acquisition of key behavior systems. This point becomes even more salient
when one considers that optimizing development requires the efficient, rapid
presentation to the child of a correct sequence of learning experiences, For in-
stances, A. J. Caron (1968} has shown that seven-year-old performance on a
conceptual-transfer task could be brought about in three-year-old pre-linguistic
children by subjecting them to relatively rapid dimension-highlighting training,
which stood, as it were, for the four years of relevant experience that seven-
year-olds ordinarily receive between the ages of three and seven. That Caron
was able to achieve this level of performance within such a relatively short time
span dramatically demonstrates that those four years of experience in the life
setting are ordinarily provided inefficiently, insofar as they involve inadequate
and pootly sequenced learning procedures unfocused with respect to this type
of task. In the context of results like Caron's, those {e.g., Zigler, 1963a) who
have attempted to differentiate learning from development on the basis of the
length of time (prescribed number of trials versus several years) required for
a response change may in effect be equating development with the relatively
inefficient learning in life settings that is often measured in large time units.
The routine attention to age-linked performance changes would have missed
entirely functional relations ke the one Caren Identified in this performance
sector.®

An emphasis on the charting of assumed age-linked performance changes
in standard stimulus settings, therefore, tends to preclude both an emphasis upon
the process of development and an awareness of the relative rapidity with
which a given process may effect a behavior outcome. An alternative approach
is to focus upon the determination of what combination and sequence of ex-
periences can be provided by the environment (in terms of stimuli and their
contingencies with behaviors) in order for the organism to attain some given
performance level®® {which level may be age-assaciated, ie., one that is ordi-
narily characteristic of individuals older than a given child). Given our cur-

®After this section was completed, my attention was drawn to the fact that an argument
much like the one presented in this paragraph and the next was made by Baer {1966) in
an articulate, unpublished talk. Baer presented an example similar to ours of how early
discrimination learning was facilitated, thus providing a dramatic illustration of how, when
an experimenter perseveres, responses some would think impossible to facilitate could be
brought into the child’s repertory.

"Because the term stage often appears to have been used to represent a plateau within
ordered sequences of behaviors that, by implication, characterizes an individual’s perform-
ance for a lengthy time period and is ordinarily associated with an age range, the terms
point or level are preferred for our use here. When stage is employed, as it were, as a
still-photograph of 2 level in a centinuous process of development, it would be synonymous
with our usage of the terms level or point in an ordered sequence, and we would thus have
no quarrel with that use of the term. However, some have employed the term stage to
emphasize moere the fixity, length of span, and/or association with given age levels of 2
behavior system. Thus, 2 convenient term which for some theorists seems to have heuristically
evolved to indicate momentary points in sequential changes in development, for athers
appears fe imply heuristically a leng-term “stopping” of development in a process during
which relevant sequential changes are implicitly assurned not to be taking place.
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rent understanding of behavior technelogy, we have seen that when there is
such a systematic joint focus on behavior and the differential environmental
conditions provided to facilitate its occurrence, procedures may conceivably be
implemented that would take rather few trials during sessions lasting only min-
utes or hours to produce any of 2 number of specified effects that, in the nat-
ural course of events, would occur only after many months or even years.
Furthermore, there are also sequential behavior changes that may occur very
rapidly in the life of the organism (e.g., within days, hours or even minutes) in
natural as well as experimental settings which will rarely correlate with the
larger age units typically used in developmental analyses, such as years, months
or even weeks. These sequential behavier changes may be basically no different
from those which, because they correlate with age, are routinely labeled develop-
mental. When considered with the already noted possibility of facilitating or re-
tarding the time course of diverse behavior sequences, the fact that sequential
behavior change can eccur in very briel periods of time also argues against the
use of chronological age as a standard independent variable in the study of de-
velopment, or, indeed, even as an important variable.

Hence, it is precisely heczuse we are in general accord with such theorists
as Spiker (1966) who view chronolegical age as merely a measure of the time
during which diverse processes can occur and as a variable that will not be
required in advanced theories of development, that we question the utility of
an age-variable focus even now. In fact, we suspect that its current use may
obscure rather than facilitate uncovering the process variables determining the
ordered changes in behavior that are consensually termed developmental. We
must therefore question Spiker's unqualified notion (and the similar implication
from Zigler's [1963a] distinction between development and learning) that the
concept of development be restricted to behavior changes that normally ac-
company increases in chronological age. Tt is possible that Spiker means his
position to serve ornly as an initial definitional tactic of directing research
towards the assembling of sequential behavior patterns by the identification and
study of age-correlated behavior changes, which for him would comprise the
“developmental” laws ultimately to be reduced into the advanced process-
oriented theories of development that dispense with age as a variable, Even so,
there are at least two grounds on which the utility of such an initial tactic could
be questioned. First, unqualified by sampling considerations, such an approach
to development can imply a homogeneity of experiential differences corre-
lated with age, as well as resulting homogeneity of hehavior outcomes among
subsamples of subjects readily identified in terms of independent criteria, There-
fom, such an unquatified age-related approach would be impeached by the
lc!erttiﬁcation of any bebavior system for which there are found subgroup
differences in age course, of which many examples can be found in the litera-
ture (e.g., Anastasi, 19587 Gewirtz, 1963; H. B. Gewirtz & J. L. Gewirtz, 1968a) .
Further, those behavior changes that do correlate with age and are consequently
selected to characterize development initially, may be biased to an unknown ex-
tent by those conditions that, while they also happen to correlate with age, are
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irrelevant to the processes underlying the behavior changes in question. Second,
there is the possibility of arranging conditions (as Spiker has also suggested)
that would greatly accelerate or that would retard development of a behavior
system, once its determinants have been identified.™

Thus, in the conceptual context of this chapter, developmental level is
used to stand not simply for the passage of time since the beginning of extra-
uterine existence {as indexed by age) but rather for an ordered peint in the
sequence of receptor and effector respornse occurrences cumulatively affected
by stimuli. The fundamental question for many theoretical purpeses then is
to ask what sequences and combinations of systematically manipulated exper-
iences can enhance (or compensate for} the routine experiences that children
ardinarily receive in selected life settings to facilitate the acquisition of specific
key behavior systems, This procedure is more in keeping with modal scientific
approaches, for time is considered to he nothing more than an index of the
occasions and the limits for the process of environmental impact on behavior,
and never itsell to be the major variable. Further, this concentration on process
contributes more to a general understanding of behavier functioning and can
yield clear principles that are immediately useful in providing engineering
bases for bringing out the “full potential” of children as well as for “up-
grading” the behavior systems of children from all types of life settings {includ-
ing disadvantaged ones).

Important systematic changes in the 5-R systems of children can be in-
dexed in a number of ways. (Many of these changes would be conventionally
termed “advances in developmental level.”) Focusing upon the responses of the
child, there can be increases in the number of sequences, in their length, in the
smoothness or skill of their execution, or in the number of simultanecus re-
sponses occurring, and in the inhibition of certain responses and the occurrence
of others in the presence of discriminative stimuli. However, in analyzing the
sequential changes in the child’s behavicr, it would be an incomplete approach
to focus on the response side of the 5-R sequential unit to the neglect of the

*Cur reservation about an age-defined concept of development has been seen to
stem from the assumption that it is not age per se but rather the processes which normally
occur with age in natural envirenments, hut which can be expedited or delayed at various
ages by environmental conditions, that are the immediate, relevant variables in the study
of developmental psychology. Further, we have noted that age-related behavior changes
may be biased in unknown ways by conditions which, while they happen also to correlate
with age, are irrelevant to 2 behavior change being studied. Nevertheless, we recognize
the possible use of age as a preliminary vehicle for identifying sequences of behavior or
systematic behavior changes ordinarily taken to characterize development, in a context
where the qualifications of such an approach are explicitly taken into account by the
researcher and where the limited aim of such initial screening is merely to expedite im-
mediate process-oriented studies of the pattern of environmental variables which account
for the ordered hehavior changes identified. This use of age as an initial screening variable
is not unlike the use of classieations in process-oriented approaches to comparative and
differential psychology, for the purpose of initially identifying culture or species differences
in behavior {even though such classifications, unlike age, are usually not initially ordered
along dimensions). The main research task for process-oriented approaches in both in-
stances is to identify the determinants of differential behavior outcomes, i.e., to specify
the process underlying those autcomes.
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stimulus side, as has often been the case. Behavior changes can often be ac-
counted for by increased “responsivity™ to stimuli, increasingly fine discrimina-
tions between stimuli (Bijou & Baer, 1963), and by the increasing complexity
of the stimulus patterns {e.g., number, type, range, and spatial and temporal
relationship of the stimuli} that acquire control over various behaviors. For
example, upon hearing any auditory stimulus, an infant may initially orient its
head in the direction in which its mother is usually found, but will eventually
perform this response only to particular tones, appearing at certain intervals
of the day and in conjunction with a variety of other stimuli. Thus, the dis-
criminative stimulus for head turning, insofar as it comes to involve a condi-
tional disczimination, changes while the single head-turning response it con-
trols remains unchanged. By directing attention to changes in the stimulus
side of the S-R unit, it may often be found that systematic increases in the
complexity of an older child’s behavior, refative to that of a younger child’s,
are primarily due to systematic increases in the complexity of the stimuli
provided by the controlling environment (in part, perhaps, because parents
or teachers assutne that only the older child is capable of responding to com-
plex stimuli, although for many behavior systems this may not necessarily be
so). Thus, the characteristics (some would term “developmental level”) of a
child’s response systems could be determined by the range of functional stimuli
to which he has been exposed (cf., e.g., Vince, 1961). That is, the development
of the child’s behaviors may often be limited by the nature of the stimuli
pravided by the controlling environment rather than by the child’s “potential
Often, actually, a child might have exhibited thé more complex and effective
behaviors at an earlier chronological age if the more complex stimuli had
been provided systematically then. An analysis of changes in the behavior of
the controlling emvironment in such instances may explain more about the
child’s development than would an znalysis focused only on the child's
behaviors.

Such behavieoral changes can be facilitated by continuous differential re-
inforcement of successive approximations of the child’s responses to a desired
level of complexity (or simplicity). Also, at any given level of complexity his
responses can be differentially reinforced so that they come increasingly under
the control of differentiated discriminative and reinforcing stimuli. Those un-
conditioned and conditioned stimuli which are discriminative and reinforcing
for a child at any developmental-sequence point, in terms of their types, num-
bf:rs, range, and spatial and temporal patterning, will then function to shape
hl.s responses in the direction of more efficiently attaining positive reinforcing
Stln.'lu]us consequences (both nonsocial and social), which subsequently will
maintain those behaviors. At first, the child’s performances will have only
ll{nited effects on the environment, but through approximations of increasingly
dll:‘fer.entiatecl and efficient responses, they become increasingly efficient
[lm_ngmg on reinforring consequences (Gewirtz, 1961b, 1968b). In this context,
1t is worth noting that Zigler's {1963a) view that a unique interest of develep-
mental psychology (as distinguished from the interests of behavior theory)

>
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demanding approaches, methodologies and thecries having particular character-
istics, is the study of “changes in the form or organization of responses over
time as contrasted with the changes in the strength or accuracy of the response”
{p. 345), may have lost sight of the long-standing concern of conditioning
researchers, particularly those working on operant behavior, with changes in
the topography of responses prior to and during shaping procedures.

In consection with changes in behavior capacities, however, it is axiomatic
that the individual cannot perform tasks which require responses be is physi-
cally incapable of making. In a similar vein, unconditoned and conditioned
stimuli must surely exhibit the beginnings of their effectiveness at different
cumulative-experience points in the course of a child’s development. Until a
child’s receptor and effector skills are sufficiently advanced on whatever basis,
the number and types of stimuli from all sources to which he can respond and
which can reinforce his responses are limited {Gewirtz, 1961b). That is, learn-
ing canmat occur umtil physical growth (“maturation”) has reached the ap-
propriate peint (Hebb, 1966). (And, in keeping with what was earlier noted,
even such conditions at best can be indexed only imperfectly by the chrono.
logical age of the child.) Further, as the child grows, some reinforcing stimuli
may drop out functionally, to be superseded by others, er their relative im-
portance for him may change. Thus, food may decrease in reinforcing effec-
liveness relative to {a small degree of) ervironmental change per se. Thus,
also, it is likely that the essential nature of the event pattern which constitutes
the reinforcing property of certain stimuli for the infant changes as he moves
from one capacity “level” to a higher one. To illustrate, those stimulus changes
which could be effected by rather gross movements of an infant’s hands or
fingers (e.g., interfering with light sources), originally produced hy the most
complex behaviors of which he was capable, might become increasingly less
effective as reinforcing stimuli in the context of his ingreasingly complex
response repertary. Thus, also, the conditioned social reinforcing stimulus of
attention may be superseded in importance by that of approval (to be at-
tained from the caretaker-parent by successively more complex performances)
in restricted settings in which the caretaker’s approval response mediates the
receipt by the young child of most of the reinforeing stimuli which are impor-
tant for him. A developimental analysis, such as the one proposed here, would
examine the origins and changes in reinforcing stimuli as functions of the roles
they play in behavior chains important for the child in the context of changes
in the child's receptor and cffector capacity due to sequences of experience.

Early Experience

There are several reasons why eatly (or, more generally, earlier} experience
may significantly influence the development of hehavior systems later in life.
As has heen noted, some structural systems which underlie hehavior systems
appear to require stimulus input in order that they become (or remain)
functional. For example, a physically developed eye may not be functional
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until it has been exposed fo the light {Hinde, 1966}. Second, many behavier
systems of the organism depend directly upon the previous acquisition of com-
ponent response systems. Thus, all forms of ambulatory behavier require the
earHer acquisition of the ability to stand and maintain balance. Third, and
pethaps most salient for our purposes in this chapter, certiin later behavior
systems would appear to be more effectively established when supported by
behavior systems that are usually leamed early in life {such as eye contact,
visual following, smiling, and vocalizing), and that can subsequently become
the elements of diverse response complexes and S5-R chains, including those
directed at people.

These later behavior systems are often maintained by the same stimuli as

" maintained the earlier acquired responses, and on this basis, behavior systems ac-

quired early in life may become pervasive, and may often appear permanent and
irreversible. Nevertheless, it should be noted that these systems would extinguish
i the conditions maintaining them were removed (Gewirtz, 1961b). Thus,
the strength of these behavior systems is often due not to their “irreversibility,”
but rather to the locking in of the behavior of the environment with the child’s
behavior, so that, from the earliest acquisitions onward, the maintaining contin-
gencies might not even appear ta be operating to the untrained observer. Further,
in this locking-in process, the appearance of irreversibility of some behavior
systers may result from the transfer of stimulus control frem the initial sets of
maintaining stimuli to different sets, which, to the untrained observer, similarly
might not appear to be operating (Eizel & Gewirtz, 1967). While strict elimina-
tion of reinforcement for such pervasive response classes is often unlikely to be
implemented in life settings, it is possible in principle.

The effects of experience in early life are likely to be qualified by a
variety of limiting conditions, and hence no general principle about early
experience appears warranted. First, the assumption that later experience builds
upon the results of earlier experience does not apply uniquely to the young
child, but may hold for any time span in the life of an organism. It is also
possible that the effects of only some early experiences are particularly impor-
tant for development, in the sense that they directly or indirectly become the
bases for later behavior systems considered important, or are required for some
structural systems to become functional. On the other hand, the long-range
faﬂ"ects of many other experiences of the young.organism may be much less
important. Thus, an older organism learning a new skill, involving long and
COmp!ex 8-R chains that must be mastered sequentially, may find that the
experiences involved in learning the earlier part of a chain are more eritical
f_Or I‘Eaming later parts than are diverse experiences it may have had early in
life in contexts dissimilar from that in which the new learning is taking place.
Further, while certain kinds of stimulation may be required early in life to make
Somelstructural systems functional, stimulation may alsc be required through-
out life in order to maintain the functioning of these and other systems.

The emphasis of the approach of this chapter upon experience is not
meant to negate the effects of “heredity” upon the development of behavior
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systems, It is obvious that certain learnings are guided (i.e., facilitated or in-
hibited) by structural and constitutional factors. Thus, some behaviors which
appear to be unlearned, perhaps because of the suddenness of their appearance,
may be partially explained by the hereditarily determined growth of the recep-
tor and/or effector systems which make possible the very rapid learning of
the behavior.

However, as noted above, it is our assumption that many of the behavior
systemns that may appear unlearned are dependent upon experience and hence
learning to a much larger degree than is usually acknowledged. Thus, as Hebb
(1966) notes, while a baby does not have to learn a temper tantrum {in the
sense of practicing it or witnessing it in others) in order to perform it defini-
tively on the first trv, the baby must previously have learned to value some-
thing that is now beyond his reach or being withheld from him. Further, the
behavior is modifiable insofar as the child’s value matrix of relevant objects
may be changed, and positive or aversive consequences may be made contingent
upen the tantrum hehavior (Etze! & Gewlrtz, 1967).

Homogeneities in the early experience of children may also be responsible
to a large degree for the common features of certain human behaviors which
have caused some to censider them unleamed, “species-specific” hehaviors.
Perhaps becazuse of the emphasis which many such theorists have placed on
“instinetive” or “innate” behaviors, there has often been the failure to recog-
nize the dependence of such behaviors on the experiences with stimuli that are
normally inevitable for all members of a species. and on the commeon Jearning
which can result from such eopportunities (Gewirtz, 1956k}, Thus, as we note
at a number of places in this chapter, the extreme helplessness of the human
infant in early life and the care he requires simply to remain alive constitute
a pan-human circumstance which could lead to some relatively homogeneous
outcome patterns in human behavior. These learned response patterns, then,
would only appear unlearned and species-specific.

Critical and sensitive periods. The concept of critical period has often
been applied to time spans, particularly in the early life of an organism,
during which the organism’s capacity for the acquisition of certain behavior
systermns may be assumed to be permanently lost if relevant experience does
not oceur then” A related concepr is that of semsifive period which has been
applied to time spans during which it has been assumed that relatively large
or rapid behavicral effects can be produced by lower magnitudes of environ-
mental stimulation than would be required to produce such effects at other,
presumably nonsensitive, time periods.

These concepts of critical and sensitive periods have often referred to 2
particular span (or spans) of time in the life of the organism bounded by

At an orthogonal level of conceptual analysis, whick is fundamentally irrelevant for
a functional analysis of behavior growth, that time span may follow the assumed or known
development of the underlying structures involved, whether that development be at birth
or at some later growth point (e.g., Hebb, 1966).
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numerical chronological-age points. Although use of these concepts may be
coupled with mention of the significance of the sequential experiences that
enable an organism to acquire specific behaviors during a presumed critical or
sensitive period, often it is the time spans bounded by specific age points that
have received focal emphasis and have been termed sensitive or crtical. The
usage of such age-linked time spans appears to connote a high degree of pre-
cision, yet the age limits involved are often qualified by such terms as “around,”
“about,” “roughly,” or “approximately.”

Particularly as applied to the human, the age-linked conceptions of critical
and sensitive periods are often tied only to those naturally occurring environ-
mental conditions that are considered by observers, and thus may reflect with
fideiity little more than the failure of those observers to find exceptions in this
sampling context. That is, the labeling of a period as vritical may stem solely
from such negative evidence as not noting the appearance of the hehavior
system in question outside of the age limits within which it has appeared im
the samples that happened to be studied. The label sensitive often appears to
have been assigned to a norm-derived age span based almost entirely on the
central tendency and dispersion or range of ages for the appearance of the
behavior under serutiny, and therefore, so used, this term too would be quali-
fied by any limitations in subject or environment sampling conditions upon
whick observations were based.

Nevertheless, these age spans have often served as guideposts in practical
application. For instarce, the casually decumented notions that infants canrot
acquire attachments to an adult after “ahout” nine months of life if they
have not acquired one before or that they may not be able to transfer their
attachment if they have acquired one, and/or that they display an “eight-
months’ anxiety” invelving a fear of strangers (e.g., Spitz, 19500, have some-
times guided foster- and adoptive-home placement procedures. In such cases,
the more relevant and useful age-independent behavioral indices of the infant’s
capacity to adapt successfully to a new caretaker environment have appeared
to be more or less neglected. At the infrahuman level, Scott’s {1968) prescrip-
tion for a dog {regardless of species) to establish satisfactory social relation-
ships both with dogs and people is simply that he be taken from the litter
and adopted into human society when between six and eight weeks of age.
As has been argued in the preceding sections with reference to develop-
ment, any age-defined concept must be limited in utility to the extent that it
igrores the relevant hehavioral and environmental events occurring in time,
A number of ethologists and psychologists now emphasize (to greater or lesser
extents} the inadequacy of age-defined or even maturation-defined eritical
or sensitive period concepts, znd maintain, as we do here, that the focus of
research must be on process, and that a detailed analysis of organism-environ-
ment interaction is required (Caldwell, 1962: Hinde, 1966; Moltz, 1960} .
Orce the processes whereby cumulative experience affect behavior systems are
examined, we find that lhe notions of critical and sensitive pericds lose the
connotations of precision which their age-linked time limits suggest to many.
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Thus, with reference to the postulated critical period for Imprinting in duck-
lings, it has been demonstrated that the time during which it is possible to
initiate the following-pattern indicating imprinting to a stimulus object can
be extended considerably by reducing an animal’s visual experience prior to
its initial introduction to the imprinting situation (Moltz & Stettner, 1961).
Similarly, the critical period for imprinting in chicks can be extended by
rearing them in isolation (Sluckin, 1962).

In this context, a process-oriented theorist may still wish to retain a con.
cept like critical period, or more accurately a concept of critical experience,
notwithstanding its lack of functional precision, for the purpose of labeling and
making salient certain features of development. Thus, he may use that con-
cept to lahel a sequence of S5-R experiences without which the capacity for
a potential or actual behavior system could appear to be lost, i.e., due to the
lack of experiences assumed necessary to insure that the behavior system can
Le acquired or become functional. The developmental points bounding the
interval would be defined in terms of the relevant behavior systems in the
organism’s repertory. The loss of capacity to acquire the behavior system in
question may be attributed to any of a number of factors, such as the acquisi-
tion of incompatible behavior systems or simply to the failure of the appropriate
conditions for learning to present themselves at any time in the patural environ-
ment. Another possible basis far considering a span as critical could be that
a behavior system acquired during the span may appear irreversible, due to
its being maintained by environmental contingencies that have become routine
and, for this or other reasons, are not readily apparent to an observer. An
additional basis for process theorists to use sensitive or critical period terms
may be to label some span between developmental-sequence points during
which the acquisition of certain behavior systems could begin ta occur, or
could occur most rapidly, as a result of the child’s receptor and/or effector
systems having reached apprepriate levels, as manifested in his being more
receptive-responsive to particular stimulus conditions. These levels would reflect
experience up to that point.

From a process-oriented point of view, even more important than demon-
strating the ability to extend the length of an assumed critical period (as
in some of the studies cited} is the general implication from such demonstra-
tions that specification of the conditions that prevent the acquisition of a
behavior system at any point or that give it the appearance of irreversi-
bility may make it possible for the leaming to be facilitated, ot for the
apparently irreversible behavior ontcome to be reversed, through the use of
appropriate techniques. This implication would further impeach the utility of
a critical petiod concept. Thus, behaviors which have not heen acquired during
an assumed critical or semsitive period and therefore have appeared to some
to be forever beyond the potentiality of the organism to acglire, could possibly
be learned at later points in the life span by the deliherate manipulation of
variables involved in the pracesses underlying their acquisition. For instance,
if it could be shown that the acquisition of incompatible responses was the
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factor preventing or impeding the acquisition of a particular behavior system,
thern techniques could in principle be devised to eliminate (for long or short
periods) thess incompatible responses from the erganism’s repertory. This tactic
could facilitate leaming of the desired behavior system (cf;, e.g., Lovaas et al,,
1966; Baer et al, 1967; Risley & Wolf, 1967). An example from the imprint-
ing literature is relevant. It is assumed that chicks or ducklings fail to engage
in object-following after some point because, having leamed the details of the
environment in which they are reared, they may then recognize objects as
strange, which evokes distress responses and fleeing, the latter response heing
incompatible with following. On this basis, Hinde (1966) has suggested that
enforced proximity to a strange object could result in habitvation of the fowls’
attempts to flee with a consequent increase in the tendency to follow.

The sensitive period concept of a unique time span of heightened or
maximum susceptibility to particular environmental influences is similarly of
questionable utility. The organism is changing continucusly due to experience
and to organismic factors, and its capacity to learn will therefore vary through-
cut its life span. Further, even within a narrow segment of the life span, the
probability of learning at any given moment may vary greatly as a function
of diverse setting conditions (Gewirtz, 1967a). Moreover, it has been noted
that sensitive periods are usually not sharply defined and that the factors which
define sensitive periods for learning are as diverse as the types of behavior
involved (Hinde, 1966). Finally, the position taken in this chapter with refer-
ence to the use of the age variable and to the critical period applies to the
sensitive period as well, That is, it is the process(es) which underlie any
particular heightened sensitivity of the organism at cne point relative to an-
other that must be determined. And once determined, a process may be made
to occur more efficiently, so that the receptivity and responsivity of the orga-
nism may be heightened and the relevant acquisition processes may thereby
be facilitated.

EFFECTS ON BREHAVIOR OF GROSS SHIFTS
IN THE MAINTAINING ENVIRONMENT

It i!: axiomatic that a child will bring to a new environmental setting into which
he s placed behavior systems that have been maintained by (and possibly
acquired on the basis of } the stimuli in the setting from which he has come, It
fo.llows that the child’s initial behavior in response to stmuli in the new setting
will be a function of the similarity of thase stimuli to the stimuli that controlled
his behavior in the earlier context. If the new stimuli are markedly dissimilar
from the discriminative stimuli in his former setting, the child may infrequently
respond there. When the child does respond, his behaviors will provide the basis
f::ﬁnew adaptive learning in connection with the stimuli available in the new

ng.

There are a number of possible outcomes of such environmental shifts. A
sudden extreme shift from a setting in which the child’s behavior systems have
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been under close stimulus control to a setting in which they are not may lead
to a considerable weakening or even a cessation of many of his behaviors. That
is, because the former controlling stimuli are no lenger available or are not
provided in functional relations with the child’s responses, behaviors exhibited
by the child and the discriminations made by him in the new setting may be less
complex, even primitive, relative to his behaviors under stimulus control in the
previous setting. Behaviors in the new setting are also determined by the rate at
which the child’s responses to novel stimulus conditions will habituate, which
may be a slow process with disruptive effects if the child is very young and the
new environment contains abundant startle and noxious stimuli.

New Environments

The nature of the child’s adjustrnent to the new social environment depends on
whether or not the significant figures there {e.g., carctakers) recognize the
relevant discriminative and reinforcing stimuli for his behaviors and provide
them appropriately ; whether or not the child, through learning occasions that
are provided in the new caretaking setting, acquires responses appropriate to
that setting; and whether or not stimuli in that setting (e.g., social stimuli frem
a new caretaker} acquire discriminative and reinforcing value for the child’s
behaviors. If caretakers in the new setting are inflexible and fail to shape the
child’s simple behaviors into behaviors appropriate to the new setting, the child
may not acquire an acceptable substitute behavior repertory. These conditions
may result in a vicious cycle: a caretaker responds to ¢he child in terms of
expectations based on the behaviors of other children of that age group whose
maintaining environment has not heen shifted, and if these responses of the
caretaker are not appropriate to that child’s present level of learning and thus do
not function as discriminative or reinforcing stimuli for new learning by the child,
the child will drop even farther behind in his behavioral development, These
conditions may thus eventuate in the child’s being labeled “unteachable.”
Another possible outcome is that nonreinforcement of formerly reinforced
responses may lead to emotional responses or other maladaptive behaviors, which
if reinforced by the caretaker’s atiention may become more and more likely m
the new setting, Because these responses may be incompatible with new adaptive
learning, another vicious cycle then occurs, which will probably also eventuate
in a labeling of the child as “unteachable,” but this time due to “emotional
disturbance.” A survey of adaptations to new environments and conditions for
the establishment of substitute behavior repertories and attachments to new
object persons is to be found in Gewirtz (1961b}.

Another unfortunate, but not infrequent, problem-behavior outcome in
children can stem from the arbitrary conclusions drawn by caretakers about
charges recently placed in their care (or by parents about their offspring). On
the basis of what they take to be the children's behavior limitations or
from information supplied by some diagnostic procedure, these caretakers may
conclude that the children are afflicted with some organismic anomaly (brain
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impairment or injury) or simply (and residually) that they are retarded
{Gewirtz, 1368a}. However, the children’s "backward” hehavier patterns may
actually be the result of adverse reinforcement histories due to a paucity of
functional stimuli- during their lives up to that point (in a later section, such
patterns will be termed privation} ; or the behavior patterns may result merely
from the consistent absence of coordination between some stimulus classes pro-
vided {which might otherwise have been ample in number and type) and some
child response classes {Gewirtz, 1961b).

This process wherein caretakers or parents define their charges as “back-
ward” may be self-fulfilling, as the caretakers may then continue, or begin, to
offer a restricted stimulus diet to their charges an the assumption that “backward™’
¢hildren cannot benefit from the stimulation it is possible to provide, or will even
be harmed by it. An alternative possibility in this context has been noted by
Bijou (1963). Under the rationale that such an arbitrarily defined “deficient™
child “needs” more than the usual amount of attention because he is “handi-
capped,” the parent-caretakers may differentially reinforee the child’s dependent
behaviors, both instrumental and social-emotional, and, at the same time under
their humane rationale, may systematically extinguish or mildly punish inde-
pendent activities of the child. This pattern would preclude the child’s acquiring
effective, resourceful, and mature hehavior patterns and insure that he will
remain helpless and infantile, Clearly this type of caretaking process soon
justifies itself in terms of its outcomes: children who might otherwise have
functioned rather well come to require the stifling “help” that has been imposed
on them by their well-intentioned caretakers {Gewirtz & Etzel, 1967). Thus,
because of the attitudes of their parents and caretakers more than because of
their presumed or actual affiictions, these children frequently acquire stilted
behavior patterns, having been made passive in child-rearing settings in which
as active, responsive children they could otherwise have developed fully.

Indeed, whether or not a child's affliction is a real one (e.g., he is actually
brain injured or limited in his motor coordination), the engineering problem
remains the same; to optimize the environmental conditions so as to bring the
child’s performance up to their highest {asymptotic} levels. In fact, given the
inefficiency of conditioning procedures in natural settings (which point is dis-
cussed in a later section), it is conceivable that when acquisition and setting
conditions are optimized, the performances of sc-called “afflicted” children may
often be brought to functional levels higher than those characterizing the

behaviors of so-called *normals™ {e.g., for certain motor or verbal behaviars,
ete.) .

Concurrent Multiple Environments

A 5pec.:ial case of changes of stimulus control conditions involves independent but
sometimes overlapping environmental settings that differ in their discriminative
?-nd reinforcing stimulus control of the child’s behavior (as in “multiple mothez-
ing”). Each caretaker essentially provides a different caretaking setting for the

T
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child, defined by the discriminative and reinforcing stimuli provided and the
responses considered appropriate by each caretaker. The child then has the
problem of discriminating between caretakers and caretaker roles in the different
environments. Difficulties may arise when a certain response to a stimulus i3
considered appropriate by one caretaker but inappropriate by another. For the
child in an stitution, or for one who is in a nursery scheol during the day or is
raised jointly by several persons in a household (parent, relative, maid), these
issues may be important.

I have suggested elsewhere (Gewirtz, 1968b) that infants in the care of
busy or ambivalent caretakers, as in some institutions or family settings, might
be subjected to a conditioning program so as to strengthen those respornses in their
repertories (e.g., eye contact, reaching toward, smiles, selected vocal responses)
that are likely to function as potent reinforcers for the behaviors of caretakers,
In this way, infants would be in 2 position to “compete” more effectively for the
caretaker’s limited attention, and a fertile interaction basis could be established
to facilitate the mutual acquisitions of constructive attachment patterns by child
and caretaker.

Privation and Deprivation as
Environment-Deficiency and Shift Conditions

The environment-deficiency conceptions “privation” and “deprivation™ have
oceupied a central role in formulations which have attempted to relate deficiency
conditions of stimulation in early childhood, as antecedents, to aberrations in
later behavior patterns of children as consequences (e.g., Bakwin, 1942, 1949;
Bowlby, 1940, 1951, 1953b; Goldfarb, 1945a, 1945h, 1955; Levy, 1937; Spitz,
1946a, 1946b, 1949, 1954 ; Yarrow, 1961).

Following our earlier operational analysis (Gewirtz, 1961a, 1961b), we will
reserve the term stimulus privation for a paucity of all, or particular, classes of
stimuli through long time spans, usually early in life at the very time stimuli could
support the early foundation learning that is being laid down. In some instances,
abundant stimuli may be available but are nonfuncticnal because of an absence of
appropriate setting or context conditions or because of an Inept mode of provi-
sion {e.g., noncontingent on behavior). For example, if social stimuli are not
made discriminative for behavior, they will not acquire cue or reinforcer value,
and privation of social stimuli will be said to have occurred. The child developing
under these conditions may become generally responsive to nensocial stimuli but
unresponsive to social discriminative and reinforcing stimuli. Children displaying
these characteristics are usually termed “autistic” (Kanner, 1949; Ferster, 1961).
As we have used the term, privation does not index condiiions involving a gross
shift in the maintaining environment. Nevertheless, it is surveyed here to provide
a context for the concept of deprivation which can invelve such z shift.

We will use the term stimulus deprivation to encompass both long-term and
short-term effects of gross shifts or changes in the maintaining environment
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brought about by the removal of stimuli that have become functionally significant
for key behavioral systems of the child. This involves either lowering the level
of stmulation from the child’s accustomed level, making key stimuli from
stimulus-response chains unavailable, blocking responses, changing the quality
of stimulation by changing its source, or removing the setting conditions that
enhance the efficacy of key stimuli, An example is a child’s separation from a
person to whom he is strongly attached or that person’s sudden and continuing
rejection of the child. As a result of such situations, the child may at first exhibit
behavior patterns not unlike those usually found in the initia] stages of experi-
mental extinction, 1.e, an initial increase in frequency of the response compared
ta the rate exhibited under reinforcement conditions, as well as jrrelevant emo-
#onal responses, which may further disrupt the response pattern and preclude
the learning of new adaptive behaviors.

The deficiency comception. Altempts to explain the assumed conse-
quences of privation and especially of deprivation conditions have generally been
centered around a deficiency conception, which focuses attempts to order long-
term phenomena according to a short-term homeostatic drive model. This latter
model, however, is ordinarily used to order an organism’s recurring and reversible
requirements for food and water, but has been extended by adherents of a
deficiency conception to include “hungers” or “needs” for such things as affection
or lave, and stimulation. Generally, this model seems to involve the assumption
that if young children receive an inadequate supply of “essential” stimuli from
their caretaking environments, they will develop atypical patterns of responsive-
ness to nonsocial stimuli, of dependence and attachment behaviors, or of adaptive
behavior generally. The ‘“deficient” stimulus supply may have been received
from early life onward or it may have been implemented abruptly and continued
for a period foliowing an earlier adequate supply. These hehavior-outcome
patterns would include developmental arrest, depression, and apathy in younger
children; and in others, no requirements, or apparently insatiable {and sorne-
times indiscriminate) ones, for the formerly deficient commodities (e.g., atten-
tion, affection) and a limited capacity for social relationships {attachments).
For instance, Levy (1937) has written of behaviors characterized by a lack of
“emotional respnnse;’ and a “shallowness of affect.” ‘

One implicit motivational analcgue of the deficiency model often used to
explain the above outcomes is that of hunger. For exampie, Levy (1937) coined
the phrase “primary affect hunger,” and Spitz (1949) has written of “emotion-

“The conception of stimulus deprivation emphasized briefly in this section involves
the unavailability in a setting of mostly conditioned stimuli which bave maintained selected
behavior systerns there. As such, this usage differs systematically from one in which behavior
abcrratinqs result from shifts to such unusuai environments as those that become unstruc-
t“r!d or involve usually short-term stimulus impoverishment {sometimes termed “sensory
ch“\'atlﬂﬂ”), as described, for instance, by Bevan (1967). A consideration of the results
of the very extreme curtailment or rearrangement of stimulation often invelved in such
{often contrived} settings is beyend the scope of this chapter,
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ally starved” children. This usage can be illustrated by Levy's (1937) classic
statemnent:

.. affect hunger is . . . an emotional hunger for maternai love and those
other feelings of protection and care implied in the mether-child relation-
ship . . . a state of privation due primarily to a lack of maternal affection
with a resulting need, as for food in a state of starvation (pp. 543-644).

This presumably analogous homeostatic hunger-drive model has usually been
applied in other coniexts to order the periodic and readily reversible requirements
of organisms for such indispensable stimuli as food and water. An analysis of
the hunger model, however, indicates that it cannot possibly order the reported
conditions and results of regular, long-term deprivation: it operates only through
hours, or at most a very few days; and it implies complete satiability after periodic
deprivation, with no residual eflects that could cumulate in time and manifest
themselves in systematic changes in behaviors for the events of which the
organism was earlier deprived. In fact, a close analysis of long-term food
starvation effects indicates that a short-term homeostatic model is totally inade-
quate to handle even food deprivation if effected for protracted periods (Keys,
Brozek, Henschel, Michelsen & Taylor, 1950). The deficiency mode! attempts te
order through months and {more typically) years, not periodic and reversible
but cumulating effects of recurring conditions of deprivation in the early life of
the child, which result in systematic changes in some of his behaviors with
reference to the stimulus commeodities deprived. This model thus emphasizes 2
“need for stimuli”® which through time can build up in strength if unrequited,
i, if less than some (unspecified) adequate level is supplied to the child over
relatively many occasions through the longer term, on either a regular or irregular
basis. As earlier noted, the “need” which builds up in this way may lead later to
the child’s exhibiting apparently insatiable requirements for (and even the
hoarding of) the stimulus commodities earlier provided in deficient supply, but
sometimes it may lead o apathy or other aberrant behavior cutcomes. In addition
to the inherent difficulties of attempting to order long-term phenomena accord-
ing to a short-term model, there is the further limitation that the drive concept
inherent in these models carries irrelevant (excess) and even misleading meaning
which derives from the usage of the short-term homeostatic drive model in
contexts which are quite different in their essential properties from those in
which the term “childhood deprivation” has been applied.

Application of the deficiency conception. Despite these arguments
against the use of the deficiency model for ordering long-term phenomena, the
model is still often used implieitly or explicitly by theorists, therapists, and care-
takers alike. Under the deficiency model, the solution for dealing with inadequate
conditions would be to provide a large nuraber of stimuli without regard to their
relationships with the behaviors emitted by the child. If this prescription were
foliowed to the letter, the infrequent contingencies between responses and stimuli
would minimally affect response acquisition, but could change the long-term

Mechanisms of Social Learning 125

maintenance level for stimulation in proportion to the rate of stimulus provision.
A less likely outcome could be “superstitious” hehavior: responses that happen to
occur just before stimulus provision could increase in probability, and because
of their increased frequency would be likely to be inadvertently reinforced again.

In actuality, however, it is unlikely that a caretaker or therapist will ignore
the child’s behaviors when she provides stimuli. Rather, the caretaker is likely
to provide the stimuli, if only inadvertently, in some functional relatien to
particular response classes of the child, and the response classes that are rein-
forced may vary from one caretaker to another. Thus, without a predetermined
specification of the desired responses, there are a number of possible behavioral
sutcomes. If the stimuli intended to constitute “sufficient”™ attention and love are
provided contingent upon the child’s distuptive or attention-seeking hehaviors,
those responses will be strengthened, and the result may be an umfavorable
response pattern that precludes the learning of more appropriate adaptive
behaviors. If, on the other hand, the caretaker provides those stimuli contingent
upon moexe socially valued responses, such as responses typical of the child’s age
group or responses ofiented more toward autonomy and achievement, these
responses will be strengthened and the outcome will be more faveorable.

Tronically, both of these behavior shifts can be used by advocates of the
deficiency model to index the inadequacy of the previous setting. A high or
increased imcidence of attention-seeking behaviors or disruptive emotional
responses could be assumed to indicate that the child has a “hunger” for those
stimuli believed to have been inadequately pravided previously, and to require
even more stimulation to satiate or reverse, The cpposite outcome, the relative
increase in appropriate behaviors, may lead to the assumption that the new, more
adequate environment has satisfied (satiated) the child's hunger for the stimuli,
for he no longer appears to “need” as much attention and love and therefore
appears more “secure,” a result which is also interpreted as validation for the
principles of the deficiency madel.

The routine use of a deficiency model, whether for appetitive or non-
appetitive (including social) conditions, is disadvantageous in that it discourages
close attention to environmental stimuli and behaviors at the level of detail
réquired by a differentiated learning analysis. By focusing on what appear to be
fﬂiﬂimal conditions for behavioral development, this model considers neither
its range nor its potential upper limit. It also plays down the éoncepts required
for ordering systematic and cumulative changes in behavior effected by recurring
conditions {contingencies) of the environment, ie., learning concepts. The
deficiency model uses the network of empirical relationships implied in the
reversible homeostatic-metivational conception, and, as such, s only aimed at,
fmd tapable of, summarizing recurring regularitiesin selected organismic behaviors
involving no residual effects. Further, it tends to emphasize few behavior indices,
Whic.h are assumed to return periodically to some routine level. This emphasis on
few Tndices may reflect an implicit concern at a reduced analytic level with a
PhYSfOICg'iCal process that is a key to organismic survival, Hence, the conception
I8 misleading for ordering either chronic starvation effects or cumulative long-
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term functional relationships between the availability of stimuli and effects on
relevant behaviors.

In contrast, a learning analysis would first specify the conditions of stimulug
control over responses existing prior to the removal of stimulus classes in depriva-
tion, as well as the changed contingenciés between the child’s behaviors and the
stimuli provided in the new setting. Thus, the outcomes of environmental shifts
earlier considered would be regarded in a learning analysis as reflecting an
adjustment of the rate of the child’s behaviors to the changed conditions of
stimulus provision in the new setting, which includes new leaming by the chiid
resulting from changed response-reinforcement contingencies in the new setting.
‘The basic assumption of a learning analysis overlooked by proponents of a
deficiency conception is that, in order to understand the development of human
sacial motivation under both normal and deficiency conditions of stimulation,
it is not sufficient to focus simply on which or how many stimuli are provided to
the child. Rather, one must take account of the circumstances under which
given stimuli are made available, and in particular, whether these stimuli are
functional and enter into effective learning contingencies with the child’s
behaviors.

ABSTRACTIONS OFTEN EMPLOYED
IN SOCIAL-LEARNING ANALYSES

One-sided and Two-sided Summary or Index Variables

Nearly all extant theories of parent-child interaction and socialization are
process-oriented. They therefore imply a forus on the sequential details of the
interchange between the child and his caretaking environment, wherein stimuli
provided by the appearance or behavior of the caretaker evoke or are conse-
quences of the child’s behaviors. Each 3-R interchange unit invelved is conceived
te represent a point in a sequence and to contribute to the next point, within and
across interchange episodes. Thus emphasis is on the process of interaction, and
on the systematic changes in the child’s behaviors (i.e., his learning) resulting from
the provision of stimuli articulated at successive points with them. As has been
noted earlier in the section on the infant conditioning the behavior of the environ-
ment, there is also a parallel learning process involved: the behaviors of the
parent can systematically change too (see also Sears, 1951; Gewirtz, 1961b).
However, as has been noted earlier, caretaker-socializer learning is hardly
emphasized at all in approaches to parent-child interaction.

Yet when many process-oriented theories of parent-child relationships and
the researches carried out under their auspices are examined, it is noted that
neither their theoretical constzucts nor the empirical constructs which are related
to the theoretical terms via (usually impiied but oecasionzlly explicit) ceordinat-
ing definitions are at a level of analysis that is optimally efficient for the level
required by the emphasis on process pervading the theories. Rather than the
direct indices of process required under these theories, the empirical constructs
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instead only summarize through time spans {often lengthy ones) either the
environmental events presumed to constitute the stimuli that are functional for
the child’s behaviors {e.g., “nurturance”), or those child behaviors (eg.,
#dependence’”’), but not the interchange $-R wmits that are required to index
successive points in the process of change. Indeed, even approaches to the process
and outcomes of parent-child interaction that lean heavily or exclusively upon
social-learning assumptions {e.g., Sears et al, 1957) have sometimes employed
mainly “one-sided” (although defined) summary variables in research, Such
constructs are relatively insensitive to the sequential details of interaction condi-
tons that make possible studying the direct impact of the stimuli provided upon
the child’s responses, and are for most purposes, therefore, less than optimal
indices of the learning-change considerations that pervade a process theory like
learning.®*

Furthermore, generalized-response trait variables for each side of the inter-
action process at best emphasize only the “average’’ response tendencies of the
environment or of the child across situations and thus reflect minimally the
successive details of the highly differentiated discriminative control that social
stimulus settings can acquire over child behavior, Although approaches using
such variables may find some differential relations both among the summary
behavier indices used and between them and environmental variables, uniformly
high relations or even homogeneous ones are seldom found, and, indeed, in most
cases, should not be expected. This is because there is always the possibility that
one respense measure can eater into a higher assocfation with independent
variables than another, or simply enter into a different functional-relation form
with them. This condition is attenuated when theoretical concepts are imprecisely
defined and used, overlap each other in meaning and overlap differentially on
particular questions, as well as when measures are differentially reliable, Further,
such concepts are often imprecise, and what appear upon closer analysis to be
fundamentally different phenomena are often grouped under one such concept
(e.g., achievement, attachment, aggression, dependence, dominance, imitaticn,
identification) . Hence, at the very least, the discrepancy between the level of
abstraction of the one-sided global summary variables and the level implied in
learning concepts must inevitably limit progress in both theory and empirical
research. The use of such summary variables within otherwise relatively articulate
Pprocess theories {like learning)} tends to limit the possibilities for the modification
and improvement of such theories, particularly in terms of their internal con«
sistency and the coordination of empirical indices with the concepts of those
theories, Further, reconciliation of such a theory with the empirical relationships
found between stimulus and response variables is unduly complicated by the
use of summary terms, and discrepancies in the levels of analysis can result in
inefficient utilization of research resources. Of course, the utility of these con-

"Ax_ will be seen later in the present section, this apparently inconsistent usage might
¢xplained by occasipnal research purposes for which the use of summarizing and one-sidect
trait variables can be efficient and fruitful, even under an approach whose ultimate aim is to
attend to suecessive details of the mother-infant interaction process.

bee
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cepts for research can be improved by delimiting the functional relationships
which they summarize. In the present chapter, however, we concentrate instead
on reducing such concepts to functional relationships.

Examples of one-sided variables frequently used to summarize aspects of the
environment that can have impact on particular behavior systems often have as
their assumed indices such demographic classifications as geographic area, culture
group, institutional membership, social class, father’s presence or absence, child’s
age, sex category, and sibling-status pattern, as well as mother’s age, whether
primiparous or multiparous, and whether or nat she s employed outside the
home, has household help, or there are several generations residing in the
household. Caretaker-role variahles, which include nurturance, warmth, love,
and acceptance {often qualified by consistency, frustration, or conflict), are
another type of variable used to swmmarize relevant environmental details,
One-sided variables summarizing the child’s responses are most usually typified
by “trait” concepts, which index response classes likely to be emitted by him in
diverse stimulus settings. Some examples of trait-like concepts summarizing child
hehaviors are dependence, deminance, and hostility (semetimes also qualified
hy anxiety, consistency, frustration, or conflict). Under a learning approach, such
one-sided variables have limited utility except for preliminary purposes like
summarizing and data-grouping operations or subject selection, as they only
grossly index attributes of the stimuli that have been functional for a child; and,
while in principle these gross terms are reducible to patterns of stimulation and
their interchange with child behaviors {]. L. Gewirtz & H. B. Gewirts, 1965;
H. B, Gewirtz & J. L. Gewirtz, 1968a, 1968b}, their use can preciude or delay
specification of those required details. These global terms are thus not sufficiently
differentiated to be more than minimally useful under a learning model. A state-
ment of the amount of stimulation a child receives or has received cumulatively
must therefore be supplemented by a functional analysis of the behavior rele-
vance of the provision of those stimuli. Such an analysis would attend to such
aspects as the discriminability and the pattern of provision of stimuli, the se-
quences of stimuli and responses which constitute 3-R chains, the delay interval
between behavior and reinforcenient, the acquisition of discriminative and rein-
forcing value by previously neutral cues, the setting conditions affecting the
efficacy of the stimuli, and like factors.

The utility of one-sided variables is further reduced by the fact that measures
of them are usually derived from such sources as parent interviews or guestion-
naires, which are sometimes administered vears after the occurrence of the
parent-child interchanges being assessed, or from specific or global rating scales
or projective tests. Even if these methods were to give reliable measures of verbal
performance, it is often questionable {and rarely determined) whether they
actually reflect the behaviors they are intended to assess, Furthermore, the
parental values, attitudes, or child-rearing traits (or personality organization of
conflicts) that such assessment devices describe may correlate oniy slightly {(if at
all) with the actual stimuli impinging on the child that are relevant to a
behavior system under study. Similar to the measurement of stiulus summary
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variables, the presence of a trait is often inferred from retrospective parental
reports of the frequency of these response classes. Often no attempt is made to
assess the events leading to and following members of such response classes or to
take account of the stimulus conditions which differentially control the response
class.

Thus, the limited value of a caretaker-role variable such as “love” or
sparmth’ is illustrated by the fact that the amount of love or warmth evidenced
in the parent's attitude toward his child as expressed in interview or guestion-
naire data, global or specific rating scales, or projective tests may bear little direct
relationship to the functional stimuli actually received by the child. To the young
child witk: little or no appreciation of subtle verbal distinctions, stimulus qualities
like Iove can only be perceived in the form of functional physical stimuli, e.g.,
as visual and sound patterns, skin contact, etc. The infant or young child does
not discriminate “attitudes” or “feelings”; however, he may discriminate ani-
mated from expressionless faces, soothing from harsh sounds, gentle from hard
squeezes, gradual from sudden movements, ar one complex of these events from
ancther. If the events implied by a gross variable are not discriminated by the
child (or his caretaker] and do not affect in any way his { their) behaviors which
are of theoreticai interest, then they aye irrelevant to a social-learning analysis
of the child’s behavior systems (and of the caretaker’s). As the child’s symbolic
processes develop, he may at a later age come to discriminate increasingly subtle
indications of approval and love. Even so, these stimuli, e.g., verbal ones, will
have no relevance for his behavior if their value has not been conditioned by the
functional provision of discrimirable stimulation at an earlier age (Gewirtz,
1961b, 1968b, 1968¢).

Further, the use of such one-sided variable labels can sometimes have
unfortunate consequences when applied uncritically in the life setting. The
labeling of a child’s response class as a “trait” is sometimes accompanied by a
belief that the trait is possibly innate, and will persist throughout life in some
form or another. (The assumption of “motives” for the child’s behaviors is
fundamentally identical to this usage of traits.) Such beliefs will often result in
self-fulfilling prophecies: a teacher who has been warned by another teacher that
a particular child is hostile would tend to expect hostile behavior from that child
and might, therefore, interpret his behaviors as reflecting the hostility which she
expects of him. If, as is often the case, her negative attention functions as a positive
reinforcer for the child, she wiil inadvertently increase the rate of his emission of
h0§tile behaviors, Similarly, if she has been led to believe that a randemly chosen:
child is intelligent or creative, she will very likely prime and reinforce thase of his
113;2;\)&0:'5 that appeal to her notion of intelligence and creativity {Rosenthal,

) The limitations of one-sided trait variahles become clearly evident when one
;Z‘}’::;S tl:le StU(.lies conc‘emed with tI'}e FE]E:lt‘iVE importance in accounting for
avior it 4 given setting of the trait variable and the stimuli present in the
Eenod precetfhn,g an action. The latter were often found to be critical determi-
ants of a child’s behavior, and may be hetter predictors of consequent behaviors
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than more long-term trait variables. Thus Rotter {1960} surveyed studies in
which situational variables predicted an individual’s behaviors as well as or better
than test performance or other surmmarizing behavior indices; Raush (1963)
found that when a child’s immediately preceding interaction was considered
together with setting variables, the combination constituted a more effective
predictor of whether another child’s behavior would be friendly or hostile than did
individual differences among the children; Barker and Wright {1955) showed
how specific settings can instigate interaction and how variations in structure of
the environment can zccount for differences in interaction behavior; and Gellert
{1962) found that the frequency of a child’s dominant behaviors depended upon
the behaviors of the person with whom he was in interaction—that is, his domi-
nant behaviors increased in incidence when he was paired with the less assertive
of two peers. Thus, both the setting conditions and the behavior of the first
interactor (e.g., the parent} can differendally control the type of response
emitted by the second interactor {e.g., the child). As will be seen subsequently,
some behaviors of the parent might therefore result in copying behaviors by the
child, whereas others might lead to complementary or antagonistic responses,
Differential functional relationships such as these are obscured by long-term
one-sided trait variables that measure only across settings and cnly the behaviors
of one of two or more Interactors.

Some uses of abstract summary variables. Tn general, inexplicit abstract
concepts tend to be inefficient, and the phenomena they summarize can be dealt
with best if they are reduced to, and thereby replaced by, more explicit variables
{see the next section for such an approach to identification) . Nonetheless, there
may be research strategies for which the use of reasonably well-defined one-sided
summary variables might be plausible, and even fruitful, at least at first. For
example, even under an approach that attends directly to the successive details
of the mother-child interaction process, the use of a gross trait variable for
behavior might occasionally be a necessary research compromise, if only to
facilitate data processing, including grouping and reduction, or to select subjects
that would vary along some dimension of responses to and for stimuli. Further,
demographic environmental variables may be gross indicators of the environ-
mental constraints that limit parent-child interplay. For example, the sex of the
adult determines to some degree his behavior toward the child, and the sex of the
child determines some of the stimuli he receives as well as the behavior he emits.
Similarly, the birth order of a child may influence the child’s environment in that
the experience of the mother in child-rearing and the amount of attention and
time she could devote to the child would be affected (J. L. Gewirtz & H. B.
Gewirtz, 1963). Moreover, by grouping subjects (parents and/or children)
in terms of levels of index variables such as social-class strata or sibling-status
groups, one could be reasonably assured of sampling widely disparate points
along postulated dimensions of stimulation mediated by parents to their children.
Such indices, therefore, might be useful in (or a by-product of) the first stages
of an empirical analysis under a theoretical model that relates environment and

Mechanisms of Social Learning 131

behaviors at an abstract level. For example, if one is interested in defining levels
of a social-class variable, or in correlating social-class levels with parent-child
behaviors, or parental attitudes or child-rearing practices with child behavicr, a
varable yielding a more heterogeneous distribution of scores may be more
appropriate than even those that directly index stimulus-response interchange
in the parent-child interaction process.

In those instances where it may be plausible to use summary variables,
however, two-sided variables, which simultaneously emphasize both the environ-
ment and behavior, would have greater utility in principle than one-sided vari-
ables. Examples of such two-sided concepts that require further development are
A. L. Baldwin’s {1955} concept of “dispositional trait” and R. R, Sears’ (1963}
conception of “action system,” which involve the organization of child or adult
behaviors in terms of their relation to classes of stimulus events, Such two-sided
summary variables may avoid some of the disadvantages of one-sided swmmary
variables, such as the de-emphasis of the stimulus settings that exert differential
control over behavior systems and the obscuring of the analysis of contexts in the
controlling environment, Nevertheless, any gross variable may constitute a
multiple predictor at a particular level of analysis, a predictor for which the
various components may not even have been identified, much less precisely
defined, and for which the loadings of the various factors are unknown and
possibly indeterminate at that level of analysis. More precisely defined, limited
variables, therefore, would still be more advantageous and beneficial for most
purposes of both research and theory than even the best of two-sided summary
variables,

Some Brief Comments on Theory

In approaches to child social development, there has been Insufficient recognition
of the distinction between what Reichenbach (1938, 1951} has termed the
cnntelxr.s of “discovery” and “justification” in the development of scientific
theories, In using the verification criterion of empirical meaning, psychology has
the same task as the other sciences: its concepts, however derived, must be
reducible to observable conditions—stimuli and responses, and antecedents and
consequents, :

In _this context, there are at least two functions of theory in psychology, the
eCOthIr}lc and the integrative {e.g., Farber, 1964). Under the sconomic function,
a theul-‘lst may develop and use concepts to reconcile assumed relationships among
operations in order to facilitate identification of the functional relations between
determinants and effects that characterize a process. This function appears to be
E‘l}e one emphasized by Tolman (1938) and Spence (1948) in their use of

iﬂtervgning-variable” terms as calculational devices, and it h;ls been suggested
thaf: Skinner’s {1933) occasional use of derived terms like “drive” to classify
::1?;1;; an.tececlents undez: th-e same heading in terms of their homogeneous effects
B avior rate may similarly be economic (Miller, 1959; Farber, 1964).
{However, as Hstes [1955] has noted, one difficulty with the calculational-device
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type of construct is its flexibility, for once advanced it could encompass or explain
each new empirical turn with the help of ad hoc assumptions.) The integrative
or unifying function of theories is to organize empirical relations within and
among domains. Where the coordinating statements between empirical and
theoretical concepts are sufficiently detailed, deductions for further empirical
relations can be extensive and novei implications many. And it is always possible
that one such theory may become integrated into anather, even one that has quite
different theoretical conseructs and labels, and which organizes sets of empirical
relations that were not thought related earlier {Spence, 1948, 1936, 1957).

When examining how these two functions of theory, the economic and the
integrative, have been involved in psychological theorizing, and specifically in
the area of the hmpact of environment on child behavicral development, it is
noted that apart from the use of operationally ted-down concepts from the field
of conditioning and of derived terms closely related to them, it is doubtful that
child-development theories have often benefited from either the economic or the
integrative utility function. Further, while a basis for choosing between two
theoretical approaches or concepts would be their heuristic utility, such as the
degree to which they ‘generate new research, organize many and diverse phe-
nomena, and yield general principles (Maltzman, 1966}, such criterta have
almost never heen applied to theories in the domain of envircnment-child inter-
aetion. For the most part, researchers appear to emphasize or adhere to theories
with which they are comfortable, on personal-value rather than on utilitarian
grounds. Thus, many seem to favor concepts because of their mentalistic-
reflective-cognitive flavor or their unicuel y human flavor.

The development and use of theories by psychological researchers has long
heen valued, and, during the past four decades, there has been an increasingly
self-conscious approach to theory in psychology. Qur thinking hag been that a
theory generates research questions and then requires that the empirical answers
be referred back to it and be taken into account to modify the theory as necessary.
A good theory might be said to fit the Piaget assimilation-accommeodation model:
derived from existing ohservational facts, it assimilates new empirical data as
they are, but also accommodates to them when required to do so, And, given
its utilitarian purpose, a theory must be discarded when it fails to accommodate
to new empirical data, Tt is often said that only a theory, however inadequate
or preliminary, can point to the relationships among events that are Important
and provide guidelines for identifying and controlling irrelevant factors. It is
also recognized that it would be nearly impossible to gather data independent of
a theory {or theories}, however informal or preliminary, or however difficult it
may be for the investigator to articulate it. Thus, we have been schooled in ways
to develop and evaluate theories and in how to judge the logical and psycho-
logical adequacy of the concepts and assumptions of a theory.

in their zeal to emphasize the utility of theary, however, many psychological
theorists have ignored or played down other criteria for the efficiency of research,
particularly prescriptions for the relationships between theogetical assurnptions
and research operations. To the degree that such criteria are met, it becomes
possible to make selective modification of the theory for purpases of consistencys
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of increasing precision of the concepts, or of fairly readily developing a more
parsimonious statement within the framework of the theory. Hence, there is an
emphasis on the adequacy or degree of coordination hetween the theory's terrns
and the empirical variables.

It is with these criteria in mind that the argument is made here for a more
self-conscious emphasis on the articulation between empirical and theoretical
concepts as the means of strengthening research approaches to parent-child
interaction conditions and outcomes. For, there have been theories of socializa-
tion it child development that seem to emphasize neither operational definitions
underlying their empirical terms, explicit definitions of their theoretical terms,
nor coordinating definitions between theoretical and empirical terms that specify
imambiguously the circumstances under which theoretical terms are to be used
{ie., their referents). We have in mind, for instance, diverse approaches to
development which emphasize mainly cogritive and motivational concepts, like
some that are soon to be noted in this analysis, As Farber (1964}, using Reichen-
bach’s distinction, has observed, thecries that appear comprehensive through the
use of terms with no specific referents may have suggestive value for the scientist
operating privately in the context of discovery, but the ambiguity of these terms
precludes rigorous test of their purported relations for the purpose of the
scientist’s justifying his theory to others.

Labels Are Not Explanacions

One difficulty which is encountered when inexplicit, abstract concepts are
employed is that there is often an obscuring of their ties to antecedent and conse-
quent factors, with onre result being that a label for the behavior process at issue
may come to serve as the “explanation™ of that process, e.g., the concept of
“schema.” Such concepts may also be used in theories containing a number of
terms with no specific referents that, therefore, only appear to be comprehensive.

" While these ambiguous terms may facilitate the researcher’s hunches about poten-

ti'ally interesting relationships as he operates within the pre-scientific context of
dlSCO'VIsry, it remains necessary for him to verify empirically the functional
relations involved and to show through a sequence of discrete. steps how his
them:e,tical terms relate to his empirical ones, Otherwise, his continuing to use
atbiguous terms would he a form of self-indulgence, for by remaining, as it
were, within or on the fringes of the context of discovery, the researcher could
not readily justify his theory to the scientific community (except perhaps to
those who may believe they share his immediate experience and pre-scientific
CDncept_Ianguage). In addition, this researcher would benefit neither from the
:cnnm.-mc nor the organizing power of a theary, nor from its ability to generate
ew kinds of research. I shall consider this issue of explanatory terms in two parts,
first for cognitive approaches and then, more briefly, for motivational approaches.

On some cognitive labels. The confusion of labels with explanation is

'. especiall . . . . .
Peclally evident in many cognitive approaches, for instance, in Aronfreed’s

(1967, 1969), Kohlberg's {1966), and Whiting's (1960; Burton & Whiting,




134 THEORETICAL APPRGAGHES TO SOCIALIZATION

1961) approaches to identification, which are considered in detail in the next
section. Thus, in attempting to explain the acquisition of identification behaviors
by children, Aronfreed has assumed that children fairly rapidly form a “cognitive
template” or “representational cognition” of the model’s behavior, which serves
for storage and retrieval of performance. However, he has proposed no clear
basis for the acquisition of a “‘cognitive template,” except to imply that it depends
(in an unspecified way) on the capacity to exert verbal control over behavior
and that it may be acquired through a form of observational learning; nor did
he tie this term to imitative-identificatory behaviors. He has provided no coordi-
nating definitions between his theoretical terms and operations indexing environ-
mental and behavioral phenomena. This “cagnitive template”™ concept, therefore,
seems to offer an explanation for the acquisition of identification behaviors only
insofar as we are told that the acquisition of one is the basis for the acquisition of
the other. In a more general vein than Aronfreed’s, Kohlberg {1966) has
written of his theory being . . . cognitive in that it stresses the active nature of
the child’s thought as he organizes his role perceptions and rele learnings around
his basic conceptions of his body and his world” {p. 83}, and he siresses observa-
tional learning involving intrinsic rather than extrinsic reinforcement of one’s
own responses as “. . . cognitive in the sense that it is selective and internally
organized by relational schemata rather than directly reflecting associations or
events in the outer world” {p. 83).

In cognitive-developmental approaches, therefore, it appears that intra-
psychic cognitive-act euphemisms phrased in common-sense or immediate-
experience language are often employed to characterize heuristically the bases
for a subject’s behavior in a given context. However, in such instances, it is often
difficult for a reader to determine where the line is drawn that separates such
heuristic variables from the required empirical variables, between observation
and inference, between interpretations and concepts, and between the private,
pre-scientific context of discovery and the public, sciertific context of verification,
In the process, it is far from obvious whether the locus of such heuristic terms is
meant to be the head of the subject or (the theory) of the scientist, or the immedi-
ate experience of the subject or of the scientist as if he were the subject. Thus,
the distinction between the statement of a problem and its explanation can be
obscured, and empirical questions can lose their importance or appear to be
solved simply by the application of cognitive labels to them.

The notion advanced here and illustrated throughout this chapter is that
well-defined and extensively used conditioning concepts can order social-behavior
phenomena as well as or better than can more abstract, less explicit, cognitive
terms {or motivational terms, as will be noted in the next section). This very
brief consideration of the form of the concepts employed in some -cognitive
approackes can close with our taking nrote of what Maltzman (1966) has
observed in another evaluative context. The heuristic value of the cognitive
approach to development is not necessarily greater than that of alternative
theoretical approaches nor does it contain a greater number of testahle concepts
or more assertions that have been proven true by test, nor have there been under
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the aegis of theories using cognitive-Havored concepts any discoveries, empirical
relations, or new environmental or response variables which logically could not
be treated within some behavioristic approach, for instance, like the one outlined
in this chapter.

On some motivation labels. A similar difficulty is often encountered in
approaches where motivational (drive) terms are employed to account for a
behavior process. As motivation is considered in greater detail in a subsequent
section on its role In social learning, our discussion at this point will serve
merely to highlight some Limiitations of motive labels in explanations of behavior,
to parallel our consideration of the limitations of cognitive labels. ‘

In principle, there is no argument being advanced against the use of cogni-
tive or motivational terms per se, for they are only words and words can be
employed constructively or obscurely, explicitly or loosely. What is being
criticized here, however, is the imprecise, gratuitous, and uncritical manner in
which cognitive and motivational terms are often employed in analyses of social
development and learning, and the often inadvertent consequences of these
usages. One inevitable result is an obscuring of the televant functional relation-
ships. Another is a decrease in the tesearcher’s attention to the fine grain of the
organism’s behavior, to the details of the environment operating on the behavior,
and to the contingencies between environmental stimuli and behavior. Expressec;
in such terms as secondary, acquired, or learned drives, motivaticnal concepts
have often been advanced to order behavior systems that appear only to be the
outcomes of learning conditions occurring throwgh long time spans. As is seen
in a later section, these terms have often been employed in analyses of pervasive

behavior systems, such as imitation-identification (eg., Miller & Dollard, 1941 ;
Bronfenbrenner, 1960; Sears, 1957; Hindley, 1957; Kchlberg 1963’) a.nci
depfzr'ldence-attachment (Sears et al., 1953; Sears, 1963; McCl:a]land 1951 ;
"‘{hltlng & Child, 1953). Further, various conceptions of innate drive’s “for’:
:;;llmu.li.ccrI for the attainment of certain goals have entered extensively into
eoretical analyses of early social development (¢f, ez, ;
1930, 1953 ; Hendrick, 1942; Hunt, 196}3); KohI(ber,g ?éﬁlgfri\iiit;if:é Ha]";‘;‘i"f
Ribble, 1943, 1944, [965; White, 1659, 1963). ' : v ’
- This preoccupation of psychologists to explain myriad behavior phenomena
mugh.the use of such diverse notions, which involve gross abstractions that only
S(umma;xze the effectiveness for the child’s behaviors of various social stimuli
c;i:g; I;stivir;n; I:;fi]ga;z;t})]i:::v;fer B tirt(llperfec:tly fo one side of an.inter—
ad o confocine hid an sevérel lijrgnﬂ; has resulted in a lack r{f parsimony
mation re‘-jardinu’ the devefo )men){ lf '1'3 i 'E and el b Df m_ﬂmﬂgflll e
incomista ine;,act e thlu : ﬂ(:j la‘c aptive and sc.»mal_ behavior systems. This
only 1 dgﬁ;-n't' 2 ; > and thus inefficient use of mt?tlvatlnnal terms has led net
of precision in];?eas a:::lg;lty and an f-‘.‘(pl‘emato]-y xrn?pote'nce, but also te a foss
for cecking thon, pd i hc ;m of 'the functional relatlonshlps sought, the reasons
P , and the eor?tma] language. used to order these phenomena.
ave already seen and will further see in the subsequent sections of this




136 THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO SOCIALIZATION

chapter, the behavior systems to which motivational {and cognitive} concepts
have been applied can be both completely and parsimoniously accounted for in
terms of the simple learning mechanism of acquired stimulus control over
hehavior. Thus, the addition of such concepts to these cases is, at best, gratuitous.

TWO KEY SOCIAL-LEARNING PROCESSES

This section will be devoted to a detailed examination of abstractions for a pair
of two-phased acquisition processes and behavior systems which are focal in
social learning: the first is imitation (including vicarious reinforcement and
chservational learning} and identification (including sex-typing) ; and the second
is dependence and attachment. A consideration of these focal processes can
illuminate the roles of the acquisition and maintenance of behavior, and can at
the same time illustrate the stimulus and response content of socialization.

1. Imitation-Identification

“There are conventionally thought to be at least twa types of processes by which
children aequire social-behavior patterns, and the values and attitudes these
patterns reflect. Up to this point in our survey, we have emphasized only the first
of these processes wherein social learning is based on direct instrumental training
{tuition). In this direct training, reinforeing agencies tend to have particular
socialization goals in view and are relatively more explicit about the responses
the child must acquire, which they attempt to shape via differential reinforce-
ment. This direct-training process may be more or less efficient. (A by-product
of this process is emphasized in the section that follows, which deals with
the acquisition and maintenance of behavior systems ordinarily termed depend-
ence and attachment,) There is, however, a second type of socialization learning
which is thought by some to proceed without direct tuition, at least without
the type of explicit training that involves both differential reinforcement of
child responses and relatively clear goals of socializing agents {e.g., Bandura,
1963), and to comprise the greater portion of socialization learning. This
learning occurs through the process ordinarily termed imitation, in which
the child mateies his responses to the cues provided by the responses of another
person (a “model”}.

Some Background on Tmitation®®

Miller and Dollard {1941} did much to bring imitation into a behavior-
theory framework by suggesting that it is based on both the individual's capacity

*=There is a relatively large literature on {mitation and identification, a portion of which
is summarized in a paper by Gewirtz and Stingle (1968), with extensive summaries and
treatments to be found in chapters by Arenfreed, Bandura, and Kohlberg in this Handbook.
Approaches to imitation have been presented by Humphrey (1921), Holt (1931), Miller
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to learn to imitate and environmental conditions that have positively reinforced
him for such learning. Copying, which by their definition invoives the copier’s
knowing when his response is the same ag the model’s, is learned in a trial-and-
error fashion when an external “critic” (reinforcing agent) positively reinforces
randemly eccurring sintlarity and punishes dissimilarity, or when copying is
followed by the same reinforcer that followed the model’s response. Eventually,
as the copier's discrimination improves, he emits anticipatory discrimination
responses that produce anxiety if his copying response is different from the
model’s response or reduce anxiety if his copying response is the same. Thus, the
copier in time becomes his own critic.

Also, in a learning-theory framework, Mowrer’s (1950, 1960b) theery of
imitative learning postulates that imitation (particularly of vecal behaviers) of a
maodel oceurs because cues from that model’s behaviors have acquired reinforcing
value through their pairing with primary reinforcers, and through generalization
their imitation acquires secondary reinforcement value for the copier and is
thereby maintained. Thus, imitation is learned through a process of self-contained
trial-and-error learning, without direct {extrinsic) reinforcement for imitation.3®
In a preliminary analysis, Skinner (1953) briefly sketched how the cues from
models’ responses can become discriminative for the extrinsic reinforcerment of
matching responses but he did not develop the case for a functional matching-
response class maintained by intermittent reinforcement.

The mechanism for the acquisition of imitative (-identificatory} behaviors
stressed by Bandura (1962, 1963b, 1969) is that of observational learning, in
which matching behaviors are acquired by an observer through simple exposure
to a model’s response, independent of the observer’s overt respense or of its
reinforcement. Specifically, Bandura assumes that stimuli from the model’s
behavior elicit perceptual responses in the observer that become assaciated on the
basis of the temporal contiguity of the stimuli provided by the environment { &g,
the model’s behavior) . After repeated contiguous stimulation, these perceptual
responses come to form verbal or imaginal representations of the stimuli involved.
These representational systems mediate response retrieval and reproduction in
that they provide cues which elicit or are discriminative for overt Tesponses carre-
spo.nding to those of the model. Thus, according to Bandura, it is primarily on the
basis of stimulus contiguity and symbolic mediation that imitative behaviors

and Dnlllard {1941), Piaget (1951}, Maccoby {1959}, and Baer et al. (1967). Approaches
1130 identification have been presented by Sears (1957}, Sears ¢t al. (1965), Kagan (1958),
rJ;'\:mt'enbrermer gl?ﬁ()‘), Whiting {1960}, and Kohlberg (1963, 1956). Attempis 1o relate
Le concepts of imitation and identification have been made by Mowrer {1950, 1960b) ,
l;;;\;ﬂci (1955), Sanford (1955}, Hill {1960), Gewirtz (1961b), and Bandura (1962,
Bandu.xa s EE;;:E:; determinants of imitative-identificatory behaviors iz presented by
=
leamj:{oyvrer {1960b) a,.Im lists but due.'._ not develop a form of “empathetic,” observational
l'!!pmdf mhwhlch t{\a witness of the reinforced response of a model becomes inclined to
i ce the model’s respanse. Our ]ater. evaluation of the concept of observational iearning
2pply as weli to Mowrer's “empathetic” learning.

]
]
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are acquired.”” The rate and level of observational learning are conceived to be
determined by a variety of what Bandura terms perceptual, motoric, cognitive,
and incentive variables. Included under such categories are setting conditions
{e.g., the saliency and complexity of modeling cues) , the availability of necessary
component responses in the observer’s behavior repertory, and overt and cavert
rehearsal of the matching response. However, Bandura assumes that perform-
ance of imitative responses, once they are learned, is primarily governed by
extrinsic, self-administered, or vicarlously experienced reinforcing events, Ban-
dura’s conceptualization of observational learning is considered further in a
subsequent section.

Varying cognitive approaches to mitation (and identification} have also
been put forth by Piaget (1951}, and more recently in different ways by Kohl-
berg (1966) and Aronfreed (1967, 1968, 1969). Kohlberg rejects an §-R in-
strumental-learning conception apparently on the basis of a narrow conception in
which reinforcement is equated with organismic drive reduction. And although
Aronfreed does not deny the role of instrumental learning for certain behaviors,
he does qualify the learning mechanism with unindexed “representational”
processes (as was earlier noted). Both theorists, however, minimize the impor-
tance of extrinsic reinforcement of the child’s responses for imitative learning.
Instead, they stress observational learning (as does Bandura), and intrinsic
reinforcement of responses. As has heen noted in passing in earlier sections and
as Is further detailed subsequently, Kohlberg assumes intrinsic reinforcement to
result somehow from “motives” for “competence-mastery” and “interesting”

s js argued later in this section, when an organism acquires a functional response
class, in a sense a discrimination of similarity is made between his present response and his
past responses that have been reinforced in the discriminative context (e.g., as in bar-
pressing or in imitative matching responses). Thus, there is a sense in which all organiams
must scmehow bridge the gap between relevant experience and later response performance
that depends on the earlier experience. What is not obvious, however, is the means by
which this is accomplished ; and theeretical approaches may differ in whether they attempt
to hridge this gap oniy with their theory or also with operations that index successive aspects
of the postulated process. They mav also differ as to the utility of postulating such gap-
bridging processes, particularly when indexing operations are not involved for assumed
events thought to occur at different points in a long chain. For most heuristic purposes it
has typically been assumed by conceptualizers of human and subhuman learning to be
unnecessary o posit a special discriminative process over and above that implicd in the
functional response class as defined by the subject’s overt responding. For, unless an inde-
pendent operation i3 specified and ultimately employed to index a postulated representz-
tional or cognitive process, the parsimony and utility of positing the occuzrence of such an
implici¢ process to bridge the time gap between experience and subsequent performance is
questionable, both for infrahuman and human subjects.

Bendura has assumed that his implicit cue-producing response mediators can be
independently manipulated, and that they are conditionable and extinguishable according
to the same laws as those governing explicit forms of behavior. Thus, he has shown that
various setting conditions, such as attentional-highlighting or dimensional-appreciation
procedures, or even an observer’s verbalizing or attempting to visually code the details of
the behaviors of a model while he is viewing them, can be implemented during prior training
[observation) to facilitate subscquent test performance (e.g., Bandura, Grusec & Menlove
a3 cited in Bandura, 1965bh). {The functional relatjons into which these setting operationd
enter with imitative behaviors constitute a contribution to the body of available data about
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consequences, while Aronfreed assumes that it derives from the child’s observa-
tion of the model’s behavier and the “affective” value that becomes attached
(condidoned) to the model and his behavior as well as to the child’s “cognitive
representation” or “template” of the model’s behavior. This last-mentioned
jmplicie response representational concept appears to be not dissimilar to the
concepts of Bandura surveyed earlzer. ]

Explanations of imitative response acquisition in terms of observational
learning may have stemmed from the difficulty some have experienced, under
instrumental-training conceptions, in specifying some salient features of the
imitative process. Such explanations may be due, at least in part, to the problem
of identifying a matching response class whose content changes from trial to trial,
but also in part to the difficulty of identifying the reinforcing stimuli for that
response class when it has been specified. Explanations of the imitative process
in terms of S-R contiguity learning {Holt, 1931 ; Humphrey, 1921; Maccoby,
1959 ; Piaget, 1951) may alsc have sternmed in part from the difficulty in specify-
ing extrinsic reinforcing conditions for imitation. Possibly for these reasons also,
covert rehearsal of the model’s behavior has sometimes been suggested as essential
in the learning of imitative behavior {Sears et al., 1957; Maccoby, 1959; Burton
& Whiting, 1961 ).

An experiment by Baer et al. (1965, 1967} provides a dramatic demon-
stration of imitation learning with implications for practical application, as well
as a useful point of departure for the conceptualization of imitation we shall
propose. By physically assisting the child to makg the desired imitative responses

the imitative process, and thus have a utility independent of Bandura’s theory.) However,
as the only indices of Implicit response processes are the very imitative-behavior outcomes
the implicit responses are postulated to explain (or the differential operations that estab-
lished them), it is difficult for us to see how the manipwlation of such setting conditions
{in what is termed an observational-learning setting) can be conceived as the independent
manipulation of implicit responses. Nor do suck operations necessarily provide support
for the notion that imaginal or representational processes mediate the recall of copying
responses. Indeed, explaining the effects on behavior of such training conditjons in terms
of implicit representational or cognitive respenses that remain unindexed, however inhsi-
tively plausible such processes might seem to the researcher operating within his pre-
scientific context of discovery (e.g., as if he were the subject, human or not), is gratuitous
and can often be detrimental to the search for the relevant functional relationships at issue.
These comments apply as well to Aronfreed’s (1968, 1969) similar assumptions about
Cognitive representations and unindexed affective mechanisms, that have been discused
in the previous section of this chapter on abstractions {and particularly labels as explana~
tions) and are again considered in the sections that foilow.

. Our purpase here, however, is to detail for the seemingly complex behavior systems
qf imitation and identification an instrumental-iezrning mode! that is pamsimonious, opera-
tional, and reasonably complete, and that readily lends itself to empirical test. Hence, it is
appropriate for us to attend pritnarily to relevant learning issues, and to leave to a subsequent
anal?sis the more definitive comparison of simple conditioning theories like the cne we
d}tall with approaches that posit representational or cognitive processes. Such a confronta-
tion wauld necessarily involve guestions about the efficiency and parsimony of such implicit
concepis relative to that of conditioning concepts like aurs that ate closely tied to stimnli,
Tesponses, and their sequential relationships. As was noted in the earlier section on abstrac~
tions in which such 2 comparison was begun, this issue has implications far beyond those
of 2 simple analysis of imitation-identfication.
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initially and reinforcing each such response immiediately, Baer et al. taught
imitative responses to retarded children whose behaviar repertories had been
observed closely for a period and did not appear to include imitation, After
training on a number of such responses, each subject could then imitate new
modeled responses, and eventually response chains, without assisiance. Further,
the rate of a generalized imitative response that was never directly reinforced,
but had been maintained when interspersed with reinforced imitative responses,
declined when reinforcement was withdrawn from the imitative behaviors that
were previously reinforced. Lovaas et al. {1966) have successfully used a similar
paradigm for conditioning imitation of verbal responses in initially nonverbal
schizophrenic children.

An Updated Social-Learning Approach

Our consideration of this topic can be intraduced by a legendary story concerning
the Rabbi of Kotzk. A townsman had requested that the Rabbi pray to insure that
Ris sons would study the Torah diligently. In reply to this man’s request, the
Rabbi said: “If your sons will see that you are a diligent student, they will
imitate you, But if you neglect your own studies, and merely wish your sons to
study, the result will be that they will do likewise when they grow up; they will
neglect the Torah themselves and desire that their sons do the studying.” By
implication, the Rabbi's assumption was that the father-model's exemplary
behaviors, which could be imitated by his sons without extrinsic reinforcement,
would provide a better basis for their acquiring studious behavior patterns than
would direct training via reinforcement of the desired behaviors, implemented
by the parent or by others. Without going into the merits of this assumption here,
this charming story can set the stage for a consideration of the important twofold
socialization topic of imitation and identification.

It is thought by many that, while a significant portion of children’s socializa-
tion experiences cccurs through direct training, by far the largest portion, and
the mest pervasive, significant, and long lasting of such patterns, is acquired
through the active process of children’s imitation of parent-models’ behaviors.
These often rapidly acquired imitative-behavior patterns (frequently also
termed identification) are assumed to be matched to behaviors which socializing
agents do not ordinarily attempt to teach directly, and indeed may not know how
to train or even wish to train at all. These patterns may therefore be the opposites
of those emphasized in direct training via differential reinforcement, and it is
thought can often partially or completely nullify that direct tuition. Thus, the
example of the nonstudious pattern set by the townsman of Kotzk might in certain
contexts nullify much or all of his sons’ studious behavior pattern that is main-
tained by direct reinforcement. It remains an empirical question whether or nat
a response in a given context can he acquired more efficiently or rapidly via direct
instrumental training or via imitative learning (as conventicnally conceived
or in the matched instrumental-training sense as we conceive it in the sections
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that follow). In fact, instances of direct tuition to the child at the same time
may represent occasions for imitative learning, with the effects due to either
process. For instance, physical punishment of a child for hitting others, which
is intended as training that he should vefrain from such acts in the future, may
also provide the child with an example from a parent-model of how to hurt
others, which behavior the child might subsequently exhibit when the appropri-
ate social occasion arises (Bandura, 1962, 1968) 3°

My thesis in this chapter, however, is the opposite of the widely held current
position that imitative responses and generalized imitation are acquired :without
direct instrumentzal training {e.g., Aronfreed, 1967 ; Bandura, 1963; Sears, 1957;
and others). Using a basic operant-learning conception for the shaping and
acquisition of functional response classes, my assumption is, rather, that imitative
resporses are simply instrumental responses that are matched to the cues provided
by the responses of models, that the functional response class they constitute for
the child (which we term generalized imitation) is acquired through exirinsic
reinforcernent from socializing agents, and that this functional response class is
maintained by intermittent extrinsic reinforcernent, It is my thesis then that
matching or imitation learning is only a special case of instrumental learning, and
that it is illusory to hold that the second type of socialization learning, generalized
imitation and identification, takes place without the direct instrumental training
from socializing agents that defines the first type (direct tuition}. (The issue
involved, of course, represents an empirical question which, in principle, can be
tested through systematic observation in life settings,)

It is further assumed in this chapter that if socializers tend to focus less on
particular socialization goals and to be less explicit about the responses the child
must acquire through the imitative type of socialization learning, it is but an
artifactual outcome of the very different and more general orientation in the
imitative case as compared to the focus in instrumental training on single clearly
defined responses and discriminable reinfercing stimuli in a well-defined dis-
criminative context—i.e., with clearly specified outcomes. Indeed, the crientation
in imitation learning is more toward a response class containing a potentially
unlimited number of responses, varied in content and often matched to response-
provided cues from many models (but which may be focused on one model},
and often occurring in situations where the model is absent or where there is no
extrinsic reinforcement for imitation. Because of the very lafge number of
potential responses at issue, very few of the cutcomes involved are specified
in detail.

. I shall now move on to a conceptual analysis of the process of generalized
I.mitation and the conditiens for its acquisition and maintenance, as well as of
lflentiﬁcation for which generalized imitation is the assumed basis. At the same
time, I shall exarnine the process of observational learning and, relying heavily on

BT . . .
@ [t is assumed that the child will more readily match those of the madel's responses
.tat are of Clas!;es relatively high in the child’s response hierarchy or that will sccur in
Situations in which there are no strong incompatible-response tzndencies.
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assumptions and considerations emphasized by Gewirtz and Stingle (1968), shall
attemnpt to account for this process by showing that it may be identical to the
learning of generalized imitation.

Generalized Imitation

It has been noted that after the response of another {a “model”™} has been
witnessed by a child, he will often exhibit a response resembling that of the model.
Such a response (class) is termed imitative when it is emitted to match the cues
provided by the model’s response and not because of common stimulus ante-
cedents or environmental constraints, Imitative responses, therefore, are not
classifiable by content or by similarity alone. The term generalized imitation can
be applied when many different responses of a model are copied in diverse
situations, often in the absence of extrinsic reinforcement. My approach to
generalized imitation assumes that a very simple learning model can encormnpass
the complex behavier outcomes ordered under that coneept and also many
grouped under the heading of observational learning. A paradigm as elementary
as the one that is presented here, in which imitation represents one variety of
stimulus control over instrumental responses and is acquired on the basis of direct
extrinsic reinforcement of imitative hehaviors, has not been fully deveioped
before now as the basis for the acquisition and maintenance of either imitative
behaviors or ohservational leaming (much less as the basis for identification).

The first imitative responses must occur by chance, through direct physical
assistance, or through direct training (with shaping or fading procedures applied
by a reinforcing agent to occurring responses) . Wher: such responses occur, they
are strengthened and maintained by direct extrinsic reinforcement from environ-
mental agents, After several imitative responses become established in this
manner, a class of diverse but functionally equivalent hehaviors is acquired and
i maintained by extrinsic reinforcement on an intermittent schedule. Differences
in response content of the imitative behaviors are thought to play a minimal role
as long as the responses are members of the imitative response class as defined
functionally by reinforcing agents. This process is thought to be the same as the
way in which, for example, variations in the content of successively emitted plural
nouns or first-person pronouns or even in the seemningly homogeneous free-
operant bar-pressing output are irrelevant as long as most of the response variants
are membets of the response class reinforced.

Much past work on imitation (and even more on identification) has em-
phasized Imitative responses as such, with only an implicit consideration of
the relevant environmental stimuli that give that zesponse class its functional
meaning, The important difference between those approaches and the one
presented here is that, in addition to an emphasis on the environmental stirnuli

{from the model’s responses and discriminative settings) that cue the occurrence
of imitative responses, we emphasize also those stimuli that maintain {reinforce)
them as essential in the process. Thus, the term imitation implies for us just on¢
type of stimulus contrel over responses. As with any functional response class
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under some kind of stimulus control, the response class has no special intrinsic
value independent of the stimulus conditions controiling it. In a given context,
an otherwise trivial response class like bar-pressing can gain a functional status
comparable to that of imitative responses in life settings,

An even better analogy to the functional class of generalized imitation is
provided by the matehing-to-sample conditional-discrimination learning para-
digm. When 2 conditional (standard, “sample”} stimulus and an array of dis-
criminative comparison stimuli are varied from trial to trial, the subject’s task
is to respond to the comparison stimulus (ie., the discriminative stimulus) that
i the same as {or similar to} the previously presented conditional stimulus.
Through extrinsic reinforcement of the class of matching responses (ie,, those
made to each matching comparison stimulus), the subject acquires the relevant
matching-response class that then governs his responses to a wide range of
stimuli differing in content. Some may term this a “concept” of identity or
similarity, while, if a label must be used to provide historical context, we would
favor “conditional discrimination” (Lashley, 1938; Cumming & Berryman,
1965).%

On each trial, the subject's respense to the comparison-discriminative
stimulus from the finite number in the array that matches the conditional
stimulys (the sample) is analogous to his selecting from his own repertory the
response that matches the model’s response in its stimuius context, ie., the
imitative response. Since reinforced masching responses in the functional imi-
tative class are diverse, discrimination between matched behaviors which are
reinforced and those which are not is unlikely to occur, and some copying
respanses that are never directly reinforced will persist, therefore, unless they

" are specifically punished or are incompatible with stronger responses in the

child’s repertory.

In principle, conditions could prevail such that imitative respenses that azre
never reinforced could be discriminated from those responses that are rein-
forced, and thus they would not become part of the functional response class
defined by extrinsic reinforcement from the environment. However, with the
content of reinforced imitative responses differing from one occasion to the next
and the functional response class being maintained on a schedule of intermittent
extrinsic reinforcement, it is unlikely that efficient conditions for discrimination

__would frequently prevail. Then, insofar as there are recurring instances of rein-

forcement for imitative responses and ineffective conditions for subclass dis-
crimination, even those imitative responses that are never themselves directly

_ *This Is because unlike simple simultaneous or successive discrimination learning, in
which the uorreet response is made on the basis of the presence or absence of a single
dlscnmxnauye stimulus that sets the oceasion for the reinforcement of the response, in the
(c"-'mP]eX_dlscriminated operant} matching-to-sample situation the correct response must
“eim“:j:‘:al:dte!:m;_c[ the properties of twa or more stimuli (the conditional or standard
iy  the discriminative co_mp!arfson‘sllmu_ll). The sxg_mﬁcam:t.z of the discriminative
st hrllEs with successive d;scnmmau_up trlals,_ changing relative to the conditional

us which preceded it, with the conditional stimulus thus coming to function more

. :;;n‘-;ﬁ;mnfial cue or selector of discriminations (or as a differential setting condition for
than as a simple cue for individual responses.
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reinforced may become part of the functional response class, On this basis, new
matching responses will continue to enter the functional imitation class in the

child’s repertory.*®

Some Issues Resolved by
Our Generalized-Imitation Mechanism

Intrinsic versus extrinsic reinforcement. Our analysis with regard to
the stimuli and responses in the imitative behavior chain was in part stimulated
by earlier analyses by Baer and his associates {Baer & Sherman, 1964 ; Baer et al,
1965). However, our analysis differs from theirs (and from the approach of
Staats & Staats, 1963, that is similar to it)*’ mainly in respect to which compenent
details are emphasized, and in the fact that their heuristic account appears to
emphasize an ntrinsic-reinforcement mechanism and ours does not. Tn their
analysis, conditioned-reinforcer value is assumed to become associated with
the imitator's {unassessed) discrimination of similarity between his response and
one previously emitted by the model, while the unit of our emphasis is the entire
S-R chain, of which all elements are maintained by terininal extrinsic reinforce-
ment# (These elements could include the discrimination response and its
assumed reinforcing value emphasized by Baer and his associates.) Our simpler
assumption that a lack of discrimination between reinforced and nonreinforced
members of the imitative response class serves the heuristic purpose equally well
is similar to the usual conceptual accounts of behavior, and does not necessitate
the introduction of an additional construct. The functional value of each element
in the imitative S-R chain is due entirely to its association with the terminal
reinforcer. Thus, a key feature of our analysis is that the environmental agency
{and not the imitator himself) determines the occasion for reinforcement.

®Tn this contest, it should be noted that the acquisition of the functional generalized-
imitation response class, derived from the communality in responses as defined by extrinsic
reinforcing agents, could have aspects i common with what, in the conceptual context of
language acquisition and use, involves the organization of responses according to trans-
formational grammars.

M{ wag hrought to my attention, after this chapter {and Gewirtz & Stingle, 1968}
were preparcd, that in a bricf analysis of the formation of vetbal discriminations via
matching, Staats and Staats (1963) have proposed that an organism could learn to match
a stimulus produced by his own response to a stimulus produced by someane else and that
the stimulus provided by the match could acquive conditioned-reinforcer value as a result
of its being discriminative for extrinsic reinforcement. Thus, correct response matching
itself produces secondary reinforcement. Although this point is not made explicitly by the
Staatses in their approach to matching as 2 basis for verbal discriminations, or by Baer
et al. (1967) in their conception, such a similazity stimulus would have to be followed often

active reinforcers for its conditioned reinforcer value to maintain, The reserva-

enough by
uld seem

tions we will advance about the latter approach in the present didactic analysis wo
to apply as well to that of the Staatses.

e have termed extrinsic any reinforcing stimuli provided by the environment. Even
if a terminal reinforcing stimulus has acquired 1ts Teinforcer value through conditioning, it
differs from the conditioned-reinforcement value that is assumed to be associated with the
stimulus of similarity in the Bacr et al, (1965) analysis, in that it can be ohserved in the
chain, measured along some dimension, and controlled by a reinforeing agent.
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In discussions in the literature of other functional classes, such as relatively
simple bar-pressing on an intermittent reinforcement schedule by nonverbal
organisms, there is usually no special heuristic emphasis on the subject’s dis-
crimination that he has performed a response like those that have led to
reinforcement in that setting in the past. Although such a discrimination may
be involved, and its assumed conditioned-reinforcer value has occasionally been
used to account for continued responding between reinforcements in intermittent
schedules (e.g., Denny, 1946; Kimble, 1961), operations are rarely if ever in-
woduced for its study. In the same vein, the singled-out unindexed conditioned
reinforcer based on a judgment of similarity does not seem critical for the Baer
et al. (1965, 1967} analysis of what they consider to be a relatively complex
case of imitative Jearning, and certainly not for an overall heuristic analysis.
Indeed, as used by these authors, the intrinsic conditioned-reinforcer concept
may carty surplus “cognitive” meaning. Even if the ultimate behavioral analysis
of these implications proves more complex, for the moment at least Baer and his
colleagues have made no case for treating the imitator’s discriminative judgment
any differently than analyses of the acquisition of other functional response
classes would treat an organism’s discrimination of the similarity between an
emitted response and responses previously reinforced in that setting.*”

Tt is similarly difficult to see the value of some other intrinsic-reinforcement
concepts that have been postulated to account for imitation in the apparent
absence of extrinsic reinforcement. These concepts include Aronfreed’s (1967,
1968, 1969) “affective value,” Kohlberg's {1966 “motives” for “mastery”
and *intercsting’” consequences, and the conditiened-reinforcernent concept as
used by Mowrer (1950, 1960b). As they have no independent operational status
in the imitation context, these concepts az presently formulated can only be
inferred from the very imitative hehaviors they have been devised to explain.
Therefore, in no way do such concepts advance the analyses or facilitate the
research purposes of those theorists, for each of them still has the tactical
problera of determining the environmental conditicns that differentially affect
acquisition and maintenance of the child’s imitative responding.

In contrast, our functional analysis has assumed that many behaviors that
appear to be acquired on the basis of chservational learning in the presence of
“intrinsic” reinforcement may in fact be functionally attributable to the operation

“Their stress on the conditioned reinforcer apparently had two purposes: to explin
the emergence of new, topographically different imitative behaviors prier to any reinforee-
s':ngt:f them; and to account for the continued strength of those behaviors thereafter
ind?cateflo?]:::e:}]f noanlnf:Drceant of them. D. M. Baer [personal communication) has
etal (10607 e a; E‘mphas]s on the rol_e r_;f the assumed conditioned reinforcer in the Baer
ttion of functiu: TSJS represents a prellm}nary attempt to cuqceptualizc the r_node of acqui-
the Toomamy Dfa l;’espf}:lse classes. and ls_thus (EOHC'Erl:lEd~WI[h the gcneral issue invelving

om0 's? 51.;_ ‘classes and not just with imitation. Ip t_h)s ‘connecnon also, the
megthlflnnsic e ystematic improvement in the topugraphy of an imitative response without
orcement operating {as reported, e.g., by Lovaas et al., 1966) Tequirss a

- conditi -rei ; i
tioned-reinforcer concept like that of Baer and his assocjates is not tenable, without

tuling ot many iti f
: y conditions confounded H N .
improvement. unded with practice that could be the bads for this



146  THEORETICAL APPROAGHES TQ SOCIALIZATION

of extrinsic reinforcers. It assumes zlso that mastery sequences and interesting
consequences can (be isolated to) function as extrinsic reinforcers for child
behavior. Hence, it represents one solution to the deficiencies noted in the above
intrinsic-reinforcement approaches. The simpler model proposed in this section
appears to be the most parsimonious of the extant models to account for the
original acquisition and the subsequent maintenance of the imitative response
elass. Tt is based on relatively few, well-defined concepts that are the same as
those used in analyses of less complex animal behavior, and it does not single out
for special emphasis concepts that in principle should be cbservable, without
making independent provision in the experimental context to index such concepts
operationally.

Observational learning. Through the years, there has been considerable
controversy among learning approaches, in the realms of both theory and
research, as to whether or not (observational) learning can occur in the absence
of responses by the viewing organism (and of reinforcement) (Kimble, 1961).
Comparative-psychelogical research has also not been definitive as to whether or
not {observational) learning can occur in some subbuman species independent
of prior matching-respanse occurrence and reinforcement. In this context,
Bandura {1962, 1965b, 1969} has catalogued evidence that children exhibit
matching responses [even after delays) following observation of models’ responses
{whether reinforced or not), when there has been no apparent opportunity for
the occurrence (practice) of the ohserving child’s matching responses and
therefore no extrinsic reinforcing stimuli provided contingent on those responses.
On the basis of this evidence and the 5-§ learning assumpticns he favars, Bandura
has therefore opted to emphasize “no-trial” observational learning as the
mechanism for the acquisition of imitative responses by children. In this context,
he has faulted instrumental-conditioning theories for requiring that matching
responses be performed and reinforced before they can be acquired. It has been
noted that Aronfreed (1967, 1968, 1969) and Kohlberg (1966) similarly
emphasize, although perhaps on different grounds, observational learning as the
basis for the aequisition of imitation.

Even so, Bandura {1965a) has noted that extrinsic reinforcement of match-
ing responses is inevitable during human social development, where models
typically exhibit responses from cultural repertories proved effective in the
stimulus settings. As he himself has observed, observational-learning effects’
apparently demonstrated in experimental work with children may thus simply
reflect prior instrumental learning, for which the requisite control conditions
cannot be implemented practically. (In fact, Bandura helieves that definitive
tests of this theoretical issue may require the use of infrahuman §s whose rein-
forcement histories can be readily controlied.)

Given the current theoretical indeterminacy of the issue of learning without
response occurrsnce in instrumental life settings, and the fact that assumed
ohservational-learning effects that are clearly free of prior positive (or even
negative) extrinsic reinforcement for respenses matched to those of models are
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;mprubable in early-childhood contexts, we have chosen to emphasize how what
Bandura and others have termed observational-learning cutcomes can be plaus-
ibly explained by the routine intermittent extrinsic reinforcement of overt
matching responses that provides the basis for generalized imitation. Our heuristic
concern is thus to illustrate, in a manner continucus with ‘analyses in the
literature of other functional response classes in simple organisms and settings,
how basic instrumental-conditioning procedures thought to be commonly in-
volved in adult-child interaction can credibly account for the acquisition and
maintenance of responses matched to (cues provided by) models’ responses.
That is, we attempt to show how one raust learn to learn through exposure to
models’ responses,

It is our conception that intermittent extrinsic reinforcement for imitation
of the varied responses of a range of models can account for the child’s frequent
(generalized) imitation of both the reinforced and nonreinforced responses of
z model. The appearance that the child has not exhibited the response, and that
he has not received extrinsic reinforcement when he did imitate, can be explained
by the facts that: (a) there can be lengthy delays between the model’s response
and the child’s imitation of it; (b} the functional, matching-response class will
vary in content; and (c) the reinforcement is intermittent. Both observational
iearning and our concept of generalized imitation involve the subject’s matching
his response to the response of a model in a given discriminative context, and,
in our view, therefore, may be functionally equivalent through the range of

- settings in which the two terms are used, As the generalized-imitation concept can

account, in terms of a few key assumptions, for most or all of the phenomena
grouped under the observational learning of young humans, and because
extrinsically reinforced imitative performance is likely to characterize a child’s
experience in life settings prior to his exposure to a model in cbservatignal-
learning research designs where this factor has been typically uncontrolled, the
generalized-imitation concept would seem to be a parsimonious one for approach-
ing the general problem of explaining behavioral matching. This concept can
provide a useful context for much of the research that remains to be done, and,
at the very least, a context for the controls that remain to be implemented in
research on the question of ghservational learning in young humans.

. .Vz'mrz'ous reinforcement Is a special case of observational learning, in which
pasitive rethfarcement administered to @ model contingent upon a particular

" behavior is said to increase the likelihood that zn ohserving child will copy that

behavior (cf,, e.g., Hill, 1960; Bandura, 1962; Bandura, Ross & Ross, 1963).

" Inour view a parsimonious {and plausible) explanation of this phenomenon is

th.at the responses by the child which are similar to those for which a modal is
reinforced are frequently likely to he extrinsically reinfarced in the same settings,
Whethe.:r emitted independently or matched to a madel’s responses; whereas
the'Chlld’S responses like those for which a model is not reinforced or for which
be is punished are nat likely to be reinforced, Often unknown to the viewer,
?I‘Efc're,_ the model's Feil?forced response is already in the child’s repertory due

118 having been extrnsically reinforced earlier. This is possible particularly if
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the response is a likely one in the given context, and if extrinsic reinforcement s
also likely there, Furthermore, after the child has been reinforced for imitation
of several of a model’s reinforced responses in a given context, reinforcement
provided contingent upen a particular behavior of a model should come to
function as a generalized cue for a high probability of extrinsic reinforcement
to the child when he imitates that behavior. (Walters, Parke & Cane [1965] have
similarly regarded reinforcement to the model in an experimental context as a
cue indicating the “permissibility”of repreducing that behavior.) This concep.
tion would be one way to account for Bandura’s (19652) finding that, after
observing a film in which various hestile-hurting behaviors of the model were
reinforced, children emitted a greater variety of such imitative responses than
did those children who saw the model’s aggressive responses punished. Indeed,
Bandura {1965, 1969) and Aronfreed (1969) have noted this and several other
ways in which reinforcing stimuli contingent upon the model's behavior could
provide discriminative stimuli that facilitate or inhibit imitative behaviors,
particularly in ambiguous settings.

In terms of this analysis, it would be expected that if the child has not
already learned this discrimination patiern, its acquisition will depend enty on
his subsequent exposure to the proper discriminative occasions. Furthermore,
if discriminative conditions were reversed, that is, if the observer were reinforced
relatively less often for imitating behaviors for which the model is reinforced
and more often for alternative behaviors, reinforcement to the model could come
to serve as a discriminative stimulus for alternative behaviors, and vicarious rein-
forcement could thus be ineffective or its effects reversed in relation to the
cbserver’s behavior. For example, Miller and Dollard (1941) demonstrated that
children could learn nonimitation of a choice Tesponse for which a peer model
was reinforced, and that this learning could generalize to other situations.

Life Conditions for Learning Generalized Imitation

Clonditions ir life settings make our analysis particularly appropriate in account-
ing for the rapid acquisition of topographically accurate imitative behavior
sequences that typically occurs. Theorists like Mowrer (1960b} and Bandura

(1962} have argued that a trial-and-error process would be too slow to account '

for this rapid acquisition. However, that point does not seem cogent when one
considers the abundance of extrinsic reinforcement occasions and efficient shap-
ing processes during all stages of the child’s development, particularly for
response classes like imitation. Because these reinforcers come from a variety of
sources, on an intermittent schedule overall, and for diverse imitative behaviors,
generalized imitation will be acquired relatively early in the child's sccialization,
maintained at high strength, and be relatively resistant to change. This is in
keeping with the observation that gross imitative behaviors appear to oceur early
in life {Walters & Parke, 1965) . Although, as a learned sacial behavior, imitation
should be reversible, its extinction would rarely occur, since strict elimination
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of reinforcement for such pervasive response classes is unlikely to be implemented
in complex life settings.

Parents often deliberately set out to teach the child to imitate, using direct
(uition, shaping, and fading of the sort employed by Baer et al. (1965, 1967) or
Lovaas et al. (1968). The child’s imitation can be highly reinforcing fo parents
or modsls (i.e., when contingent on their behaviors). Sometimes a parent may
himself imitate the child, either as a spontaneous response or as a step in the
process of teaching him to imitate. Among other effects, this may facilitate the
child’s discrimination of the degree of similarity between his and the model’s
responses, and can constitute steps in a shaping procedure wherein the child’s
response is matched to the model’s with increasing closeness through successive
approximations. This procedure very likely plays an important role in the
child’s language learning.

Indeed, it is thought that generalized imitation constitutes a most important
basis for the initial occurrence and acquisition of many language responses by
the child, and for the subsequent expansion of his langnage repertory, and may
play an even more important role in this acquisition than does simple direct
instrumental training without matching. Once such verbal responses are acquired,
they will be maintained by responses made to them in conversational inter-
changes, according to the same principles that account for the maintenance of
any other responses.

Behaviors of the child that are in the direction of increasing competence
and are thus reinforced by soclalizing agents are almost invariably behaviors the
~ child has observed older models perform {e.g., walking, talking, writing), and his

. performance of those behaviors is frequently reinforced in the presence of models
who are exhibiting them, In a sense, these behaviors are also imitative. Thus,
reinforcernent for progress toward increasing competence can at the same time
be reinforcement for generalized imitation, As the child is subjected increasingly
- to the socialization process with age, the behaviors for which he is reinforced will

change with his growing capacities. The agents reinforcing him will also vary
. and increase in number, each reinforcing en a different schedule and for different
behaviors. In the face of this continual change, one thing remains constant for
the child: the imitative response class continues to be reinforced at a high rate
throughout his development. -

Like ot!ler social behaviors, the appropriateness of Imitative responses varies
.fmrn one sx‘tuation to another. Thus, the imitative behavicral umit usually
:tiudes. a.f ducriminfztiue occasion indicating that an imitative response is likely
o elgén“glcsed.dRel;folfceablc occasions may be preceded by an expliciif verbal
S e Sy, do " of Baee e l. (1365, 1967), or by e explci e

e stimsﬁ P Cu;:r;; .app.roprzate. The mut.ator learns to dxscrlml.nate th?se
respOnses.— for ot dlcatlgg that noncopymg,. complementary interactive
differenial minforceme;t epen enc~e—’—are apl.:lmp.rlate. For example, based on

- of the child's behaviors in the past, the model's being
oriented toward the child (physically or otherwise}, or his not being occupied in
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some ongoing activity, may acquire discrirninative stimulus value for the child’
emitting complementary interaction responses and for suppressing copying
responses, which would be clearly inappropriate. Imitative behaviors are more
likely to be reinforced when the model is busily engaged in a solitary activity and
can more readily reinfarce the child’s parafiel behaviors (like imitation)} than hig
approach or interactive hehaviors {like dependence), since the mode! can then
continue his activity without long interruption, If the child is frequently rein-
forced for making disruptive (dependency) initiations in this situation, he may
nof learn to discriminate that such behaviors are inappropriate and may interrupt
the model at will, thus in extreme cases hecoming what could be termed “spoiled
1t is possible that such childyen do not learn to imitate to as great an extent as
children whose models discourage interruptions of the model's task. It is also
likely that at the same sime they do not acquire autonomous task-oriented
behavior patterns independent of frequent reinforcement from their socializing
agents.

There remains 2 considerable need for a detailed analysis of the discrimina-
tive cues that indicate to the child, in specific and more general cases, when it is
appropriate to imitate (ie., when imitation is likely to be reinforced) and which
model it is most appropriate to irnitate when alternative models are available, An
analysis from our Intentionally simple approach would attend only in passing to
developmental changes in imitative behaviors and learning that occur in typical
life settings. Our conception of generalized-imitation learning is not incompatible
with cognitive-developmental analyses based on observation of life settings, like
Piaget’s (1951} conception of “stages” of imitation (with developmental increases
in its generality and autonomy) and other naturalistic approaches that stress

changes in the child’s capacities during the early years as well as developmental -

differences in the organization of imitative behaviors. However, we assume that
the basic mode of acquisition and maintenance of imitation is not altered by such
developmental changes.

Focused versus nonfocused gemeralized imitation. The generalized-
imitation paradigm as we have used it until now has been relatively nonfocused
with regard to the model imitated, summarizing imitation of diverse responses of
meny models. Yet an important case where such imitation appears to be

focused on one particular model more than on others often occurs. This model

is usually a parent, and the focused imitation involved is thought to provide an
important basis for identification, as will be detailed in a coming section of this
chapter. Such a selective imitaticn pattern can result from a combination of
relatively frequent or even exclusive contact with (and chances to ohserve) one
model and frequent reinforcement by the model or by others for imitating 2
variety of the behaviors of that model. That model's behaviors will therefore
acquire discriminative value for the child, indicating that his imitation of them
has an even higher probability of being reinforced than does imitation in gener al.

Much of the child’s early socialization takes place in the family settiflg;- >
where he interacts with parents and siblings. Although a differential distribution .
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of the child’s interaction with the members of his family is bound to result, it
should be less impertant for his generalized-imitation learning than should
differential Teinforcement for imitation of those members, Children of both sexes
typically interact more with their mothers than with their fathers, but the boy
comes to imitate his father and the girl her mother because of differential rein-
forcement for copying each of them. As noted earlier, the child will be reinforced
for imitating different models in diverse contexts. In the family setting, however,
oit the basis of being differentially reinforced for imitation, he will discriminate
which single model it is usually most appropriate to imitate; and because of
frequent chances to observe that ‘model, the child will imitate an extensive range
of his behaviors. More will be said on this issue in a subsequent section on sex-
typing-

This distinction between focused and nonfocused generalized Imitation is
analogous to the one between focused attachment (to a particular object-person)
and nonfocused social dependence (on a class of persons) made earlier {Gewirtz,
1961b), and is elaborated in the subsequent section on dependence-attachment.

Generalized Imitation Extended

We have shown thus far that generalized-imitation learning based on extrinsic
reinforcement {a) can account plausibly for the acquisitiou and maintenance
of imitative responses in the apparent absence of extrinsic reinforcement (a
condition that has been termed “intrinsic™ reinforcement by a number of writers),
{b) can be facilitated by the heavy extrinsic reinforcement of developmental
behavioral advances by the child in the presence of models performing those
responses, (¢} can be focused on a single model under the proper circumstances,

-and {d} can come under the discriminative control of gross behavioral settings

in which the mode} is engaged. The generalized-imitation concept can account
for related behavioral phenomena which will be relevant to our analysis of
identification. These include imitation of the model’s behavior in his absence,
imitation of a Jarge portion of a model’s behavior role in play settings, and wide-
tanging similarities in abstract values or attitudes.

Imitation in the models absence. Delayed imitation, which includes

imhitation of the model’s behavior in his absence, can be regarded as a simple

varizul'lt of the generalized-imitation paradigm. Also pertinent to observational
IEHFHII:lg, this peint becomes clearer when one considers that all imitative
behw.mm oceur after the medel’s performance, providing the relevant cues, has
ferminated and often while the child is not looking at the model, and in that
sense they are always performed in the absence of the model. The delay between
the model’s performance and the imitative behavior may be further lengthened

through shaping techniques, implemented either deliberately or in an unplanned

i‘;aZhby reinforcing agents. Immediate direct reinforcement for delayed imitation
. dT model’s absence may frequently be provided by agents other than the
odel, and sometimes in the form of statements like “you are acting just like
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yeur father” or “like a big boy.” In addition, the agent may indicate explicitly
that what is being reinforced is not only performance of the response, but itg
performance in the medel’s absence.

Imitation of the model in play. Imitation of large segments of a model’s
behavior role in play situations where the model is not present may also be
facilitated by ecological factors. Props given to the child can be appropriate to
the model’s role, as in the case of toy kitchen utensils being made available to a
young girl. Reinforcement can be provided through the reciprocal rele play of
other children, or through occasional direct reinforcement by the model or other
adult witnesses. These toys may serve a dual purpose, in that they can also
provide a sanctioned discriminable context for the child’s imitation of a model’s
behaviors in his absence when these behaviors might be hazardous or inappro-
Priate in their nsual context.

Generalized imitation of values, The generalized-imitation concept can
also be extended readily to account for wide-ranging similarities in abstract
values (attitudes, life styles, or matives). For example, often a child will act as
the model might in a situation even if he has not actually witnessed the modet
in that situation, or he will strive for the same goals as the model. {We shall see
in the next section that these behaviors are often termed identification,)

An example of a model's value is “tidy housekeeping.” A mother’s behavior
may exemplify that value, and her daughter either may be directly reinforced for
nonimitative tidying responses or may exhibit these responses through simple
generalized imitation (with or without extrinsic reinforcement). An important
assumption for extending cur analysis is that a daughter generally reinforced for
acting like her mother may come to discriminate the common elements of
responses exhibited by the model in a class of related stimulus contexts (such as
housekeeping), which she might also inductively characterize with a statement
like, “Mom keeps a tidy house.” The child's value is based on her discrimination
of such a functional class of the model's responses (some would term it a
“concept”), which would then apply to situations in which the child, as general-
ized-imitator, may not actually have seen the model perform. The daughter may
also exhibit verbal responses that reflect the value, for instance, “It’s good to
keep the house tidy,” which have been acquired together with tidy housekeeping
responses via generalized-imitation leamning. Although some of the daughter’s
responses may be quite different in topography from those of her mother {because
of changed climatic coaditions, technological and socio-economic levels, etc.),
they will produce the same outcome: a tidy house. Once the value has been
acquired in this manper, the mother and other environmental agents are likely
to reinforce the resulting responses, and the value will be maintained. As is true
of all learned behaviors, hawever, the performance of a value will depend on the
continuation of the same reinforcement matrix for the class of responses implying
that value, and thus it is potentially subject to change.

Thus far, the analysis has stressed primarily these situations in which cues

- literature as somehow distinet from identification. Thus, despite an early instance
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from the model and extrinsic reinforcement to the child provide the context for
the child's imitative behaviers. The above examples show the potential utility
of the generalized-imitation paradigm in situations where some of the relevant
discriminative and reinforcing stimuli for imitation are absent.

Identification

The concept of identification has been used, particularly in psychoanalytic
approaches, to indicate the child’s acquisition of the values, ideals, roles, and
conscience of an important other person (the model), particularly those of his
parents and especially the same-sex parent. The term has been used variously
to refer to the process by which these characteristics are acquired, to the person’s
desire to possess the characteristics of the model and his belief that he does, and
1o the resulting similarity of behavior patterns. Several of these usages are often
found in the same analysis, The identification term has also been used as if it
were & Unitary concept that involves a single, incompletely specified complex
paradigm with demographically defined independent variables {e.g., gender of
subject in an intact nuclear family) and no consensually valid dependent
variable. In this analysis, the generalized-imitation paradigm, as detailed in the
preceding section, becomes a parsimonious basis for the phenomena usually
grouped under the identification concept.

The earliest approaches to the phenomsna of identification occurred within
the frame of psychoanalytic theory, and much of identification theory still relies
on these early attempts. While Freud dealt with identification in a scattered way
through half a century of his writing, and there were apparent variations in his
approach, he seems to have employed the term in at least two ways: as a process
and as the behavior-similarity outcome of that process, Thus, Freud (1933)
regarded identification as the process by which “one ego becomes like another
one, which results in the first ego behaving . . . in certain respects in the same
way as the second; it imitates it, and as it were takes it into itself” (p. 90). And,
in one of his writings, Freud's {1920) index of the outcome of identification was
f'mit.atinn of the model's behaviors. When assumed to result from complete
mstrymental dependence upen and an emotional tie to the model (typically the
parent) , identification has heen termed “anaclitic” in Freud’s approach and by
Sears (1957; Sears et al, 1963) and “developmental” by Mowrer (1950} ;
.while “aggressive” or “defensive’’ identification {A. Freud, 1937; Mowrer, 1950)
18 assumed to result from fear of punishment from the model, with the child
avoiding punishment by becoming like the madel. The child’s super-cgo, the lacus
of self-observation, conscience, and ideals, is assumed to be hased largely on this
type of identification and to he built upon the model of the parents’ super-ego
rather than on their actual behavior.

A‘Ithough many would agree that the child can learn to imitate a range of
!Jehavmrs. on the basis of simple instrumental {uial-and-error) learning {as
volved in generalized imitation), imitation has typically been treated in the
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where Freud (1920} used imitation to index identification, the typical psycho-
“analytic view appears to be that the relatively precise matching to the model’s
overt behavior in Imitation is a transient, symptomatic, surface process, whereas
the wider tanging, less precise behavioral matching in identification results from
amore fundamental and dynamic underlying process.

Kohlberg (1963) has proposed that identification differs from imitation in
three ways: (1} identification js a “motivated disposition” because of the
intrinsic reinforcing properties of perceived similarity to the model ; (2) similarigy
between the behaviors of the subject and the model often occurs in the absence
of the model; and (3) many aspects of the model's behavior are reproduced.
These factors appear to have heen the bases for many theorists’ considering
identification as a "“higher-ordes” process than generalized imitation.**

Within the learning-theory tradition, Miller and Dollard (1941) in a brief
comment suggested that imitation mechanisms are also involved in identification,
while Seward (1954} suggested that identification is a high-level abstraction from
numerous imitative habits. Bandura {1962} and Bandura and Walters (1963)
have noted that ohservationa! learning is often termed imitation in behavior-
theory approaches to personality development and identification in more tradi-

tiona! personality theories, with no substantial differences between the two
usages. In cur similar view, often the only reason that generalized-imitation
learning is assumed inadequate to account for identification phenomena is that
factors like a motivation to be like, an emotional attachment to, or envy of, the
model that are assumed relevant for identification are just not considered at ali
relevant to generalized imitation and are often thought to be outside the sphere
of simple learning.

Generalized imitation as the basis for identification. Such distinctions
may have made the amalysis of identification needlessly complex. They alo
point up the necessity for a more systematic approach to identification phenomena
and their underlying mechanism (s). Tt was shown earlier that: (a) the seemingly
intrinsic Teinforcing property of certain behavior classes, including imitation,
depends entirely upon occasional extrinsic reinforcement of members of that
class; and that (b) the performance of diverse imitative behaviors in the
absence of the model is also accountable by straightforward application of the
generalized-imitation paradigm, as is (c) the tendency to focus generalized
imitation on one miodel and to imitate not only a range of his overt behaviors,
but also behaviers implied in such general dispositions as are often termed motives,
values, or attitudes. In this way, it has been autematically proposed under the
functional approach of this chapter that mest, if nat all, of the phenomena
usually grouped under the rubric of identification may reasonably be assumed
to be the direct consequences of generalized-imitation training, and thus can be
reduced to that more parsimonious instrumental-training conception.

“"More recently, Kohlberg (1966} has proposed that attachment fellows (genera]iz.ed')
imitation, and that the combination of these two factors leads to identification, but it 13
not clear what the roles of the above three criteria are in his recent approach.
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Tt appears that another distinetion implicit in most definitions of imitation
and identification is that while hoth terms refer to behaviors matched to those
of a model, the latter behaviors are maintained exclusively by social stimuli while
the former may be maintained by both social and nonsocia_l ones. Thus, all
“*sdentificatory acts may be imitative but not all imitative acts are identificatory.
Because the specification of which stimulus contexts and reinforcers are social
is often arbitrary, we contend that in a similay manner the distinction between
identification and imitation is to a large degree an arbitrary semantic one with
no fundamental differences in the way in which they are learned. Under a
leamning analysis, the major reason we would prefer to use a single term like
social imitation rather than both imitation and identification is that the use of
both terms implies that such differences exist and are meaningful, an implication
that can only cloud the issue. The use of more learning-oriented terms precludes
such interpretations and facilitates the fitting of existing and future data on
identification processes into a framework that aliows us to tie in other important
aspects of the learning process more easily.

Thus, it often appears that the only real distinction between identification
and generalized imitation may be in the less precise, more complex, and more
inclusive way that the identification process is typically defined: the major
response class subsumed under the identification concept is that of generalized
imitation, controlled by the discriminative stimuli provided by the model's
behavicrs. {For some, this apparent identity would eliminate the need for a
_separate concept of identification.) Further, a large number of loosely related
and often overlapping terms at varying levels of coneeptual analysis, like intro-
. Jection, incotporation, internalization, modeling, rote copying, and sex-typing,
all of which lead to similarities between the model's and the identifier’s hehavior
patterns, are included under identification. This situation has further complicated
the concept of identification and appears to have implied, as an artifact, a larger
mumber of seemningly distinct processes than is warranted, The level from which
such concepts typically are approached makes it difficult to make clear-cut
- differentiations between identification and overlapping concepts like introjection
.or sex-typing. Reduction of these terms to the same level of analysis in basic
" paradigms open to a learning analysis is necessary and may show that apparent
differences among them can be attributed to the methods of measurement, the
~'segments of the stream of behavior emphasized, the particular stimuli evoking
the responses, and the functional reinforcers available, factors that do not
ordinarily justify separate paradigms, Such a reduction can be implemented by
_“‘-ga!‘ding identification concepts as based on the simpler generalized-imitation
Paradigm, with behavioral similarity as the outcome. For example, fntrojection
. 18 often defined as the act of incorporating a value system in its entirety, with
identification as its result {Fuchs, 1937). Thus, while introjection appears 1o
refer to the acquisition process and identification to its result, those terms may
“ml)' l‘e.ﬁect emphasis on different stages in the behavior process by which
E:Tlerahzed im‘itaticm is learned and maintained, with introjection pointing to a
.-Somewhat earlier phase of the learning than does identification. The use of two
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different terms therefore seems to emphasize arbitrarily what may for most
purposes be a trivial distinction.

Similarly, ses-£yping usually denotes identification by the child with models
of his own sex, and has itself been broken down further into sex-role identification,
sex-role preference, and sex-role adoption (Lynn, 1959). Thus, the term sex-
typing refers to the shaping of the child’s behaviors to match behaviors specifically
appropriate to his gender. These behaviors are usually assurned to be acquired
through ohservation of a model or a class of models. So defined, they can be
regarded as the result of generalized imitation, with the gender of the mode|
serving as a discriminative stimulus for a higher frequency of extrinsic {immediate
or delayed) reinforcement for imitation, Kohlberg (1966) has reported that a
shift from generalized imitation of the mother to imitation of the father typically
oceurs in boys between ages four and seven, which he interpreted as reflecting
changes in boys' conceptualization of age and sex roles. The approach being
advanced in this chapter is open to such possibilities, but we would conceive
them as resulting from a systematic shift in the discriminative conditions under
which imitative hehaviors are reinforced. Mischel (1966a) has reviewed a
number of other results of sex-typing studies done to date and interpreted them
from a learning approach very much like ours.

At this point in its evolution, the research area of identification can benefit
from a deliberate approach, both theoretical and operational. In the context of a
profusion of overlapping concepts and the need to reduce the frequently used
demographic independent variables to component functional stimuli, the salient
issues for our analysis must be operational, such as whether or not discriminative
stimuli for imitation are present and whether or not functional extrinsic rein-
forcers foliow imitative responses. In addition to reducing demographic variables
to a2 more useful level of analysis, such factors can provide the basis for distin-
guishing among possibly diverse paradigms. By attending to the actual stimuli,
responses, and the sequential details of their interaction, this level of analysis
makes possible a flexible, individual-oriented approach to identification phe-
nomena. Although in representative life settings some general outcomes do
occur, e.g., children typically do imitate behaviors appropriate to their sex
category, this approach provides greater precision and flexibility in detailing the
history of the individual child in question in terms of what similarity behaviors
have been acquired and how they are evoked and maintained. But equally
important, it can also highlight the conditions responsible for a failure to acquire
particular identification behaviors and the conditions that may facilitate, extin-
guish, or otherwise modify such behaviors. Reversibility or change in identifica-
tion-behavior patterns is almost never assumed or tested, yet is a perfectly
reasonable corollary of the conception of learning, in representative life settings
as in the laboratory. A functional analysis such as we propose would also make
it possible to determine which antecedent process determines » particular
behavior-similarity outcome and whether or not there are different combinations
of antecedents that could lead to an identical outcome, The continuous differ-
entiation process involved would lead routinely to new concept groupings and
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Iabels, with previously unidentified but relevant phenomena brought under the
identification concept and ordered by novel or derived paradigms.

Empirical research studies of identification have quite reasonably employed
behavioral similarity*® between the child and his parents as a measure of
identification {though often, when verbal reports have provided these indices, the
variables generated were at too removed a level to allow precise leverage on the
process) - At the level of analysis emphasized here, direct measures of similarity
between the childs and the adult’s responses (including those summarized as
traits) in structured stirnulus settings would be useful operational indices of
identification, with variations in discriminative and reinforcement parameters as
independent variables, It will be necessary to show in such settings that the
behaviors of the child that are termed identification are acquired under the
control of the discriminative cues provided by the model's behaviors rather than

- being determined by eavironmental constraints or independent but parallel
acquisition processes, and that they are, in the absence of the model, under the
control of the same discriminative stimuli as were the model’s behaviors.

The present approach, then, regards the development of identification
behaviors as due to extrinsic reinforcement of the child’s imitation of his parent’s
{or model’s) behaviors. The degree to which a child is identified with a particular
model is thus grossly determined by the value to the child of the reinforcers
contingent upon his imitation of that person’s hehavior, His identification will
also be a function of the amount of exposure to other potential models and
reinforcemnent for imitating them, the frequency of reinforcement for original,
nonimitative behaviors, and the value of the reinforcers provided for each of
these behavior classes. In this way, a3 is seen in a later section on whether or not
dependence-attachment and imitation-identification are sequentially related,

- attachment may enter peripherally, in that it grossly abstracts the discriminative
and reinforcing value of stimuli dispensed by a particular person. Identification
with the model at the level of abstract values may require finer discriminations
by the child but, as has already been shown, should follow the same principles
as generalized imitation.

The advantages of this [unctional approach are evident when one looks at
such work as that by Lovaas {1967) with schizophrenic children. Besides teaching
the children to imitate vocalizations and to converse, as was described earlier,
Lovaas reinforced nonverbal imitation in order to teach behaviors in the areas of
personal hygiene, games, drawing, and affectionate behavior, with the intention
of eventually shifting the control of these behaviors (by fading procedures) away
from the model to control by mare appropriate or general stimuli. Noting that
the behaviors learned by these children were neither as representative nor did
t‘he‘)" occur in as wide a range of scttings as those covered by such terms as iden-

'Flﬁfiatl_nn, Lovaas nevertheiess implied that bringing about this more extensive
ln'tlta.m?n f.s not incompatible with the procedures he has been using and may
primarily invalve mereasing the reinforcing value of stimuli from the model and

—_
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others. Thus, besides permitting a more precise evaluation of the factors involved
in the child’s failure to identify, this approach suggests specific areas of attack
to remedy the deficiencles.

Let me at this point summarize the argument developed thus far in this
chapter. After basic instrumental-conditioning and S-R chaining concepts were
employed to order many of the assumed complexities of generalized imitation,
it was proposed that the phenomena usually grouped under the rubric of iden-
tification can also be reduced, under a discriminated-operant learning model,
to this more parsimonious conception of generalized imitation and its direct
extensions. We have not advocated this approach for the sake of reduction per se,
but rather ta bring these phenomena to a level at which they will be dealt with
more productively. Since identification phenomena involve systematic changes
in behavior effected by recurring environmental conditions, a learning analysis
is appropriate, and its use makes immediately available a wealth of knowledge
about the functicning of stimuli and responses. Under a systematic leaming
approach to identification phenomena, the relevant behaviors are potentiaily
subject to acquisition, discrimination, facilitation, extinction, and other modifica.
tions, according to well-sstablished laws of behavior. The study of such modifica-
tions would be in contrast to the typical approach to identification, in which the
effects are for the most part assurned to be long-term, and reversibility or change
in the process is never tested and almost never even assumed.

The role of motivation in identification. Hindley {1937) has assumed
that an acquired drive underlies imitation when, following acquisition based
on extrinsic reinforcement, it continues to occur in the absence of extrinsic rein-
forcement. Bronfenbrenner (1960} has argued that the identification concept
cannot be reduced to a notion like “acquired similarity™ because in the process
one would risk losing sight of Freud’s view of identification as what Bronfen-
brenner termed a “‘sweeping and powerful phenomenon” involving the tendency
of the child to take on a fotal pattern of the parental model's behavior with an
emotional intensity that implies a powerful “motive in the child to become Jike
the parent” (p. 27). Within a learning framework, Sears (1957} has written
similarly of a moiive to become like the model as the basis for the child's adopting
total patterns of the parent model’s behavior without apparent specific training
{although he later questioned the utility of the motive construct [Sears et al,
1965]). As the mother’s nurturant respenses become secondary (conditioned)
reinforcers for the child, he is canceived by Sears to acquire a secondary depend-
ency drive and can partially gratify this drive by performing similar responses
himself {ap assumption not uniike Mowrer’s [1950]} .

Apart from these remarks, neither Bronfenbrenner nor Sears has detailed
the implications of the use of a motivational concept for identification. They may
intend it enly to refiect the pervasiveness of the imitative behaviors across many
hehaviar contents and settings or, with Hindley {1957} and Kohlberg {1963}, to
reflect the apparent intrinsically reinforcing properties of such behaviors, or with
Kohlberg to reflect its involving a particular model. However, we have seen that
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the generalized-imitation response class discussed in this chapter is also pervasive,
can ocour without apparent extrinsic reinforcement, and can be focused on one
rodel. Moreover, Kohlberg (1966) has recently written of the acquisition and
performance of imitation and identification as being motivated by a “drive” for
s#competence-mastery” and “interesting” events. This conception in no way
advances his analysis either, for there still remains the tactical problem of
determining the conditions that differentially affect the child’s imitative respond-
ing. Finally, because of their excess meaning, there is no advantage to introducing
motivational terms in analyses such as these, when these terms can be readily
replaced by concepts mere coordinated to operations—like intermittently rein-
forced generalized imitation indexed by behavioral similarity.

The role of reinforcement in identification. One issue on which the
approach to identification in this chapter differs from many others is in the
importance we assign to extrinsic reinforcement of imitative behaviors in the
acquisition of identification. Qur approach also differs from some others in that
they implicitly or explicitly employ cognitive-flavored abstractions or intrapsychic
euphemisms as mechanisms to account for identification phenomena, while we
rely entirely on sets of responses maintained by extrinsic reinforcement. Thus,
Kagan {1958) has assumed that the child identifies with an adult whom he sees
being rewarded because he belicues that by possessing the model’s characteristics
and thus becoming similar to the model he, too, will command the attractive goal
states that the model controls. In a similar vein, regarding the caretaker as the
mediator of valued resources, Whiting {1960) and Burton and Whiting (1961)
have assumed that the child’s identification with the caretaker (as in learning his
role] Is motivated by envy of him because he can withhold the resources from
the child or receive and consume them himself (implying control}. In both
analyses, extrinsic reinforcement of the child's imitative behaviors is only implied
and is not considered essential for identification.

A basic assumption in our approach is that the child comes to copy diverse
-responses performed by his parent-models because he is consistently reinforced

directly for diverse representatives of that class of hehaviors, perhaps even more

catisistently than for behaviors that he initiates on his own. The class of copying
_ responses s highly likely to culminate in extrinsic reinforcers in a variety of set-

tings and from many sources, both social and nonsocial. The assumption here
Is that many imitative behaviors may occur without extrinsic reinforcement,
but'onIy after the response class has initially been established in the child’s be-
ha:‘flﬂl‘af repertory by direct reinforcement and only if it is still being directly
rem.h?rced at least occasionally. Then will the child appear to fit Kagan's or
Whiting’s specifications. Regardless of how often the madel is rewarded in the
presence of the child, we do not conceive of the child’s imitating him (identify-
ng) Emless the child himself is at least occasionally rewarded for it. Likewise,
::‘“;thhﬂldiﬂg of reinforce}'nent from .the child can be effective only if in other

: 2tions or for other behaviors such reinforcement is not withheld. In the terms
;. Ot our analysis, the model would make the withheld resources available to the
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child contingent upen various classes of behavier, one of which is likely to be
imitation. What seems appreciated too little by many theorists is the ability of
intermittent, even infrequent, extrinsic reinforcement to maintain an extensive
class of behaviors, many of which are never reinforced, as has been welil estab-
lished by the research of Baer et al. (1963, 1967) and Lovaas et al. (1966) and
the context of behavioral technology from which these studies spring. At the
same time, such research clearly demonstrates the necessity of at least occasional
reinforcement in the acquisition and maintenance of a behavior class.

Fear and identification. Far heuristic simplicity, this analysis has aveided
the use of “feas” concepts (e.g., of rejection or of punishment, or “anxiety”)
often used in identification theories. An example is the assumed fear basis of
defensive identification (A. Freud, 1937; Mowrer, 1950]. The paradigms for
those defensive concepts are compatible with the ones advanced for the acquisi-
tion and maintenance of generalized imitation, except that they may imply
different classes of reinforcers, such as the removal or avoidance of a noxious
stimulus. Self-critical responses and others labeled “guilt” or “resistance to
temptation” reflecting “internalized controls” or “comscience” can undeoubtedly
be reinforced by such consequences, but they can also be acquired through the
direct positive reinforcement processes we have emphasized.

2. Dependence-Attachment

In this section, we examine some theoretical and research issues that have
characterized the behavior systems grouped under the rubrics of dependence
and attachment. We have already seen that the prohlem for the molar behaviorist
is to articulate the manner in which differential stimulation facilitates and comes
to control the behaviors of the organism. Under this logic, and with the results
of the research to date kept in the forefront, the attempt is made to reduce to
simple terms the complexities of the behaviors which characterize dependence
and attachment, and to posit basic acquisition processes to relate those be-
haviors to the multiplicity of environmental conditions to which children are
typically subject. As did our earlier examination of imitation-identification, the
analysis proceeds in simple conditioning terms, using the concepts of responses,
discriminative and reinforcing stimuli, and the conception of sequential con-
tingencies or chaining.

An analysis of the behavior organizations termed dependence and attach-
ment is considered fundamental for an undersianding of the key contrelling
attributes of human social life, at all developmental points. In our previous
survey of instrumental learning in social contexts and its application to general-
ized imitation, emphasis was placed mainly on the principles of behavior acgui-
sition and maintenance, and hardly at ali on content. However, the analysis
of dependence and attachment upon which we are now embarking emphasizes
the identities (content} of classes of stimuli and responses in addition to as-
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sumptions about behavior acquisition and maintenance, and promises another
basis for bridging the present gaps between basic learning and performance
concepts and principles that have been identified, and the actual conditions of
earliest parent-child interaction, Our purpose, then, continues to be the eduction
) of some specific laws of learning to the special case of the develeping human, but
in this case, in addition, it invelves an increased emphasis on stimulus and

response content.

Meaning and Usage of Dependence and Attachment

To date, few articulate theories have been advanced on the nature or dimension-
ality of socioemational dependence (dependency) and attechment (relationship,
bond, tie) or on their antecedents. [t seems reasonable to approach guestions
about the mechanisms underlying the development of dependence and attach-
ment in terms of assumptions about the nature of social learning and to order the
conditions characterizing the acquisition of and changes in relationships between
the initially helpless child and the persons in his environment in terms of condi-
tioning concepts. This is done with a view toward charting the acquisition of
various forms of dependence and attachment, in the context of transformations
in response systerns and changes in the identity of other persons involved as
oceur during the course of an individual's development.

In such an analysis, dependence and attachment are best conceptualized as
abstractions for classes of functional relationships involving the positive stimulus
control over a wide variety of an individuals responses by stimuli provided either
by a class of persens {dependence)} or by a particular person {attachment). Thus,
in dependence, an individnal’s behavior systerms are controlled by discriminative

- and reinforcing stimuli which may be dispensed by any member of a class of
persons who share certain stimulus characteristics (e.g., as those mvolved in sex,
race, age, or caretaking role). In contrast, in attachment, the efficacy of discrim-
inative and reinforcing stimuli in controlling an individual's behavior systems
depe.nds upon the unique physical and/or behavioral characteristics of a
_ particular “object” person dispensing those stimuli (e.g., his facial stimuli, tactile
. characteristics) . In principle, a child could be said to form attachments to mare
than one person, in the sense that certain of his behavior systems could be
controlled by the (discriminative and reinforcing} stimuli provided by the
¢ utigue characteristics of a particular person, while other of his hehavior systems
Z?licllolt)]: determined b'y different 'stimuli .pmvided by the unique c.har.ar‘.teristitfs
er person. This type of differential control by a very few individuals is
not to be confused with the pattern of stimulus control over child behaviors
. that we have termed dependence, which involves the homogeneous power aver
a set of child behaviors that is exhibited by the common stimuli that may be
a:::’;deli:zj :Lrllszdorgzcﬁtlméber Oé a largedcl?ss of persons. This distinction be-
differerucms hetoer 1t ependence and focused atta._c}unent points up the
_ n the two sets of phenomena, but it also emphasizes the
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simmilarities and overlap as well as the probable communalities of antecedents,
That is, attachment can be conceived as a form of (social} dependence of the
behavior systems of one person upon the unique physical and behaviora.] stirnuli
pravided by a particular other person (or a very few individuals}, for instance
a child and his parent or caretaker. )

Instrumental dependence involves the acquisition by the child of help-
seeking responses, based on his requiring physical help in a variety of contexts.
While this concept provides, in one way or another, an important ba.ms for
nearly all approaches that are to be listed here, writers and researchers in this
area have emphasized in addition ¢ither nonfocused social dependence (e.g.,
Sears, 1951, 963 ; Sears et al,, 1953; Whiting & Child, 1953; Heathers, 1935a,
1955[;; Belier, 1955, 1957, 1959; Gewirtz, 1956a, 1996b; Sears et al., 19537,
Kagan & Moss, 1962; Bandura & Walters, 1963 ; Sears et al., 1963) or focused
attachment {e.g., Bowlby, 1958; Ainsworth, 1963, 1964; Schaffer & Emerson,
1964, but not hoth sacial dependence and attachment. {An exception can be
found in Gewirtz, 1961b, who distinguished among all three concepts.) These
two terms have therefore been subject to variable and inexplicit usage, and have
often been employed idivsyncratically in research, so that they are sometimes
used to order the same phenomena with the distinction between social depen-
dence and attachment ignored.

A number of writers, in different ways, have also made the distinction that
we emphasize in this analysis between “instrumental” or “task-oriented” depen-
dence and “social,” “emotional” “affectional,” or “person-criented” depen-
dence (cf., e.g., Heathers, 1955a; Gewirtz, 1956b, 1961b; Kagan & Moss, 1962;
Bandura & Walters, 1963) . In the present discussion, the term social dependence
is used synonymously with the term dependence, as that term has been commonly
used, and instrumental and social dependence are defined orthogenally. The
essence of instrumental dependence is that some response of another person is
required in order for the individual {e.g., child) to attain some stimulus (like
food or the removal of  noxious stimulus) that is reinforcing independent of
the characteristics of either the helping response (eg., attention) or the ap-
pearance of the helping agent (e.g., mother). This distinction therefore de-
pends upon the identification of the reinforcing stimulus. That is, if a young
child requests help from a parent in obtaining an object from a high sifeif only
because it is physically impossible for him to reach, this would be an instance
of instrumental dependence. If, however, that same child asks for help in obta.m-
ing an object which he has at other times gotten himself (or if he is seen placing
an object on a shelf only to ask for it when his parent appears), this wa.uld be
classified as an instance of social dependence. The identification of the reinforc-
ing stimulus, which is necessary in principle if the dependent act is to be prop-
erly classified as instrumental or soeial, is therefore sometimes difficult to make
in life settings. In this context, it is not surprising that different theorists may
oceasionally have made little attempt to distinguish between these two types _Of

dependence {cf., e.g., Beller, 1955; Stendler, 1954). In those cases where writ-
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ers have made such a distinction, it has mest often been thought that the form
of social interaction involved in instrumental dependence may constitute the
main basis for the acquisition of noninstrumental, social dependence on people
in ggneral, as well as of attachments to particular persons.
Perhaps as a result of the abstract and vague way in which the concept of
dependence has often been used and of the inadequacies of the indices em-
. ployed to identify it, there has often been difficulty in defining the limits of its
dimensional features. Thus, regardless of whether or not a distinction has been
made between instrumental and social dependence, there has often been the
tendency to view “independence” (self-reliance, autonomous achievements,
.assertiveness) as the opposite of dependence, and several authars have written
of or imptied bipolar (and confounded) dinensions for Instrumental indepen-
dence-dependence and socioemotional independence-dependence, extending to
“gverdependence” (e.g., Levy, 1943; Stendler, 1954). When the term indepen-
dence refers to the guality and types of behaviors employed by the child for
{i.e., that are maintained by) various reinforcers, social and nonsocial, in a
particular context, it would seem less confusing for most purposes to adopt
the convention of transforming the implied bipolar dimension {s) into unipolar
one(s), and to classify behaviors as instrumental or social dependence. Under
such a unipolar conception, the assumed dimensions would extend from low to
high instrumental dependence and from low te high social dependence, with
individuals having a relatively high incidence of self-reliant, self-assertive,
autonomous behaviors assumed to fall at points in the lower portions of those
scales. Under this convention, autonomous, achievement-criented behaviors
. apparently maintained by (performed for} others’ approval would be charac-
terized as involving relatively low instrumental dependence but relatively high
- social dependence; and similar behaviors that appear orlented to mastery of
tasks and self-assertion and not to the receipt of someone’s approval would be
. coneeived to reflect, in addition to low instrumental dependence, low social
" dependence (or “emotional independence” as Heathers [1955a] has termed it) .
Analyses and research dealing with dependence-attachment phenomena
have often involved variables {like deprivation) teo extreme or toc vaguely
understoed to be well implerented experimentally with humans. The terms
dependence and attachment are themselves gross abstractions or summary
variables which are perhaps only properly used as open-ended headings to group
“various classes of behavior or to label an area of scientific interest. Nevertheless,
. the tendency has been to use lhese terms as though they represented a unitary
Process, a conception which, through the inclusion of loosely defined motivation
(d“Ye) tEI:ms andl of terms like affectjon and reassurance, has often amplified
._he imprecision of research on human development. {As we shall detail in a
_ Tater section, the drive concept itself has usually contained surplus meaning in
Fhat the operations implied in its use are generally inexplicit, numerous, often
*compatible, and may not represent clear alternatives to one another.) As a
Fonsequence of the use of inexact terminalogy and the inclusion of imprecise
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motivational terms, there has often been a failure in developmental and parent-
child relationship research to distinguish observation from inference, definition

from explanation.

The acquisition. of dependence and attachment. Through roughly the
first half of this century, the theory most generally held in connection with the
acquisition of social motivation, dependence, and attachment (particularly of
the child’s bond to his mother), was that of “acquired” or “secondary drive.”
The central features of this theory were the concepts of discriminative and
conditioned {generalized} reinforcing stimuli (e.g., provided by incidental care-
taker appearance characteristics} which acquired and maintained their rein-
forcing value by being discriminative for a limited set of apparently uncondi-
tioned reinforcing stimuli conventionally thought to be satisfiers of physiological
needs {in particular food, water, and the removal of noxious stimuli}. In gen-
eral, the responses that were cued and maintained by the conditioned stimuli
and that comprised the dependence-attachment behaviors received little empha-
sig, and by implication could be of almost any class. This appealingly simple
secondary-drive approach was at the core both of Freud’s {e.g., 1938a, 1938b;
Fenichel, 1945; A. Freud, 1954} theery of cathexis and object formation and
of standard conditioning approaches to acquired motivation (e.g., Miller &
Dollard, 1941; Mowrer & Kluckhohn, 1944 ; Dollard & Miller, 1950; Sears,
1951, 1963).

In addition to what may be the gratuitous use of the term “drive” in this
formulation (since the hehaviors which are assumed to be determined by an
infant’s motivation could be accounted for completely in terms of conditicned
discriminative and jor reinforcing stimulus control), in the past two decades
the adequacy of the “secondary drive” theory has come to be questioned on two
main grounds: the first question, influenced by ethological research on uncondi-
tioned and sometimes species-specific behavior patterns {and by conditicning
studies of response topography), concerned the nature and organization of the
responses involved in dependence attachment; and the second question, influ-
enced by conditioning and performance research in a number of topical areas
showing that diverse stimuli functioned as reinforcers, as well as by the posture
of the operational approach to conditioning, was whether there was not a greater
diversity of functional reinforcers operating for the behaviors of the developing
infant than those that seemed erganismically relevant.

Because of the findings of such research, an operational approach like the
one in this chapter emphasizes the assumption that many and diverse classes of
events can come to function as discriminative and reinforcing stimuli for nu-
merous child hehaviors, in addition to the limited number of stimulus events
provided through caretaking that are thought to relate directly to organismic
survival. Thus, it is our assumption that diverse near {ie. proximal) evenis as
well as events provided at a distance (ie., distal), may function initially as un-
conditioned stimuli, or may come to acquire conditioned value, as evoking, dis-

criminative, or reinforcing stimuli for the acquisition and maintenance of an
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increasing variety of infant behaviors. These behaviors include approaches,
visual orienting, regard, and tracking, as well as smiles and vocalizations. In
addition to the proximal stimuli such as are provided through the infant’s being
touched, held, caressed, and raised in the air, or through warmth and similar
conditions, the distal stimuli may include visual events like those provided by
the sight of people, and such aspects of their appearance as hair color, facial
features, size, and their characteristic behaviors like gait, approach, and succes-
sive movements in space; auditory stimuli like sounds made by approaches and
other movements, and by speech; and olfactory stimuli.*®

Tt {s our thesis that the behavior classes termed dependence and attachment
are initially acquired and suhzequently maintained on these pervasive bases.
Tt is assumed also that the behaviors of the object person or persons who func-
ton in a caretaking-socializing role at the same time will come under the con-
trot of appearance and behavior stimuii provided by the child. These processes
will account for progressively longer 8-R interaction: chains between the infant's
responses and the stimuli provided by his caretaking environment. Some of the
stimuli and respenses will be parts of one or of very few chains, while others
will occur in many different chains and, hence, will acquire generalized value
{which process was earlier described in the section on key social-learning con-
structs and their operating modes) . ;

We have noted that the concepts dependence and attachment repre-
sent gross, preliminary, and often vague abstractions for a set of functional
relationships which characterize the control*” over a wide variety of the behaviors
of the child exercised by the discriminative and reinforcing stimuli provided by
the appearance and behaviors of a class of persons (dependence) or a particular
ather person (attachment). The acquisition process for dependence and attach-
mEfxt, thel:efore, summarizes the details of two intimately correlated processes
::;m:}; t:[zg:izu‘:}g:; ;k::olrnia:]; :;heifl;es; ?.nd relati‘vt‘:ly immobile: t}'{e condi-ti.cn—
e aliing, aapreaciing E;YE ar,ld fca:ia;ng remaizing near, touching, .srmlmg,
tracking it seapect t(,) et o S:I:slentmg, and vxsgal regarding and
mother) according to the principles oEtl' d; - c]a ll-::eﬁon '(I‘Lke' the Caretaner:
ical and behavioral appearanc ph lfle_ e e condltmmng.ﬂf the phys-
and. reinforeing mmi}lni (mane c ?rait-e?tws of those.persons as dlscE'iminative
child’s behaviors and can accoznct) fow t;;: o ‘g‘ef“"'ahzed): 'that e e
new bebastons s el Thos ot r the acquisition and maintenance of many
. pearance aspecn of t.he mo,th e very same time th.at the -conchtmmng of ap-
! er-caretaker as generalized reinforcing stimuli is

ﬂAl .
that mmt:::lig: It‘h_cre Iimwe been writers {e.g,, Bowlby, 19532, 1958} who have proposed
2ppronch behal:rit:.:? tthu? precedullg list have unconditioned (“releasing’’) value for infant
. » , this general assumption (which is test i inci
Wﬂc:ll';hus in the present social-learning analysis. riable in principle), need not
- Q1 T 21
by ncgativ‘:g:o:ti Oslhall cnilphas:ze positive control in this analysis, situations characterized
astocianed with s are also re%cvan.t (and, indeed, may play key roles, as in attachment
efensive identification), though we imagine most often they comprise a

t portion of the functi P
unctional . .
dependence or attachment, relationships that characterize the behavior systems of
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taking place, the child is heavily reinforced by diverse stimuli for approaching,
, orienting toward her, clinging, and generally for proximity responses

following
g out of sight or earshot, the complexity of

which preclude the caretaker's gettin
his responses increasing with his developing capacities.

Tt follows as a corollary from this conception that (1)
number of behavior systems of the child under the stimulus control of persons or
of a particular person, (2) the greater the number of behaviors under their
stimulus control relative to behaviors under the stimulus control of athers, (3)
the greater the degree of conirol over each behavier system, and (4) the greater
the number of stimulus settings in which the control operates, the “stronger” the
may be said to be. This notion would apply where
ent is required by a researcher. Further, for the pur-
one might define subvarieties of dependence ot
s control con-

the greater the

dependence or attachment
an overall summary statem

poses of a particular analysis,
attachment to cover particular patterns of behavior or of stimulw

ditions. For the didactic purposes of the present illustrative social-learning
analysis, however, such distinctions are premature.

Same “pre-learning” apjroaches to attachment. The preceding line of
reasoning may be usefully illustrated in some detail by an examination of the
attachment conceptions of Bowlby and Ainsworth. In their present state, both
may be termed “pre-learning” approaches because, although they are entirely
compatible with leaming consideraticns in that reciprocal interaction is empha-
sized very generally in both positions, they stop short of specifying the role of
ng in attachment formation. Both approaches also differ from the one
proposed in this chapter in that they veflect quite different theoretical orienta-
tions and less of = concern with method. Further, their definition of attachment
may overlap that of social dependence in terms of our distinction.

Recent thought on the process of infant attachment to significant figures has
been infiuenced greatly by Bowlby's approach. In place of the traditional
secendary-drive learning conception,*® Bowlby (1958, 1960a, 1960b) has pro-
posed that, like that of many lower species, the initial attachment or bond ex-
hibited by the human infant to his mother involves a number of primary, ull-

learni

ondary drive” conditioning approach to
hich he has faulted for its emphasis on
‘her i3 initially one of “cupbeard love”),

“Bowlby's {1958) critique of the early “sec
attachment (and its psychoanalytic counterpart w.
orality and jts view that the child’s relation to his mot
which was afready being challenged and superseded by the open-ended, operational
nstrumental learning before Bowlby's 1938 paper was written, was in great
his notion that the class of reinforcers that could operate in the acquisition
der a secondary drive or conditioning approach was limited to include
only those provided through careraking, namely food, water, and the removal of poxious
stimuli. He pointed out that other unlearned behavior systems (and by implication rein-
forcing stimuli), which had little if anything to do with the appetitive stimuli that th";
early secondary-drive conditioning theoties emphasized, as well as stimuli for mothers
behavicrs, appeared to play critical roles in the formation of human attachmenis. However:
Bawlby's implicit equation of the functioning of a limited set of organismic reinforflns
stimuli with a conditioning appreach (the secondary-drive theory) was unfortunate 1 a
context where an operational-learning approac

L to attachment acquisition (like that
emphasized in this chapier) remajns completely o

approach to i
part based on
of attachment un

pen with respect to the identities of the
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learned compenent “species-specific behavior patterns™ (that he also labels
winstinctual response systems” ) in the Infant’s repertory, that are readily evoked
by available stimuli. These are originally independent of each other, mature and
develop at different times and rates during the child’s first year, and together
" have high survival value. Of the five instinctual-response systems Bowlby iden-
tified, those in which the infant is the active partner, which insure close prox-
imity and caretaking, and which require only a limited reciprocal response from
the mother are sucking, clingmg, and visual, auditory, and locomotor fellowing
(i.e., not letting her out of sight or earshot). These instinctual-response systems
lead the infant “to attach himself with vigour at first to any mother-figure and
later to a particular mother-figure and te remain so attached for a long time”
{Bowlby, 1960a, p. 314). In the normal course of development, these response
systems hecomie integrated, focused on a single mother-figure between about
three and six months of age through {an unspecified form of) learning, and
form the basis for the strong attachment of the infant to his mother, which
Bowlby assumes does not begin to wane until around the infant's third birth-
day. Bowlby {1958) identified the rernaining two instinctual-response systems, in
which the infant's responses provide releasing stimuli to activate or evoke Jthe
unlearned instinetual behavior patterns of the mother and to bind her recipro-
cally to the child, as ¢rying and smiling. (These two systems were not empha-
sized in some of Bowlby's later analyses [1960a, 1960k, 1961].)49

The instinctive response systems in Bowlby’s approach may be intended to

sdqanul.l and _the .behav;nrs involved in the acquisition 'and maintenance of attachment at
ifferent points in early human development, and emphasizes {as he does implicitly) the
. ‘reciprocal interaction between infant and mother-figure,
It has been brought to my attention that Bowlb | i
. t ¢ v appears to make precisely the same
error in a r.ecent _mal'mscnpt' of a bt_;ok on attachment and loss that has been circulated
zzwaltely prier ctlo its impending publication. Bowlby stiil appears to be unaware of opera-
nal " > s il
o };eo.:]:;:;:nffd 1:strum.en_ta1 conditioning approaches. This is remarkable censidering
ax he pommented - ];pre::éanv&ly in print (Bowlb}', 1961) on precisely such an appreach
o anchme: made {Gewirtz, 1961b). Ainsworth {1964) takes a similar posture
o t of Bowlby regarding the secondary-drive theory of attachment, and appeats to be
:irtn; afrg unawareh 0]{ open-ended conditioning theories like the one mentioned. This is a
as wi i d i ¥ ;
- Batble widh learing sssmptions. Tndeet st exbmens of e solums b srest ar scoms
from' = limited o g;‘ecia.uj::')p lons,hIn eed, the weakness of their analyses in great part stems
3 : : A "
Fehavior e PR M of the ways in which experiential learning can affect their
By,
. VIt is my und i R H
frthes b });'c ha::'ita:adrlli:lg that, n an as yet unpublished manuscript, Bowlby goes
of child and paren; hehavin:r ];apers in specifying organizational and sequential details
the child. Ha apparare s l‘ ak are r_e!evant o their attachment for different ages of
iwhich e e vlijewg ay ineludes ?ddmofxai responses 25 contributing to attachment
based o wehiehs respons:s unfan context for :ntera:tmn) and organizes them into classes
averall intonsitivs of atta;:hr\:;l beI :lvukc-d by what he conceives to be low and high
five behayior natterr Lsced Enht. t also appears that he p9stulates that, while the same
come incorporatad ity ma ove l’}:]‘“ém important, during the first year of life they
‘and Bt t inl ore sophisticated goal-directed systems that are organized
. ated o maintain a child in proximi i B,
of situatin, nal proximity to his mother; and to take some accoun
by nal determinants {e.g., mother's whereab 1 i i .
f_!els modiste attaeber: ar;d o  whereabouts} for the various hehaviors which
212 incompatible vtk Gieeho e bk various other responses (eg., lexp]arati[m) which
m ehaviors. Thus, some of the crticisms in this chapter,

based on Bowlhy' !
wiby: i .
’h"‘eﬂ_lcnt s Pubyliss l’lpel-clfhshcd works, might be qualified when his forthcoming theoretical
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represent more possible contexts for mother-infant interaction from which the
attachment develops than specific behavior indices of attachment, Even so, by
implication, the composite strengths of sucking, clinging, and following, as well
as crying and smiling, the primary “instinctual response systems mediating at-
tachment to a mother-figure” (Bowlby, 1960a, p. 315), wouid reflect the child’s
attachment to her. From soon after birth onward, conditions of isolation tend
first to activate crying and later clinging and following; and “until he [the in-
fant] is in close proximity to his familiar mother-figure these instinctual re.
sponse systems do not cease motivating him” {1960b, p. 93). Bowlby maintains
that until the infant attains proximity to his mother, his subjective experience
is that of “primary anxiety”; when he is close to her, it is that of “comfort.™
Thus, Bowlby has also assumed that, once these instinctual response systems are
activated, any interference (e.g., through separation from the mother} with
their termination must lead to distress and anxiety, as will frustration of other
“primary instincts.” Hence, the distress and protest responses to separation from
the mother reflect “primary anxiety,” and are related to the fear responses ex-
hibited by many species to aversive (often including novel} stimuli, in that
hoth are reduced not simply by aveidance behaviors but by escape to a place of
safety, like that provided by the mother, {When separation continues, the result
includes despair, and later, emotional detachment.}" Thus, after an attach-
ment is acquired, Bowlby assumes that the distress brought about by either sep-
aration from the mother or the presence of aversive stimuli may be reduced by
the same candition: physical proximity to the mather. Hence, the same behav-
ior systems which Bowliby helds are involved in, and, we presume, index, at-
tachment may, in the context of threatened or of actual separation from the
mother, also index distress and may be viewed as disorganization behaviors.™

Ainsworth (1963, 1964}, whose approach derives from Bowlby's, identified
thirteen behavior patterns that she took to mediate the attachment of the infant
to his mother, Of these thirteen indices, eleven reflected positive stimulus contral.
Fach of these responses normally enters children’s repertories at different time
points during the first half-year of life, and the indices may thus involve several

®Bowlby has conceived of profests as invalving especially the issue of separation anxi-
ety, despair that of grief and rourning, and defachment that of defense { Bowiby, 1360b).
Schaffer's (Schaffer & Emerson, 1964) results for protest responses suggest to Bowlby that
the child's separation anxiety on losing his mether is not exhibited by him before about
98 weeks. These findings are considered later in this section. The earlier section which
questions the utility of age variables in the study of development is pertinent here also.

" Tarlow’s approach to the reciprocal attachment pattern of the rhesus macaque infant
and mother, which details the developmental course of these systems, appeats to be concep-
tually rather similar to Bowlby’s, Thus, Harlow {1933, 1961, 1963 ; Harlow & Harlow, 1963,
1966} has described the affectional system of the infant macaque for his mother as proceed-
ing through a series of overlapping developmental stages (that reciprocally complement the
maternal stages). These developmental stages he has termed: reflex, comfort and attach-
ment, security, and separation or independence. {We will consider primarily the first two
stages here, as they relate to Bowlby's assumptions. The reciprocal maternal stages are:
attachment and protection; transition or ambivalence; and separation or rejection.) During
the first 10-20 days of life, the neonate’s survival is insured by his “reflex'” behaviors, whiﬂ_h
include those that facilitate his proper orientation to the mother’s body, nourishment (‘f“‘
sucking), and physical support {via band and foot grasping, clasping, etc. ), The basic social
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devetopmental levels. The eleven positive stimulus-control indices Ainsworth
used were differential smiling, diffevential vocalization, visual-motor orienta-
tion, following, “scrambling”’ over mother, burying face in mother's lap, ex-
ploration from mother as a secure base, clinging, lifting arms in greeting, clap-
ping hands in gresting, and approaching through locomotion. Her two negative
indices were differential crying {crying when held or comferted by another per-
son relative to crying shown to mother}, and crying when mother departs.
Ajnsworth assumed that during the first year of life infants pass through four
partially overlapping social-behavior phases, which are indexed by different
patterns of the thirteen indices: undiscriminating responsiveness to people; dif-
ferential responsiveness to the mother; sharply defined attachment to the
mother, with striking waning of undiscriminating friendliness; and attachment
to one or more familiar figures other than the mother.

Bowlby bypassed the issue of the interrelationships among attachmernt
indices {which, at most, he only implied) ; and while Ainsworth informally
grouped subsets of indices, like Bowlby she detailed neither the acquisition
process for attachment nor the relationship between social dependence and at-
tachment. For reasons that are not specified but which Ainsworth indicates
stern from her conception that attachment involves affection and discrimination
as to object person, and that its formation depends upon active interchange
with the object whase response is reciprocally affected, she implicitly treats the
term attachment as a gross rubric for the study of various interaction.-response
patterns between mother and child. Hence, while Ainsworth has written of
attachment as if it were an entity reflecting a single underlying dimension, with
all thirteen attachment-behavior patterns somehow becoming organized together
in relation to the mother as objeet {through an unspecified process), she has also
written that attachment scon afterwards becomes directed to other “faverite
figures” (which, unspecified as to form, may border on what we have termed
social dependence and hence may obscure the distinetion between nonfocused
and focused dependence), and that not all thirteen behaviar patierns need be
included in, or essential for, a particular attachment. On this last point, Ains-
worth reported that “the attachments of some infants seemed chiefly mediated

.by czying when mother leaves, by following, and later by clinging. The attach-

. relationship between infant and mother develops after the second week of life, during the

comfort and attachment stage. The infant’s responses are now mostly under voluntary
control, and he maintains close physical contact with the mother through nursing and
particularly through clinging. (This latter response is also the most prevalent behavior of
the infant during the security stage, as evidenced by the observation that mere contact with
the mo!hgr-ﬁgure is apparently sufficient to alleviate the infant’s fear {of strange objects or
SﬂmundlngsJ.)_ Further, the infant follows (by both visual and locomotor means) the
mother and Imitates her behaviors, a facet of his development which Harlow considers an
Important factor for macague sacialization.

s hHarllcw considers these basic mechanisms that bind the macaque infant to his mother
ubjeztm: l:;tqnus to t]}ose Bowlby (_1953) has de_scribed for the human infant: primary
consie uUC 11111g, f:lmg'lng_', and foll_owmg. Furt%)er, it would seem that Harlow (like Bowlby)
Falln ] ctl € dlﬁerenu‘al bc_havlors of thle infant for his mether, and particularly those
whi f under the headings listed, as the indices of the attachment fand as the behaviors

ich result from separation from the chject of attachment).
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ment of others seemed more conspicuously mediated by greeting, smiling, vo-
calization, and visual-motor orientation” (1964, p. 57). While in this report
she did not attempt to classify these or other outcome patterns as distinct varje-
ties of attachment, in an earlier study. Ainsworth {1963) classified infants with
outcome patterns like the above as “insecure atiached” and “secure attached,”
and termed a third pattern “non-attached.” Thus, it is not actually clear
whether Ainsworth preferred to assume that diverse subpatterns nevertheless
reflect a unidimensional conception of attachment, or whether she preferred to
classify them as distinct varieties of attachment.
It has been seen that both Bowlby and Ainsworth in their complementary
approaches to the emergence of attachment séate chat the various component
behaviors of the infant they have emphasized become organized and focused on
the mother figure through learning (ie, experience with the environment).
However, as we have noted, neither theorist details the conditions for the ac.
quisition of attachment in even a preliminary fashion to show the form of the
learning through which those component responses become integrated and fo-
cused, nor do they detail whether those responses undergo topographic changes
during developroent. It has been shown that responses like those Ainsworth
used and Bowlby implied as indices, particularly eye contact, smiling, vocalizing
and crying, can be instrumentally conditioned (or extinguished) in the early
weeks of life (e.g., Brackbill [1958] for smiling; Rheingold et al [19591 and
Weisherg {1963] for vocalizing; Etzel & Gewirtz {1967] for eye contact, smiling,
and crying), and that the age of their onset and selective discriminative control
may vary in diverse environmental settings {Gewirtz [1965] for smiling) . How-
ever, Ainsworth did not attempt to detail the impact of learning on her response
indices except to argue (gratuitously) that the behavioral components of attach-
ment patterns initially “are clearly unleamned” ; and like Bowlby, she conceives
of these responses as becoming “tied into attachment patterns . . . only when they
become differentially directed towards different figures...” { Ainsworth, 1964,
P 57), but does not detail how this organization comes about. This may be
tantamount to saying that a child will be conceived to have an attachment
whenever any of the thirteen response indices are directed differentiaily toward
persons.

Further, we have noted that although Bowlby's five instinctual response
systems (and Ainsworth's parallel behavicr patterns highlight some key settings
for intensive mother-infant interaction in which there are potentially many re-
curring conditioning oppertunities that a sequential-learning approach to at-
tachment must vltimately detail, Bowlby makes no attempt to detail the learn-
ing processes involved. Yet there is an extensive research literature which
suggests the countless ways in which learning (in the sense of systematic increases
of behaviors in particular discriminative contexts) can readily be affected by re-
curring stimulus conditions. Thus, various S-R sequences are surely involved in
the complex clinging context, with sequentially occurring responses in the pres-

ence of sequentially provided stimulus events; and the component responses of
these chains would be in the position to be potently reinforced, for instance, by

OPerational-learning principles described in this chapter.
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stiuli provided via contingent physical contact from the mother. At the same
time, those appearance characteristics of the mother that are discriminative for
such reinforcement could become conditioned reinforcing stimuli; thus con-
stituting an aspect of attachment learning. The interaction settings of Bowlby
and Amsworth and the latter’s phases and selected indices zll reflect the stim-
ulus control {mostly positive) over the behaviars of the child that is exercised
by the appearance and behaviors of the abject mother (and a very few athers)
that T have argued is the essence of an attachment and can be analyzed in the
simple learning terms outlined.”

Despite the fertile context for rapid conditioning that the reciprocal social
interaction setting comaprises, the assumption that the infant’s crying and smiling
pehaviors innately release species-specific attention and care patterns in the
mother was strongly reaffirmed by Bowlby (1961} in his rejoinder to my attempt
1o fault that pesition (Gewirtz, 1961b) . Bowlby argued that . . . the suddenness
with which maternal feelings often make their appearance and the over-
whelming compulsion they bring te attend to and care for the baby seem to
require some other explanation [than learning]. Since species-specific behaviour
patterns are so clearly at work in other mammalian species, why need we baulk
at postulating their presence in man?” (pp. 301-302) >

In this rejoinder, Bowtby ignored the difficulties which I had pointed out
(Gewirtz, 1961b, pp. 233-234) In postulating innate releasers of species-specific
caretaking behaviors. These were: first, Bowlby's assumption would be difficult
to validate, for it requires that we exercise a sufficient degree of control (which
is not easily done) over the histories of human adults to rule out the possibility
that the control exercised over caretaking behaviors by the stimuli provided by
infant smiling and crying is not acquired through learning. On the basis of
abundant evidence that, relative to lower animals, a rather large preportion of
human adult behavior systems would seem to be determined by experiential

"Scott's {1967) view of social attachment is not unlike Bowlhy's and Harlow's. Like
Bowlby, Scott contends that such responses as crying and smiling are elicited by innate
releasers (e.g., the presentation of a face) and are neither products of learping nor contribu-
tors to an attachment formation in accordance with operational-learning comceptions.
(Scott feels he does differ from Bowlby, however, in that the five child responses the lai-
m’lemphasizgd da not themselves mediate the attachment bond, but rather, they represent
leﬁve behavioral mechanisins which lead to close contact with the mother and thus make
possible the_ formation of the bond, the basic requirement being merely prolonged contact
between c_hlld and mother.) Further, Scott appears to share Bowlhy’s narrow view that the
class of reinforcers that can operate under a conditioning approach is limited to food, water,
and Ehe removal of noxious stimuli. Thus, as evidence of the inability of an operational
l““"mﬂg approach to explain aitachment formation, he cites studies like Harlow’s {1958}
which have lfe'en interpreted by Harlow to indicate that feeding by the mother is an unneces-
;!igtfz;req;nme for the formation of an attachment-bond between child and mother. And
Pl etr.e \:re c'un(_;ludes tha_t the process of social attachment is “something which takes
(Igs7en lr;u?i Wl‘!’:"llllﬂ the amm?l, ot being under the cnnf:rul of external stimulatiqn”
'“ﬁt:ie.n}:.evid ). A ile the‘dﬁndmgs cited by Scott are not disputed, they do not prc'mde
Simitar viee hem:e o} ;nvall ate an _appr_uach lxk.e ours,_far what Scott‘ and other.s holding a

e o ave neglected to ct?nslder is the _wnde variety of other reinforcers dispensed by
other that could function in the formation of the attachment in accordance with the
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learning, it is at least equally plausible to assume that the possibly homogeneous
aversion (negative reinforcing properties) of infant crying or the uniform de-
light {positive reinforcing properties) of infant smiling for parent-caretakers of
both sexes, could be products of learning that may reflect the nearly universa]
value orientations placed on these infant behaviors. There are several possible
reasons for the reinforcing effectiveness of infant smiling and crying for care-
taker behaviors. First, the human infant is, generally speaking, an enigma to
his caretakers. His smiling and erying (which are similar to the responses of
adults in certain contexts) can serve to communicate to them important infor-
mation about his overall well-being, which is of great concern to them. Thus,
caretakers will consider a child’s crying as a response to (the presence of) aver-
sive stimuli which they must remove. Crying can also be aversive to the care-
taker because of its implication of inadequate caretaking hehavior on her part.
On the other hand, an infant’s smiles to his caretaker could provide positive re-
inforcers for her behaviors (as she may associate the smiles with the valued
conditions of heing liked, appreciated, recognized, or preferred to strangers).
Smiling may also serve as a discriminative cue for the adults that other {inter-
esting and chanming) reinforcing stimuli may be forthcoming, such as vocaliz-
ing or reaching for them (as objects). Thus, caretaker behaviors which are
followed by the cessation of crying or by the initiation of smiling can be
strengthened, whereas those which are followed by the cessation of smiling and
the initiation of crying can be weakened.

We reiterate then, that while unlearned and species-specific behavior sys-
tems of the human infant or of his mother might well be involved in their eatly
interaction, as Bowlby and Ainsworth have proposed, it is a fundamental as-
sumption of a conditioning approach like ours that these systems would more
likely establish the context and limits for the reciprocal social dependence or
attachment learning of the infant and of his mother, but do not in a direct
manner themselves represent dependence or attachment. As the assumptions of
Bowlby and Ainsworth can readily be translated into the standard social-
learning principles discussed in this chapter, it is assumed that the organization
and focusing that, for them, is the key to attachment formation would take
place according to such conditioning principles, and that the interaction arenas
they emphasized provide key opportunities for that aceuisition.

In the conditioning approach advocated, the issues remain open concern-
ing the specific organization of behavior systems under the headings of depen-
dence and attachment. Hence, the following issues remain to be resolved:
which stimuli for the infant’s behaviors are initially unconditioned (releasers);
which uncenditioned infant responses are most likely to occur to the stimuli
that are initially present in the child’s vicinity; whether any of these responses
are species-specific; which developmental changes occur in receptor systems
(ie., discriminative capacities) and effector systems {le., responses); which
reinforcing stimuli are likely to condition cue aspects of the mother-figure as
conditioned reinforcing stimuli; and which of the attachment hehaviors (eg-
orientation, approach, and following responses) come to be maintained By
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those conditioned-reinforcing stimuli. It is kept in mind that some of these
questions are also applicable to the reciprocal attachment formation of the
mother-caretaker and others to their charges. Further, our conditioning ap-
proach does emphasize {and is cpen to) the potential reinforcing efficacy of
stimuli provided through the response of following {e.g., those termed environ-
mental changes} and through skin and other contacts (e.g., via clinging)
{Harlow, 1960, 1961, 1963; Harlow & Zimmermann, 1959). Hence, on these
jssues, Bowlby’s ethologically influenced theory would complement 2 learning
approach like the one proposed,. and would seem completely compatible with it,
given the current level of specificity of his theory and the openness of the learn-
ing approach.®®

The choice of relevant attachment-dependence indices. Given the
present limited degree of specificity of theoretical contexts in which such concepts
as dependence and attachment have evolved, and the consequent absence of close
coordination between the theoretical terms and the empirical operations, we
have seen that there are often what appear to be fundamentally different

- phenomena that could be grouped under each concept. Yet the two concepts are
often defined identically. However, if they are defined at the same level of
abstraction, attachment and dependence behavior indices need not correlate
with each other, or within themselves, in any simple manner, or even at all. In
the context where the relevant theories have not progressed sufficiently to detail
the behavior chains characterizing the sequential contingencies in interactions,
many and diverse behaviors might be reasonable indices of either attachment
or dependence, or simultaneously of both.

The typical behavioral indices of dependence are maturally occurring
. ‘approach responses which are maintained by positive stimuli provided via the

.“I'he preceding points, together with a number of others that have been involved ia
mm{dcratinns of the acquisition of dependence and particularly of attachment, have been
det_mled in an earlier extensive analysis in social-leamning terms of the acquisition and
maintenance processes at issue, as well ag of the modes of operation of possible uncondi-
tioned stimuli in early human life (Gewirtz, 1961b). In addition, that analysis considered
such related issues as: the implications for dependence and attachment of ethological
research on rg]c_:asmg stimuli, species-specific behaviors, and species differences; the appar-
ently unconditioned and conditioned reinforcing stimuli that may operate in the early
-mo:_t}u for the human infant; the similarities between imprinting and attachment learning
A t(I‘:: :::Ri::lal_ym was misinterpreted by Salzen [1967], who cited my position as emphasizing
leneiitcal |}r1nportance [rather than merely the likely operation] of contact for attachment
acquiregd- e Uﬂiansr ari('i n Em.mz_s.ls); forms:lofA sulgsutute attachments and how they are
conditions n? 1’?1 eof 2 inited environment (“privation™) or a gross shift in the maintaining
dependon: tde environment { @eprwanon,” as through separation) upon ouicomes in
clinging G:i::ti attachment bg.‘t{awnrs; th‘e_wle '_Jf parti_cular infant response sysiems {(e.g.,
uniaiti’cn i dng tu;rard, smiling, voralizing} in possible human imprinting, 2nd in the
approach €0 nfa E]t}ﬂl'l ence and a_ltac]unent; 2 critique of Bowlby's {1958) etholegical
tanception of 1hen{ attachment, which included suggestions about various points in Bowlby’s
could enter s i:r:‘;'lamm l?Elan attachment at which instrumental-learning considerations
and/or an a,ttachme!;nyl,: pessible bases were cunsxc?er‘ed for the acquisition of a de?cndence
250 conaidored y parent-caretakers fo thglr infant charges. Some of these issues are

ered in two of my recent papers { Gewirtz, 1968a, 1968b),
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behavior of other persons, and hence index positive stimulus contrel. Included
are responses such as bodily contact, nearness, appeals for reassurance, and
seeking attention or approval {including the approach index of deviation [from
standard)] or annoyance behaviors for attention) (e.g., Beller, 1948, 1935, 1959,
Gewirtz, 1948, 1954, 1956a; Sears et al., 1953; Sears, 1963) that may be strati-
fied, for instance, by object class (whether made to adults or children) or by
degree of mother's availability (Sears et al,, 1965}, On the other hand, the be.
havioral indices of attachment may include similar direct indices of the positive
stimulus control acquired by the ohject person over a child’s behaviors, but they
also typically include, and may be almost entirely restricted to, emotional be.
havior (symptem) indices which reflect behavior disorganization effected by
disruptions in the opportunities for the child to exhibit those responses (reflect.
ing positive stimulus control) he ordinarily would show in the presence of the
stimuli provided, sither because the stimuli are simply ne longer forthcoming in
that context, e.g., through removal {separation] from the child’s proximity of
the “‘object”” person who has typically provided those stimuli, or because the child
is blocked from receiving the stimmulus or from making a response to stimuli from
the object person. These disruptive emotional responses may include protests,
crying, anxiety, and tantrums, as well as misery, apathy and emotional
detachment as the separation continues (cf,, e.g., Bowlby, 1938, 1960a, 1960b;
Ainsworth, 1964; Schaffer & Emerson, 1964; Cairns, 1966). {Some of the
determinants and effects of behavioral disorganization were defailed in an
earlier section on the effects of shifts in the maintaining environment.) Cues
provided by the mother’s departure {which Bowlby [1960b] regards as evoking
a form of “primary anxiety”) or by the presence of stimuli that are for any rea-
son aversive to the infant may also evoke responses which, while in other cir.
cumstances may function simply as approach behaviors maintained by positive
stimuli, in these stimulus contexts may be viewed by some as “security-getting”
behaviors, These may include approaching, remaining near, and physical con-
tact {including clinging) responses, which are often strong and can seriously
disrupt ongoing 3-R sequences.

Tt is clear that both diverse approach responses {including approaches for
security) and diverse disorganization responses could provide plausible indices
of dependence and of attachment, that a given orientation could emphasize in-
dices from both classes, and that depending on their particular purposes, it
could be an efficient tactic for theoretical orientations to emphasize some par-
ficular index or different sets and proportions of indices from each of the two
classes. Thus, we have seen that Ainsworth [1964) used eleven approach and
two disorganization indices for her purposes. In my earlier analysis (Gewirtz,
1961b), T opted implicitly for a strategic emphasis on diverse, simple approach
response indices rather than either approach indices based on security behaviors
or discrganization indices. My underlying assumption was that, relative to dis-
organization indices, approach indices more directly, and hence more efficiently,
reflect the positive stimulus control process at issue. Even so, it could be an effi-
cient tactic to emphasize security behaviors or disorganization indices in a re-
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search approach whose purpose is not to deal directly with issues of positive
stimulius control over relevant behaviors as such, but rather to understand the
disorga.nfzation brought on by interference with attachment behaviors, or dis-

organization generally.
There are serious problems concerning the choice of behavioral indices and

the generality of inferences to be drawn from them. For ore, explicit recognition
is almost never given to there being, under the standard conceptions of
dependence or attachment, many and diverse potential indices of those concepts,
a factor that sheuld qualify inferences from any set of indices that are not
representative under the theory of a researcher. Further, a number of tactical
assumptions are often at issue in the use of indices in research done under
abstractions like dependence and attachment, An implicit and unwarranted as-
sumption that is often made is that the various indices of each of these two con-
cepts are alternative measures of the same unitary process, that, therefore, they
should intercorrelate highly (in principle, unity}, and that the values of a sin-
gle intercorrelation matrix should characterize all subjects in all situacions.
However, by the very fact that such nuwsbers of variegated indices are used for
each concept, many of which appear to have been selected somewhat arbi-
- trarily for use by earlier investigators (e.g., Beller, 1948; Gewirtz, 1948}, there
" is bound to be some overlap among these indices and they should intercorrelate
- on this artifactual basis alone. Another implicit and often unwarranted as-
sumption is that there is independence between the occurrence of a behavior
(index) and the settings sampled. Where that assumption is not tenable, the
intercorrelation matrix would he biased by the sampie of behavior settings that
h?.ppen to be selected, If, in fact, in a given situation or across settings the in-
dices represent either mutually exclusive or alternative respenses (i.e., either
one pal'.l"lCU.laT response, or any of a set of alternative responses, is appropriate in
the femng), the correlations among responses for any group of subjects could
be ﬁltht?r positive, negative, or zero order, depending upon the imperatives and
constraints in the situations represented and the relative response strengths
based nn_the reinforcement histories of the subjects involved. Closely related to
these points is the often neglected consideration that independently defined
zl;it;aeti:io;e; ix;i)ef m;lerlap in };h){sical stimulus qualities. Thus, it is difﬁcw..llt to
o muwévh:ée; chi d-: geld.or cart;sFed by an.adul't when he is not
I ;;f e '1pliov‘ e -wnh pomtl_ve z‘ntenuun, if not also with
bibit » Dot i 1.: Simi ?r y: a child whf:u.urdlnanl)f or frf-:quen_t}y W(‘)u]d ex-
in which thos ama c;s hn.'tamtamed. by positive ‘at-tentlon .nught, '1n.a situation
- Ention. Wit ofteun im are ;[ultﬂ'bt.lsy, exhibit negative Flmnatlons .for. at-
'howwer W awan seems to be missing from .analyses using such indices,
s reness of these factors, a deficiency which often makes the

re:
&:f;mh on dependence and attachment artifactually complex as well as arbi-

- Thhus= an expectation of finding that one set of correlation-matrix values
mbj:ct:r'dCfEnze the response interrelationships for some set of randomly selected
1 a group may be an oversimplification, By the very nature of the life




e et s g T oo o e

176 THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO SOCIALIZATION

setting with which we are dealing, it seems reasonable to suppose that the
individual histories of children would differ in regard to each of the responses
comprising the subcategories of such summary variables as dependence or attach-
ment. On this basis, different subgroups may be expected in any sample of
children studied, each with its unique characteristic intercorrelation matrix for
behavior indices to reflect the different conditioning histories that could be
involved, Thus, while in a sample or across samples of children we may find, on
the average, a particular pattern of interrelationships among these subcategories
{which finding, to be sure, would be of Limited utility) , we would expect there to
be large individual differences among children on the interrelationship of these
variables in a particular stimulus context. Consequently, generalizations about
the relationship among the indices or between thern and environmental settings
would be limited due to these factors that would determine (bias) the inter-
correlation matrix.
A number of studies in the past 15 years have all approached dependence in
a fairly homogeneous manner, some of them using the same five behavior
categories for dependency or slight variations on them {Beller, 1948; Gewirtz,
1048 ; Sears et al., 1933; Sears et al,, 1957 ; Sears, 1963). Under an open-ended
definition of dependence similar 0 Murray's n succorance {1938}, these cate-
gories included behavior for physical contact, nearness, positive attention, negative
{deviation for) attention, and reassurance, and the sum of all was taken to con-
stitute a total dependency score. While the emphasis in these studies was generally
gdirected to examining relationships between the total dependency score and vari-
ous demographic and historical variables, attention was often given to the organ-
ization of dependence, i.e., the relationships among the five {or more) subcate-
gories, the implicit thesis apparently being that the dependence subcategories
should intercorrelate highty, at one time, across several time polnts, and across
situations™ (excepting as some might be less reliable than others or that the
sampling conditions might have been more conducive to the occurrence of some
subcategories than of others) . Such subcategory intercorrelations or those between
gross summary indices like totat dependence and, e.g,, some identification score,
hewever, may prove to be of little theoretical consequence when abstractions like
dependence and identification are reduced to their component functional rela-
tionships involving acquired stimulus control over responses. Only at this level ofa
functional analysis can one avoid what are difficulties at the more abstract levels,
for instance, the fact that individual children display different or opposite patterns
of behaviors or that some emit behaviors which are accounted for by the indices
used, and others do not.
Further, while there might be something like a standard 8-R interaction

sMore recently, Sears (19563} has interpreted his analyses of the dependency subcate-
gories to indicate that it is not warranted to conceive of the organization of dependency
Subcategories as reflecting the existence of a common trait (in Allport's [1937] sense), but
rather that it would be more fruitful to consider each of the five subcategories separately
with respect to its origins. Nevertheless, for his sample Sears, too, intercorrelated the five
subcategories and correlated each of them with assorted demographic and histor
measures.

Studies of
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chain that characterizes sequential attachment behaviors for an identified sample
of children homogenecus in history or within a particular setting, it is plausible
that the behaviors of individual children would be organized according to quite
different patterns of interaction chains, and further that some responses used as
indices may have a certain relation to other responses in the chain, for instance,

" one response may be a precendition for another response. Thus, in the standard

{and perhaps artificial} setting in which assessments are made, Child A might
be (mjsleadingly) scored higher on nearness behaviors and lower on negative
attention-seeking (crying) behaviors than Child B, simply because the first
respense of Child A o stimuli early in an attention-seeking chain pattern might
be moving near while that of Child B might be crying. Further, at later phases
in the learning, there may be “shert-circuiting” of the chain as it becomes more
efficient, with fewer behavior steps leading to, for instance, approval or atten-
tion, than had been involved at an earlier point. There are also dynamic im-
plications from the standpoint that if a response to a stimulus close to the end
point of the chain cannot occur (due, for example, to the imposition of some
barrier}, it is possible that the child would employ with greater frequency a
response to the stimulus which occurs earlier in the organization of the se-
quence. Thus, if only selected responses are observed while the entire S-R chain
and its history are overleoked, an incomplete, even misieading, impression of
the child’s behavior pattern may be obtained.

A conception of a common 5-R chain can illustrate some of the reasons
why we would not expect the subcategories of dependence or attachment to
relate to each other in a homogeneous way, or necegsarily even at all, especially
for children selected for study withont regard to their S-R chain histories.
Furthermore, the particular situational conditions in which behaviors occur
may dr_amatica]ly affect the operation of a chain. That is, in some environmen-
tal settings (su(:.h as these involved when a child is ill} one set of segments or
pattems of _cham re;ponses would be likely to occur, while in ancther environ-
gls:ttha:rse;tlmg a quite chﬂ"ere‘nt organization of the subcategories might occur.

, the momentary setting conditions involved (such as when a child is
hun.gry) would differentially affect the efficacy of stimuli and hence the be-
haviors for which they are discriminative or reinforcing. Thus, an understand-

:g of the stimulus conditions comprising the situation, and of the setting con-
- ditions operating, is critical for the comprehension and prediction of the pattern

in'which the dependence or attachment responses are organized.

. T%‘lene is a further issue with regard to the behaviors which generally serve
as indices of de.pendence. or attachment. There have heen many laboratory
B ;};e Iéglilforcing efﬁcag)‘; of social s.timu.ii as reflected in changes in the
e e P tr.lses l.upnn which those stimuli were made contingent. While
are nn Drdinag.ls imuli {e.g., the word good) and the responses they control
stadiod 1ot Siiluy .consu:‘;ered t‘o be‘ related to. cl.ependence behaviors usually
mammingne o ;\.ticms, the.se stimuli are often similar to, or identical with, those

g behaviors classified under dependence. Hence, it should ke instruc-

ﬁvE to . . . . .
A examine the functional relationships into which these social stimuli enter.
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At the very least, they may iliustrate the utility of using a single response (ip
dex) in research,

As has been shown, there are in use many and variegated indices of
dependence. Some detrimental consequences of using uncritically a large numbe,
of suck indices have already been noted. One point should perhaps be reem_
phasized, however: the use of several presumed indices of a process is not in ityelf -

detrimental, if the possible consequences of this practice and the complexitie
nvolved are taken into consideration. A related point that is only too seldopy
considered in the dependence-attachment research area is the possibility of
using a single behavior index (e.g., all attempts to get some response from
another person} and a single measure of that behavior (e.g., its rate or latenc)-
on each trial). This tactic {which is a convenient one), based on the finding
that various alternative measures of response strength relate enly imperfect]y
t0 each other,” has often heen fruitfully used in conditioning studies, eg, of
bar-pressing. Thus, a single response class may be sufficient for a researcher’s
purposes if found (1} to be relizbie, (2) to be either representative of the
range of the stimulus control process or reflective of response(s) that are repre-
sentative, and (3} to enter into some reasonable relationships with independent
variables under the researcher’s expectations.

In contrast to the half-dozen or so behaviors typically used to index depen-
dence, the number of attachment indices (with the exception of the thirteen
used by Ainsworth [1964]) may be small {even one, as might be the case when
a protest or fear index upon separation is employed) . The practice of employing
few indices is not, in principle, unreasonable, for, as has already been noted,
there are research contexts in which a single representative response index may
make possible considerable research progress, such as the finding of significant
relationships with independent variables that are important under a given theo-
retical approach. Thus, much has been made of the differential reinforcing
eflicacy of the word good for a choice response following differential depriva-
tion and satiation pretreatments to which subjects were exposed [Gewirtz,
1967a, 1969; Landan & Gewirtz, 1967}, There are, however, still several reser-
vations which should be noted regarding the use of a small number of attach-
ment indices. The first consideration already noted stems from the fact that
attachment indices have been mostly disorganization responses, and because
they are indirect may be less sensitive to a stimulus-control conception, and in

that sense less efficient than are direct stimulus-centrel response indices, Since

disorganization indices may not operate in the lower portion of a hypothetical
disorganization dimension (e.g., due to there heing an operative threshold), it
might require a large degree of disorganization to provide a nonzero score on
that index. A potential limitation like this one would be less likely to operate
were direct indices of positive stimulus control used.

=Tt is recalled that Osgood (1953) reports that the correlations among indices like
resistanice to extinction, latency, and amplitude are heterogenecus; and that Hull (1943)
emphasized primarily resistance to extinction as his index of response strength.
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A second consideration when a single response is used to index att‘a.chment n
tings is that the response could actually be under some special form of
e-:fttimu]ug control independent of that implied in attachment. Thus, the
wgi ty-sof single indices is limited by the diﬂiclulty c}f insuring _.that they are L.'Lot
. oly reflections of idiosyncratic conditions in children’s unique conditioning
ﬂmti:zes for, in the case where they are, these single indices may be unrepresenta-
e of tl,le hroader set of positive stimulus-control fu.nCLiDns th?t is implied by the
term attachment under most theoretical orientations. For mstlance, we have
. éady nated that Etzel and Gewirtz { 1967) have shown -that crying can be very
ily maintained {ie., reinforced) by caretaker attention (ie, hex: hoverfng
sround the child, wlking, picking him up) even in the early weeks of hfe’ ’(whlch
“also well before the time many would conceive that an “attachment could
e been acquired). Thus, if a single index is used as in thfe Schaffer and
Emerson research {1964), such as one that summarizes (interview) reports of
ihe occurrence, mtensity, and direction of protests after seven diﬁ'erenF separa-
ions of children from the parent, the single crying-fussing response index of
itachment under this practice may in reality reflect merely the fac’.c t!'lat the
¢hildren had been heavily reinforced for displaying such behaviors in similar {or
cettain other) situations (for instance, whenever their mother was about to lefwe
their vicinity.) " In this case, therefore, protests in separation situations, which
“might otherwise index the children’s strong tiz to their mother, would only
seflect the limited fact that their mother reinforced protest behaviors and that
uch behaviors were merely a part of the child’s conditioned response repertory.
Indeed, differences in such specific training conditions, particularly in the
discriminability of the unique cues provided by the object mother, might account,
in part at least, for the pronounced individual differences in the age of onset. of
pecific attachment found by Schaffer and Emerson. Further, a single index
Thight be extremely unrepresentative, as children might show rather little attach-
Thent by other indices that reflect either positive or negative stimulus control. We
have already seen that different subject histories in regard to the responses
tomprising subcategories of such global variables as dependence and attachment
nfound the difficulties of interpreting the results of studies which rely on a
“method such as that of intercorrelating indices for an unselected sample. A fune-
tional hehavior-oriented analysis of the stimulus conditions that have acquired
control of relevant responses of the individual could help to eliminate such
tonfounding factors (whether single or multiple indices are used).
The basic point to be made is that the use of such abstractions as dependence
and attachment can ohscure the fundamental characteristics of the processes

*This possibility is not listed for the purpose of impeaching the Schaffer and Emerson
Badings on the relationships between age and protest scores {and age and scores from
Systeratic obacrvations of the infant’s response to various degrees of approach by the inter-
""m“)g for by employing thefr response index (n various situations they may have had
".11! equivalent of several indices, However, in studies conducted in life settings, the validity
of research findings may he qualified by the use of a single index of attachment when
Actount is not taken of the Ixsues raised here.



180 THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO SOCIALTZATION

Toosely grouped under these rubrics. Thus, the emphasis of theorists using such
gross abstractions has been primarily on summarizing behavior, and almost not
at all on the stimuli which control and maintain such behavior. And even when
stimulus conditions have been considered under summary abstractions, the
motnent-to-moment differences in behavior caused by the moment-to-momen
changes in the controlling stimuli have not been considered. Neither has there
been an adequate tie-up between presumed dependence or attachment behaviors
as outcomes and various extrerne conditions as antecedents, Research approaches
in the past have tended to rely on the method of studying generalized patterns of
stimulation provided by the environment, such as nurturance, consistency, and
frustration, and of relating them to comparable traits in the behavior of children,
such as dependency, insecurity, and attention-seeking. These gross abstractions
have by their nature limited the analyses of both the stimulus conditions and the
behavior of the child. This is because they have tended to index only some average
characteristics of the behaviors through extended time spans and have precluded
the necessary articulation between the stimuli provided by the envirenment and
the relevant behaviors of the child. That is, by dealing with the environmental
stimuli and the child’s behaviors under such generalizations, researchers have
tended to neglect the sequential relationships of the discrete stimuli and the dis-
crete responses. Such a method cannot help but miss the subtleties that various
of the extant theoretical approaches would consider relevant and important.
Progress in the direction of understanding dependence and attachment
would seem to require that more careful attention be given, for instance, under
the social-learning theoretical formulation we have outlined in this chapter, to
specifying more clearly the indices for these abstractions and examining more
closely the empirical relationships involved. For example, as has been noted it
is necessary to discover which unique (physical appearance and behavioral)
aspects of the object person could serve (1) to reinforce and subsequently to
maintain a variety of the child’s approach and other behavior sequences, and
{2) to provide, in the context of the child’s behaviors, diseriminative stimuli in
the appropriate sequential order for the many interaction behavior chains
which would be fmvolved. Tt would be important to know also under which
conditions the removal of particular stimuli provided by the object(s) might
lead to crying, “sadness,” disorganization and the like. This required analysis
would encompass the identities, frequencies, varieties, and ranges of stimuli pro-
vided, and, for an analysis of the learning process, their sequential and timing
relationships with such behaviors as smiles, which could constitute opportumi-
ties for those behaviors to become conditioned according to the classical or
operant paradigms. The moment-to-metnent impact on, and control af, behav-
iors, both by preceding and consequent stimuli—the meshing and interweaving
of sequential environmental events (provided by the behaviors of the parent}
with seguential behaviors of the child, in effect, the very essence of the interac-
tion process—has often been directly ignored in analyses which employ gross
variables, and is in fact at issue whenever summary CONcepts are employed.
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Are Dependence-Attachment and
Imication-Identification Sequentially Related?

has been common for theorists of social learning to assume a relationship
.EetWeen the two focal social-behavior systems we have considered in detail,
dependence-attachmem and imitation-identification, The factors assumed to
contribute or relate to 2 child’s identification with his parent-model, ie., his
-pervasive imitation of the model’s behaviors, include nurturance or love from,
. or social-emotional dependence on, the parent, and a personal attachment, strong
tie, emotional intensity, or warm relationship between the child and the parent
(e, Fread, 1033; Miller & Dollard, 1941; Mowrer, 1950, 1960b; Whiting &
Child, 1953; Sears, 1957 ; Sears et al., 1957 ; Kagan, 1958; Bronfenbrenner,
1960 ; Sears et al,, 1965). An alternative possibility suggested by Walters and
Parke {1965) and Kohlberg {1966) is that imitative bel.aviors may precede the
" Jearning of specific attachments and that, by increasing the child’s responsiveness
to others, may thus directly or indirectly contribute to attachment learning. In
_our view, these issues may be artifacts of the gross level of conceptual analysis
from which imitative-identificatory and dependence-attachment phencmena
-hiave been typically approached.

In life settings, social dependence-attachment behaviors and imitative-
identificatory behaviors may be acquired concurrently or sequentially from
identical or similar stimulus conditions, as both behavior classes are emitted in the
presence of many of the same diseriminative stimuli and are maintained by many
of the same reinforcers provided by the parents. As thanges in the social stimuli
(and their efficacy) provided by the parents may be reflected in both imitative-
-identificatory and dependence-attachment behaviors, the aecquisition of these
two processes is not likely to be independent. Even so, one behavior class i3 not
necessary for the acquisition of the other ; they involve separate response systems
that in theory can be represented by distinct paradigms, interdependent only in
their use of some of the same stimulus elements for their acquisition and main-
tenance. Indeed, although the imitative response class is ordinarily defined more
n terms of response similarity than in terms of the social stimuli that cue or rmain-
tain the matched responses, imitation is like other response classes that are under
the type of social stimulus control implied and summarized by the concepts of
bzenzﬂmce and attachment. In. th'is special _seﬁs:s, imitztion-identification

aviors that are evoked and maintained by social stimuli may be considered a
:—1::;:: ;;]:;‘dence-atta:chment he}?avior?, insrlafar as the former behaviors are
X ich the child can attain social stimuli from a parent (model}."

!trun:{Th::;ea 1]51 ndn Teason to expect, l-{owgve.er, t}iat the person to whom the child is most
Ihuuldybe mc :3 ;x.e:, from w!\um dlsc_rzmmat-we and reinforcing stimuli (e.g., approval)
behanior Hgs effective for h1§ behaviors—will necessarily be the model for the child’s

3 wever, through differential reinforcement that person may determine who

the model wi i i
by faf.h»;- &»::;L.be, as in the case of the mother who reinforces her young son for acting as
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Thus, from our functional approach, the existence of a dependence or
attachment to the parent-model, the quality of the relationship with him, or the
degree to which nurturance and affection were earlier received are gross abstrac-
tions which summarize and index social-stimlus efficacy from a person {(e.g., the
parent) or a class of persons in functioning as discriminative stimuli and general.
jzed reinforcers for the child’s responses, including his imitative-identificatory
ones. Butsuch broad concepts are inevitably nonspecific about the details of these
contingencies. Tt follows that, because a large class of imitative behaviors are
maintained by social discriminative and reinforcing stimuli, the correlation
between the strengths of imitative and attachment behaviors may be high, but
this should not be taken to indicate that attachment is a precondition for general-
ized imitation, or vice versa. The search for such correlations, e.g., by Sears et al.
{1957) and Payne and Mussen (1956), among others, may therefore provide
information that is of limited theoretical relevance when both abstractions are
reduced to functional relationships involving acquired stimulus control over
responses, as in the functional analysis of this chapter.

THE ROLE OF MOTIVATION
IN SOCIAL LEARNING

The phenomena usually grouped under motivation (the terms “drive,” “need,”
and “motive’’ are assumed to be synonymous for our purposes) are important or
relevant for nearly all theoretical approaches. In recent years, however, there has
been an increasing realization that even our best conceptualizations of those
phenomena have been far from adequate. Motivational terms have been used to
serve diverse functions, and there has cften been confusion as to which function
a particular motivational term has heen advanced to serve at a particular time.
For example, drive concepts have sometimes reflected a focus on an energizing
function for behavior, at other times, & focus on a reinforcing function or simply
on the persistence of behavior. Further, drive concepts have sometimes been used
to stand for assumed physiclogical states and sometimes simply to order ot label
specific antecedent aperations assumed related to those states (e.g., deprivation-
satiation for food ar water}. At the same time, drive terms have served as inter-
vening variables or abstractions that focus in a loose way on organizations of
specific behaviors or changes in their characteristics. These varied usages of
motivational terms have led to a lack of parsimony and confusion. In this context,
Cofer (1959} has wondered whether a distinct concept of motivation might not
disappear as functionally unnecessary ; and Skinner (1938, 1953) has routinely
found the need for a special concept of motivation essentially unnecessary-
There is no argument in this chapter against the study of the events usualy
grouped under the heading of motivation, for they include most of the phenomena
which our approach to social learning and thase of others ordinarily attempt 0
arder. Nor is there an argument against the use of motivation labels, for a label
is only & word, and words and the syntactical relations in which they occur <an
he employed tightly or loosely, constructively or obscurely, However, after taking
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note in this section of vaTious ways in which drive terms have been used in early
adaptive- and social-learning analyses and the often inadvertent consequences
of these usages, it is our thesis that diverse concepts commonly grouped under the
heading of conditioning can provide a more adequate heuristic account of most
social-behavior phenomena, including a substantial portion of those ordinarily
gmuped under the heading of drive, than can less explicit motivation terms.
The advantages of such an approach have been illustrated in an earlier section, in
which relatively well-defined and extensively used conventional learning concepts
were generally found better suited to the heuristic explanation of long-term
privation and deprivation outcomes than was the short-term, deficiency-homeo-
static, motivation model.

The consequences of various uses of drive conceptions are considered in this
section under two main headings: unlearned motives in early social development,
in particular so-called “natural motivation,” and learned drives. And for the
most part without employing drive terms, alternative and seemingly more parsi-
monious ways are presented that heuristically account for long-term and some
short-term phenomena that such motivational terms are often posited to order.
In the main, concepts that reflect acquired stimulus control of social behavior will

be emphasized.

Some Unlearned Drives in Early Social Development

Various conceptions of innate “drives” for stimuli or for the attainment of
certain goals have entered extensively in theoretical analyses of early social devel-

-opment. Several theorists have attempted to explain the functioning of selected

s_t:imulus events for infant behavior by postulating instinctive “needs,” such asan
._“mnate need of the child for a loving relationship” (Ribble, 1043, 1944, 19653,
an “attachment need” as the motivational force behind the tendency to seek
‘proximity with members of one’s species (Schaffer & Emerson, 1964}, or a need
to value things that are consistent with or like the self (Kohlberg, 1966). As we
noted earlier, drive terms have also been used in connection with behavior
‘patterns labeled “curiosity” (Berlyne, 1950) and “exploration” (Montgomery.
195%) as conceived in the drive-reduction tradition, and those labeled “intrinsi;
motivation™ (Harlow, 1950, 1953 ; White, 1959) and “manipulation” (Harlow
t a.l:, 1850) as conceived in the need-for-stimulation context. Various over-
a']31311'lg.'Ccm‘ct*.ptinms which attempt to subsume other nonphysiological drives,
a'l;: which in many cases have been employed sz explanations for such social
tm;??nena“ as mltati?n or ?tm‘chmenr., have included White’s (1959) “compe-
‘inform(:‘ﬁ eﬁectanctz’ ,I"ﬂDL].VEl.thI'f (also Kohlberg, 1966) and Hunts (1863)
aceoum £ on-processing” motivation. T}_mse terms have been intreduced to
e or empirical evlde_nce accumulating during the past two decades which
By the ap;?zzfets tuf che widely held homeaostatic vie\:v, represented particularly
i the st I:)-l i rt.aud afnd Hull, that the o_rgamsm whosel biological needs
(o aning o that tem_:) are satisfied .and who is not threatened

} 15 passive and essentially unresponsive.
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Tn the psychoanalytic tradition, there have been paralle] attempts to intro.
duce an energy basis for ego psychology. Thus, sources of ego energy have been
pastulated ranging from Freud’s tentative notions of desexualized libido, as
broadened and systematized by Hartmann, Kris, and Lowenstein {1964) since
1939 to include the reversible neutralization of both sexual and aggressive drives,
through Hendrick’s (1942) postulation of an independent ego instinct of
“mastery,” and White’s (1959, 1963) broadening of it to a pesition holding that
the ego has energies of its own whose expenditure brings natural satisfaction (e.g,
in dealing with reality}.

The preoccupation of psychologists with homeostatic drives, drive reduction,
energy, manipulatory-exploratory drives, mastery motives, and the like to explain
the accurrence in early life of behaviors oriented to or meintained by stimuli hag
resulted in a lack of parsimeny and in confusion. In all of these instances, the
only index of the postulated drive is the occurrence of the behaviors that the
drive itself has been posited to explain. Moreover, the gratuitous use of explana-
tory drive notions, which refer so imperfectly to only one side of the interchange
between a child and his environment, has severely limited the conveyance of
meaningful information regarding the early development of social phenomena.

Since “natural mativation” conceptions appear to have been postulated by
theorists only to stand broadly for the occurrence of nonorganically driven
behavior (Kohlberg, 1966), a parsimonious alternative would be to rid ourselves
of the extraneous gear of “drives,” “needs,” “motives,” “energies,” and “urges”
and to make the straightforward assumption that it is a fundamental property of
a species like man, at all ages, to be potentiaily responsive to and in active
commerce with the myriad stimulj in the environment, even when organismic
requirements {for food, water, sleep, and the removal of noxious stimulation)
are satisfied. This conception that responsiveness and action are simply part of
the definition of the living organism is not a new one and has been advanced in
very different ways, implicitly or explicitly, by theorists and reseazchers from
diverse conceptual traditions (e.g., J. M. Baldwin, 1906; Piaget, 1952; Skinner,
1938 ; Woodworth, 1958; White, 1959), by researchers on animal and child play
(e.g., Beach, 1945; Welker, 1961), and by collectors of normative data on infant
responses to diverse stimuli (e.g., Gesell & Thompson, 1934,

It thus seems reasonable to propase that the organism’s responses can be
evoked and maintained by a great variety of environmental stimuli (both condi-
tioned anrd unconditioned) that have no apparent survival value, at least in
terms of traditional conceptions of organic drives. Once this property of the
species is specified and listed in its proper place, the behavioral researcher, now
unencumbered by imprecise drive notions, can instead concentrate on the
strategic and tactical problems of determining the conditions under which a
child is differentially responsive to particular environmental stimuli functioning
in their evocative, discriminative, or reinforcing roles, In the last analysis it
rernains necessary to specify the conditions under which events are differentially
“interesting” or worthy of “mastery.”

A similar line of reasoning is applicable to the psychoanalytic notion of

[T (LD

[ telationships involved, Al

Mechanisms of Social Learning 185

neutralization of energy, which postulates that libidinal or aggressive energies
can be turned from their original aims and can become useful to achieve the aims
of the ego. For the researcher, once the energy is transformed the original aims
sre of no consequence, and he is still left with the problem of empirieally identify-
ing the new aims for which the energy is utilized. Thus, the energy conception is
not only superfluous in this case, but may actually interfere with the careful
gpeciﬁcation of chservable events.

An unfortunate consequence of the use of drive terms in this context of
«innate drives for stimuli” is that these conceptions tend to obfuscate the reason~
able assumption, which is perfectly compatible with operational analyses of
leatning, that various unconventinnal consequences (very different from food,

* water, and the removal of noxious stimulation) may account for the acquisition

and maintenance of behaviors, i.e., function as reinfercing stimuli. The proposal
made when this topic was first touched upon in our discussion of intrinsic rein-
forcement in the section on key constructs and their operating modes was that the
outcomes for which such underlying “effectance” drive notions have been
postulated can be conceived as functionally attributable to the operation of
extrinsic reinforcement provided by opportunities to manipulate or to attain
specific consequences. Thus, when “interesting” or “mastery” COnsSeqUEnces are
identified, they can simply be conceived as discriminative and reinforcing events.
So defined, the competence-mastery drive approzch of White, Kohlberg, Hunt,

“and others would be entirely compatible with operational analyses of the deter-

minants of behavior and learning (like Skinner’s [e.g., 1953] or our own similar

approach to the issues in this chapter) .

Further, the behavior ordered by such notions as competence or mastery
miatives may be conceived, under the operational-learning model being empha-
:sized in this chapter, as resulting from certain pan-human conditions of learning,

for it is certainly likely that in almest any caretaking situation various active

behaviors in relation to the environment are heavily reinforced. On this basis,

therefore, a competence or mastery motive would simply be a learned response
tendency.

In this context, it is remarkable that explorations of short-term conditions

: {which have been termed “setting” or “drive” conditions) that determine the

momentary impact of both conditicned and unconditioned stimuii on behavier
{lave been so few in number and so narrow in range. This is noteworthy consider-
g that (a) the functional relations involving those short-term conditions, espe-
clally deprivation and satiation effects, are perhaps the only set of relations many

-~ theorists would agree to classify as drive functions, and (b) the determinants of

he “interesting” or © »” iti ;
g" or "novelty” qualities of a stimulus could function as short-

term fﬁtting conditions to affect its reinforcing efficacy {Gewirtz, 1967a) . How-
::igl-llte:;ignbe thait %o little attention has been devoted to setting conditions in
Toss of precg' analyses bccaust? th? castfaf use of the drive term has resulted in
ion and a confusion in objectives, and has obscured the important

dily to sett; Mternatively, Si"lefl that_the flrive' term has been applied so
etfing conditions for appetitive stimuli, this lack of attention may
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reflect the narrow belief on the part of many researchers that setting conditiong
are relevant only for stimuli pertinent to organismic needs.

An approach oriented to stmulus control would attend to the stimuli
impinging cn the child in early infancy, their temporal relationships with the
child’s behaviors, and the contextual conditions that account for variations in
their discriminability and efficacy. It would concentrate on cataloguing the
behavior of infants in terms of the number and variety of stimuli that potentially
may evoke and reinforce behaviors in early life, rather than on singling out and
perhaps reifying a few vaguely defined stimuli from the very large number that
might be operating. Thus, & functional learning analysis such as we propose
would have directional implications, which are lacking under drive models of
sncial behavior, to indicate which behaviors will be affected and in what manner,

Learned Drives

Motivational concepts, also, have often been advanced to order behavior systems
that are thought to be the autcomes of learning occurring through long time
spans. These concepts have been expressed in such terms as secondary, acquired,
or learned drives, which many have held affect human hehavior even more than
do recurrent organismic drives. These drive notions have been used in diverse
ways and to explain myriad behavier phenomena in human development,
contributing to definitional confusion and ambiguity as well as to an overlapping
of concepts, surplus and inexact meanings, and an explanatory impotence. In
particular, the inefficient use of motivational terms to explain the operation of
simple conditioned reinforcers has led to a foss of precision in the specification of
the functional relationships sought, the reasons for seeking them, and the
theoretical language used to order these phenomena. The addition of the concept
of learned drive to an analysis, while intenided to serve a theoretical purpose, is
often little more than gratuitous, Clearly, the functional relationships involved
do not generally warrant the additional implications that stem from bestowing
drive terms to the functioning of stimuli in the control of behavior.

In Hull's tradition, Dollard et al. (1933}, Dallard and Miller (1950),
Miller (1951), Miller and Dollard (1941), and Mowrer {1950) have written
of “learned drive” and “conditioned fear,” and Sears has advanced models for
social learning parent-infant interaction employing concepts like nurturance
“drive” (e.g., 1951}. The points to be made here can be illustrated with the
work of Miller and of Sears, whose drive conceptions appear to derive in part
from Hull’s notien of the “fractional anticipatory goal response” (rgs.) mech-
anism by which the internal stimuli (s,) assume drive value and can become
associated with a variety of responses. Miller assumed that “learnable” drives
are the product of responses that produce strong stimulation, and that condi-
tioned reinforcement is the result of responses that reduce strong stimulation.
Sears has conceived that the fractional anticipatory goal responseva’OdUCEd
stimuli become integrated into the total stimulus constellation that instigates
future behavior sequences. Although only the results of conventional leaming
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rations appear to he at issue in nearly all such analyses, with the behaviors
snvolved completely explicable in terms of acquired stimulus control and with
no unigue effects on performance involved, the concept of drive has been re-
tained. This usage of the drive concept may represent an attempt to be con-
aistent within a particular theoretical approach (in the case of the theorists just
cited, Hull's) or with labeling conventions that have long been established and
maintained in given conceptual areas despite their ambiguities. As a conse-
quence, some attention has been diverted from the stimulus control operations
gceurring and is instead concentrated on inferences regarding internal processes
and the relative strength of various drive tendencies.

Motivation is treated not too differently by Rotter (1954; Crowne & Marlow,
1664) as an abstraction in his social-learning theery. Although Rotter has not
employed drive terminology in his experfmental analyses, he has introduced drive
concepts into his theoretical work such as the highly connotative term “need,”
which he often uses to replace his habit terminology. He has defined a “need” or
“rotive” as a functionally related set of hehaviors directed toward the attain-
ment of a goal, which is conceived to be a set of operationally conceptualized,
related reinforcers. { The determination of major goals or needs, assumed to be
acquired through the law of effect and through association with physiological
“primary” drives, is an empirical problem.] The means by which these needs
eventually function autonomously to direct behavior remain unspecified, and
Rotter's use of the term “need” may therefore be gratuitous, as it functions only
to label behaviors under the control of a family of reinforcers.

Somne learning theorists have atternpted to explain certain persistent habit
systems by postulating an aveidance-conditioning paradigm based on noxious
stimulation that results in a motive to tespond because of “fear” or “anxiety”
{McClelland, 1942 ; Miller, 1951, 1959). Others have proposed that such an
anxiety conception may be a basis for social-approach behavior systems, like
those termed “affiliative” (e.g., Schachter, 1959), or that anxiety is the drive
that energizes behaviors for meney, prestige, achievement, or affection {].
Bruw'n, 19.53)' These theorists apparently found the simpler conception of
aversive stlunulus control an insufficient basis for explaining such behavior sys-
berns: Their conceptions, however, tend to group behaviors with indeterminate
,termu%ology, thereby leaving the actual details of the relationship between various
behaviors and environmental events unclarified. '

N The ave_rsive paradigm, and not that involving positive reinforcement, has
:GZ'; ;rnlp.ha.]sued for.allct:]uired lc]frives. in Part. because .exper{mental attempts aimed
nitively establishing an “externalization of drive” {Anderson, 1941} based

ope!

-On positive appetitive reinforcement were either not sufficiently controlled {e.g.,

C:levm, Bicl‘c‘ne!l 3!11 Sperling, 1953) or have failed (e.g., Myers & Miller, 1954),
‘hereas a “drive” based on aversive stimulation is easily established {Miller,

19 Sustificati
,“ﬁa}: 1851 ) The justifications that have been given for the use of a drive label
at avoidance conditioning shows little extinction over many unpunished

trials an,
Vresénta?' that new responses can come under the control of the stimuli whose
lon cued the original avoidance response and whose removal reinforced
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it. However, both characteristics may simply reflect the organism’s failure 1
discriminate hetween extinction and maintenance conditions (thus delaying e
extinction which must eventually occur if there are no further aversive contin.
gencies), and the natures and relative potencies of the negative and positive
reinforcers typically used in such experiments. The use of drive terms here,
therefore, may be gratuitous, as the reinforcement of behavior by the remova)
of a noxious stimulus is solely a question of stimulus (reinforcer} control®
Further, although some persistent habits may fit an avoidance-learning paradigm,
there is no evidence that all of them do or that a positive-reinforcement paradigm
does not simultaneously affect those habit systems. An attempt to place all
learned approach behaviors under this rubric would ignere & variety of ather
equally likely possibilities, many of which may be both more parsimonious and
more inclusive of phenomena.

Many secondary drives proposed in the learning tradition appear to be little
more than terminological transformations of what were at one time considered
unlearned “instincts” or “purposive actions” (e.g., James, 1830; McDougall,
1950). As a consequence of Bernard’s (1924) survey of these instinct systems
which indicated that they invariably involved learning, many behavior systems
classified as instinctive appear to have been simply transformed conceptually
into learned-motive systems {e.g., Shaffer, 1936) . Further, other learned motives,
of which Murray’s (1938) “psychogenic needs” seem representative, have been
added to the large inventory. These needs include, among others, aggression,
dominance, affiliation, succorance, and nurturance (the last three of which we
have considered earlier together with behavior systems termed attachment or
dependence). Tn such instances as these, therefore, the postulation of learned
drives may have been more a relabeling of terms than a conceptual or theoretical
advance.

We have seen in an earlier section that motivational terms have traditionally
also been applied to pervasive behavioral systemns such as imitation-identification,
particularly when a behavior, acquired on the basis of extrinsic reinforcement,
systematically continues to occur in the apparent absence of that reinforcement.
Thus, Hindley (1957) applied the acquired-drive term to imitation occurring
in situations without apparent reward, a usage bearing some resemblance to
Allport’s functional autonomy conception (to be examined in the next section),
and Kohlberg (1953) has similarly proposed that one way in which identification
differs from imitation is that the former is a “motivated dispositicn™ hecause
perceived similarity to the model has “intrinsic” reinforcing properties.® In the
analysis of generalized imitation and identification presented at earlier points in

It was not until much later that Miller (1963) formally considered the possibility
that such drive terms and the theorerical framework from which they were derived may
have been entirely unnecessary for the functional relationships at issue. At that time he
formulated a new system built around a “go mechanism,” which dees not seem to differ
substantially from an operationzl conception of reinfercer functioning.

*Kohlberg (1966) has subsequently proposed that the matjvation for imitation is the
same sort as that invelved in curiosity, exploratory and mastery behaviors. This motive
conception has been critically examined in several earlier secticns of this chapter,
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M chapter, BOWSVEL, it was proposed that the response c]as.s comprising general-
¢ o imitation {and identification) is acquired through extrinsic reinforcement of
s mermbers by reinforcing agents, and that it is maintained by intermittent
e ic reinforcement. This very simple learning mechanism for acquired
ﬂua control over generalized imitation can account for its pervasiveness and
sength, its focus on one model, al:ld. .its oceurrence in situ:ati.ons.where the model
is absent or where there is no extrinsic reinforcement for ‘u'mt-atwe responses, the
very details of a response systemn that have prompted theorists like Brun.fenbrenner
(1960), Hindley {1957), Kohlber‘g (1?§3} and others.to fa.pply ta .1t the term
- #acquired drive” or “motivated disposition.”” The application of drive concep-
Hons to irnitative-identificatory learning is therefore also unnecessary.
= In a similar vein, Sears {1963} has referred to dependency as an acquired
: grive, and McClelland (1951} has postulated va.ri.nus learned needs, such a3
approval and succorance, which underlie such behavioral systems as dependence-
attachment, We have seen in an earlier section that in each of these cases the
use of drive conceptions may be gratuitous, as the approaches involve the use of
grass abstractions which only summarize the effectiveness for the child’s behaviors
of various social stimuli, e.g., those from his parent or another adult. The phe-
nomena involved could be better accounted for on the basis of the discriminative
and reinforcing roles of stimuli, as the only factors at issue are these of acquired
stimulus control over behavior, i.e., learning.

Some have felt that the use of a drive term is justified by the pervasive-
néss, strength, and persistence of learned behavior systems, even though such
researchers treat their data as they would simple outcdmes of learning. Ironically,
a basic inconsistency in all these systems is probably the term “learned drive”
itself, for in a sense it represents a contradiction in terms in a leamning approach:
the typical and least disputed usage of the term “drive” is in reference to shorter-
term or momentary performance effects, while “learning” typically refers to
longer-term systematic acquisition effects, This distinction between learning and
“performance has arisen and evolved in learning analyses and should nowhere be
.asvalid as in learning approaches where, as my illustrations have shown, it is
often obscured, In this context, there seem to be only two meanings of the term
+ "learned drive” that are at all consistent with the cansensus of the way setting or
drive conditions that affect response performance have been employed. The first,
referred to by Brown (1961} writing in Huil's tradition as “learned sources of
~“drive,” is that manipulation of a conditioned stimuius or response will affect
other responses in the same way as will standard motivational operations like
food deprivation, either by increasing “nonspecific drive” and affecting all
responses, by producing distinctive cues, or both. How the determinants of the
}eaming of a respense operate as motivational variabies when the response
*interacts with other responses is the question at issue in this usage. The second
use of the term “learned drive” consistent with consensual usage is the labeling
ofa Setfing operation for a conditioned stimulus (e.g., deprivation or satiation)
that heightens or lowers the efficacy of that stimulus {Gewirtz, 19675). Both of
e5e uses, however, require a precise specification of the stimulus operations and
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the responses they affect, an approach which has not been routine in drive
analyses,

The functional autopomy of motives. The persistence of various learned
behavior systems in life situations that is said to refiect the complex “motive”
structure characterizing the human adult has given rise 1o the notion of functional
autonomy of metives {Allport, 1437). Allport conceived that these learned
behavior systems come to be functionally independent of the maintaining-
reinforcing conditions (and biological, tension-based needs) from which they
were originaily derived in early childhood, and become transformed in adulthood
into varied, self-sustaining motive systems which are different in character and
purpose. This process of *“transformation of motives” Allport termed “functional
autonomy.” Observations of this pbenomenon have been reported by Allport
even under scemingly unfavorable conditions, such as when behaviors under
those systems are punished ar when they require much time or effort and lead
to no identifiable extrinsic reward. This loosely formulated principle evoked
considerable interest when it was first advanced, and it continues to play a role,
if only to index the weakness of alternative learning conceptions, Even so, the
functional-autonomy concepeion has been criticized on a number of grounds
(e.g., Bertocci, 1940; McClelland, 1942 ; Rethlingshafer, 1943). And there have
been ambivalent emphases on functional autonomy as a model for the acquisi-
ticn. of motives, probably due in part to the difficulty of subjecting the concep-
tion to experimental test. The functional-autonomy conception will be dealt
with in detail in this section for two complementary reasons: to illustrate how
basic learning principles can be used to account for important, contemperane-
pus human behavior systems and, at the same time, how the gap can be bridged
between basic learning conceptions and complex personality functions.

Allport’s anecdotal illustrations for functional autonomy reflect rather
complex phenomena and settings where relationships between cutcomes and their
presurmed antecedents are postulated many years after the original learning was
assumed to have taken place. Because the level of the human behavior systems
to which the term “motives” has been applied is remote from the level of the
acquisition of stimulus control over responses of lower organisms typical of

looked the fact that the phenomena at both levels have much in common. Rein-
forcement occasions, which can be so readily controlled in the laboratory, may
and do often occur in life settings, but their control is harder to manipulate and
their identity thus harder to establish there. Ancther difficulty Lies in the fact
that the reinforcement in the life setting is often intermittent, thereby making
the discrimination between maintenance and extinction conditions difficult for
bhoth the subject and the observer. It is quite possible, therefore, that what
appears to be functional autonomy is simply the result of an observer’s failure to
identify the reinforcers that are, in reality, maintaining a behavior system. Indeed,
examples have been presented throughout this chapter of cases in which the
maintaining conditions for a behavior system have not been obvious. In most

experimental analyses of conditioned reinforcement, some seem to have over-
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of these cases, abservers, using various noncperational theoretical frameworks,
have routinely failed to identify the reinforcers operating.

A notion like functional autonomy for complex personality functions, even
in the apparent absence of extinction, is thus premature? to a theroughgoing
analysis of the factors that may be responsible for the maintenance of a behavior
in question. As has been suggested by McClelland (1942} and by Dollard and
Miller (1950}, we need first ask such questions as whether or not the original
controlling stimuli were correctly identified and are now really absent, and then
we must determine the effect of changes in contextual conditions on the retarda-
tion of the extinction process, for extinction may be occurring but so slowly as to

- go unnoticed. In addition, we must consider the possibility that in cases where

the original reinforcing stimuli have been removed, the control of the behavior

" may have been transferred to a different set of maintaining stimuli, the process
being unnoticed by the observer.

Rather than concentrate on the more constructive theoretical issue of
whether or not reinforcement conditions for a behavior were maintained, some
learning theorists have tended to concentrate on the lesser of the issues involved,

" the failure to find behavioral evidence of the extinction of “motives” in the
. complex contexts discussed by Allport (e.g., Dollard & Miller, 1950}. Under
laboratory conditions, Tesponses followed by conditioned reinforcing stimulj that
‘were previously on a continuous reinforcement schedule but are no longer func-
Honally paired with effective, terminal reinforcers {as in S-R. chains) undergo a
- rapid decrease in their rate of emission, signifying the loss of power by the condi-
tioned reinforcing stimuli % Although it is unreasonable to assume that this rapid
loss in reinforcing value by the conditioned stimulus on a continuous reinforce-

reinforcers on intermittent reinforcement schedules in life settings, many motiva-
t_ional theorists have made this unreasonable assumption.

. Because conditioned reinfercement is the key concept by which conditioning
approaches account for much of kuman behavior, Hall {1961) has called for the
df_t.monstration of the efficacy of conditioned reinforcers over long time spans
w1tho.ut their even occasional association with primary reinforcers. Some learning
theorists, therefore, have felt it necessary to attempt to show that conditioned

M&Eﬁiﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁg?ﬁlss .-_Tthe oncd_earlier advanced when WE‘Considered the utility of
st et perfm"manm!-n erstanding another complex behavior system, first-language
[y .

e chg n"ih t:ltmh Lssl}e the fotus is on the remaval of the terminal, functional reinforcer in

iy, ghonat asl ollowed theA condltlor_led reinforcer and the preceding response it main-

mnni’tored . ;e evant behavior parad}gm_ for the decrease in the rate of the response

Hon, Ho l:ccmhto be that_ u_f extingtion: all responses in the chain undergo extine-

Sors of o minf when the ell'npham is on the fact that, th!l successive contingent presenta-

ot vondlsin d?r:mg stimulus, whether it be of unknown history, apparently unconditioned,

which 2 samgir r:'lew .refspnnse (e.g., one that was not part of the original S-R chain in
ate of ernissio, !tl}? rein. {;l'cer may have_acqmred 1ts value) systematically decreases in its
ven 30, this Tk Q? E:‘ra% igm that fits this phenomenon most closely is that of habituation.
sometimes e | inforcing value for beha‘n?r h_y the contingent conditioned stimulus
indiscriminately termed “extinction.”

. ment, schedule provides a proper baseline for the functioning of conditioned-
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reinforcement value, when acquired and maintained on an intermittent schedule
with respect to primary reinforcement {conditicns thought to be characteristic
of those available in life settings), can be made more resistant Lo extinction than
ever before shown. By implication, these resulis would provide the required
demonstration of how, in the life seiting, conditioned reinforcers can maintain
responses almost indefinitely. For instance, Mowrer {1960b) and others have
emphasized the finding of D. W. Zimmerman {1957} that by creating S-R chains
in which each stimulus element is on an intermittent schedule with respect to the
next, behaviors can be maintained for a relatively long period in the absence of
functional, terminal {*primary”) reinforcement. A succession of such inter-
mittent schedules appears not unlike that of the life setting in which functional
reinforcers follow the conditioned reinforcers dispensed by a caretaker only
intermittently, and these conditioned reinforcers in turn follow the child’y
behayiors only intermittently.

Such results as these have clearly extended our knowledge. However, even
with potent conditioned reinforcers operating in the life setting, their loss of
reinforcing power for responses must eventually, and rapidly, occur if the
original maintaining conditions are removed and there has been no substitution
for them. Thus, demonstrating a heightened resistance to loss of reinforcing
power hy conditioned reinforcers in the life setting does not take incisive hold
of the main issue implied in Allport’s {1937} postulate that the relationship
between acquisition conditions and bebavior outcomes is historical rather than
functional, with the behavior systems involved assumed to be autonomous of the
acquisition conditions, Nor does this demonstration take into account the ques-
tioning within conditioning approaches of the adequacy of the conditioned-
reinforcement concept. In a context where it is not recognized that the condi-
tioned reinforcer must rapidly lose its efficacy in the absence of at least oceasional
pairing with a functional reinforcer, the utility of the conditioned-reinforcer
concept as well as the general uiility of conditioning approaches o complex
human behavior for which this concept is the cornerstone is impeached.

Both these issues are resolved in our treatment. It is our contention that
effective pairings between condifioned and functional reinforcers continue to
oceur in life settings, as do the conditioned-reinforcement contingencies main-
taining key behavior systems, so that the conditioned reinforcers retain their value
and the behavior systems they maintain do not extinguish. Further, many
conditioned stimuli become generalized as they function in many S-R chains.
This basic conditicn is apart from the fact already noted that reinforcement it
life settings is often intermittent, thereby making the discrimination betweell
maintenance and extinction conditions difficult for both the subject and the
observer. It is quite passible, therefore, that the de-emphasis of these hasic points
and the misplaced emphasis on the failure to observe extinction have beett
detrimental to social-learning analyses, in that they have made it easier for many
to cling unnecessarily to a functional autonomy notion and to miss the stimulus-
response contingencies that are likely to be operating in the acquisition and

maintenance of social hehavior,
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Some Additional Consequences of the Use of Drive Notions

Sampling some of the diverse ways in which the term “drive” has been used in
analyses of human adaptive and social learning, we have seen how behaviors
exhibited in connection with certain stimuli have by fiat been taken to reflect
“yplearned drives” for those stimuli, how similarly, learned response systems
have often been gratuitously characterized as “drive’’ systems, and how “drives”
" have often been nothing more than labels for behaviors they purported to explain.
We have alsc noted that the inconsistent and inexact use of motivational terms
. has led to a loss of precision in the specification of the functional relationships
" sought, the reasons for seeking them, and the theoretical language used to order
* these phenomena; and that the relationships sought under this usage may not
even be the most pertinent.

Casual usage of drive terms can be even further illustrated by the practice
in the literature of presenting a lawful relation between several measures, and
assumning that one of these measures reflects a construct, like that of 2 “learned
social need” for approval (Crowne & Strickiand, 1961; Crowne & Marlowe,
1964) or “need achievement” (MecClelland, 1951; McClelland et al, 1953;
- Atkinson, 1965). Thus, a social-desirability questionnaire to assess “approval

need” or TAT performance to asess “achievement need” has been used to
predict the reinforcing efficacy of approval stimuli or performance under an
- achievement set. Such research merely provides a straightforward “response-
response” relationship between data for two of more seemingly alternative
einpirifaj operations for the importance of a set of stimuli constituting approval
.+ ‘or achievement, as some of the theorists involved occasionally have noted (e.g.
-.Growne & Marlowe, 1964). However, even when this is realized, the resea.rcher;
- may still fail to give sufficient attention to the possibility that both response
varables may be joint outcornes of the same antecedents, which fsue they
generally do not attempt to study. There is, therefore, a tendency to disregard
. and even to question the utility of close analyses of stimulus control and reinforcer
efficacy and to concentrate instead on the jess interesting problem of relating
retipt?nses as a means of validating a system’s constructs; and a commonplace
; ;1::0‘:::&;5: ix::;; ,;DZ ;’eiﬂeddby it.s presumed support of a drive conception. Thus,
Mo om o tean:Le s;]lclal n.eed, whufh researchers such as Crowne and
 chacuee the e 0(; g;ve theoretical consistency to results, may sometimes
relationshige. Ao althtz) ahset;rch for_- .what wow.uld b.e more interesting causal
lid plac -the g ug| e.emplrmal relationships found may have their
LV ace, the 1 of theory involved may not be very productive and the
résults disappointing, even in the context of the expressed f investi
fike those ust listeo, Fiaalts. of St N pPressed pUurpose o mvestlg.ators
construct, validation fo &} v, | ndings such as these are used as a basis for
st be oo e ::.] . efa.rne motive, a more cc:rnp]ete the_oretical network
ve findings. Ever 1 umat or ante;zdenfs, changes in tt:e rel.atlonship, or nega-
Eratiitous, e case, | wever,"d’..e term ‘mo.t:ve" is most often
3, especially in the unqualified way it is frequently introduced
It is paradoxical that even som hy i . i
e researchers who erdinarily use a learning
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approach have often seemed to ignore standard learning concepts of acquired
stimulus control as they proceed to postulate drives in their analyses of social
learning. This has been true not only in their research, but 2lso in their attempts
to deal with such special engineering problems as matemal-environments].
cultural deprivation, separation from the mother, shifts in the maintaining
environment, differences between institutional and family environments, and the
like. As we have emphasized, when a researcher postulates a drive in the organism
or when he places an emphasis upon cognitive processes {perhaps together with
competence or novelty motivation} as determinants of behavior, the result seems
almost inevitably to be a decrease In his attention to the search for the func.
tional relationships involving contingencies between environmental stimuli and
the behavior system under scrutiny. The resulting de-emphasis of the conditions
governing the acquisition and maintenance of behavior makes it easy for
difficult-to-test assumptions like the functional autonomy of motives to be
retained. Under these casual approaches to social leaming, it is difficult to design
new and improved environments or to effect child therapy, and it is not hard to
be pessimistic about the possibility of systernatically changing a child’s behavior.
Only uncler an approach that strictly separates learning from performance-drive
functions can we clearly distinguish how a behavior comes under the control of
the environment through long time spans {acquisition), how that control can be
reversed when the maintaining conditions no longer exist (extinction or counter-
conditioning), and how a variety of short-term contextual-setting conditions can
determine momentary stimulus efficacy for performance. In summary, then, a
functional-learning analysis obviates any supposed necessity for postulating either
externally or internally aroused drives to explain an organism’s response to
external stimuli, In most instances, we need only know that the organism i
alive, and, therefore, has the potential for behavior. Our focus thern becomes
stimuli, responses, and the conditions of their interchange.

SUMMARY

An approach has been outlined in this chapter for conceptualizing the roles of
environmental stimulation and social experience as they affect child behavior
and social learning in early development. It has been our assumption that to be
meaningfu! in such an approach, the concept “environment” must be defined
in terms of stimuli which afect behavior, and, at the same level of analysis,
behavior must be defined in terms of its functional reiationships to controlling
stimuli. Global concepts like environment or trait, which only summarize through
[engthy time spans the occurrence of either stimuli or responses but not both
facets of the 3-R interchange, are typically removed from the level of analysis
required by the process theories which have spawned their use in research.
Rather than emphasize such summarizing concepts, our approach to humaf
social learning has proceeded as a detailed functional analysis of stimuli and
responges, their interchange at a particular moment (i.e., the stimulus-response
unit), and the sequences of interaction across successive moments {ie., the
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stimulus-response chain). The conditioning concepts we have employed thus
- order environmental operations that effect systematic and reversible changes in
- ebservable behaviors. And the approach we have detailed remains open to the
addition of new concepfs as required, and to the differentiation and refinement

of the concepts in current use.

- While assuming that the respondent-conditioning paradigm may cperate
-concurrently, we have emphasized the operani-conditioning paradigm as being
- most relevant to social behavior functioning, stressing its key constructs and their
operating modes. We have considered the various functions of stimuli in con-
wrolling behavior, ie., evocative, ( generalized) diseriminative, and (generalized)
_reinforcing stimuli, and how these stimulus roles are acquired. Contextual factors

(also termed “setting” conditions) which can affect the momentary efficacy of
. gtimmli were also detailed. As a by-preduct, various conditioning procedures were
outlined for fostering socially valued behavior systems and for eliminating

undesirable ones. These procedures provide conceptuzl leverage on training
' techniques for bringing out the full potential of children in both privileged and

- underprivileged settings, one of the most important problems of our age. Further,
conditioning concepts were used in attempting to posit a plausible account of the
child’s acquisition of verbal-language (in a milieu where the nativistic approach
of Chomsky and his associates has done much to set the recent tone) and emo-
tional behaviors, It was seen, too, how at the same time that the child is being
cenditioned by his environment, he comes to contyel that environment by effec-
tively dispensing reinforcers valued by parents and caretakers.

The place of developmental changes in an approach to the adaptive and
~social fearning in early life was also considered. Development was conceived to
représent points in a sequence of experiences (i.e., receptor and effector re-
sponse occurrences cumulatively affected by stimuli) and only incidentally as
points in physical time. It was thus proposed that diverse concepts commonly
grouped under the heading of learning can provide a parsimonious, yet flexible,
‘model for ordering the complex developmental patterns characterizing the
child's socialization. By detailing the changing conditions of envirenmental
“ stimulation accompanying development, this approach appears to index focal
aspects of those changes in the child’s behavier systems ordinarily termed devel-
opment more effectively than does an index like age.

__ Behavior changes due to deprivation {involying gross and often dramatic
S!ufm in the maintaining environment, as in separation) and to privation condi-
tions of stimulation (involving an inadequate supply of functional stimuli for the
child during the early years| were also considered, In this context, it was suggested
that “backward” behavior patterns by a child may result from severe limitations
i fhe_: rumber and variety of functiona! stimuli made available to him, as well as
by TBme-rcement of his instrumental dependence.

.pote;::alllt has b;en_ our contention tl}at an operatio.nal-leaming approach is
mr:nt-ch[])‘;l'm:re }:Lutful for understanding and. enhancing tl':e process of environ-
concepts 0:11 erchange than are approa-cpes using abstract, “one-sided” summary
; only basic instrumental-conditioning and 5-F chiining concepts have
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been employed to order many of the agsumed complexities of the two-phased
acquisition processes of imitation and identification (including sex-typing) as
well as of dependence and attachment. Under a conditional-discrimination
learning paradigm, imitative responses were conceived to be simply instrumental
responses varied in content and matched to the cues provided by the responses
of models, constituting a functional response class for the child which contains a
potentially unlimited number of responses {which we have termed generglized
{mitation) that is acquired through extrinsic reinforcement by socializing agents
of some members of that response class and is subsequently maintained by inter.
imittent extrinsic reinforcement. This conception can account for the pervasive-
ness of irmitation, its focus on one model, its occurrence when the model 1s absent
or when there is no extrinsic reinforcement far it, and its resulting in behaviors
that can be quite different topographicaily from the model's. A functional learn-
ing approach, therefore, can account for the very phenomena which have
prompted others to postulate seemingly unparsimonions and nonempirical
principles such a3 the operation of intrinsic reinforcement ar cognitive processes
as well as of observational learning and vicarious reinforcement. Further, without
the use of conventional motivational constructs, the generalized-imitation
paradigm can parsimonicusly account for the phenomena usually grouped under
the process of identification, by which the child is said to acguire the motives,
ideas, and values of another {or others).

Dependence and attachment have also heen evaluated critically and models
advanced for their acquisition and maintenance. These phenomena were thought
best conceptualized as classes of functional relationships involving the (mostly)
positive stimulus control over a wide variety of an individual’s responses by
stimuli provided either by a class of persons {dependence) or by a particular
person (attachment). When the phenomena clasified under these two terms
are not conceptualized in a [unctional way, the distinction between the terms
and their fundamental characteristics may be obscured, As gross abstractions,
dependence and attachment can be indexed by various combinations of approach
(positive stimulus control) and disorganization {following separation) hehaviors,
and considerations have been detailed for the selection of indices under different

research strategies and tactics. Under a functional approach, rather than being

either a precondition for, or an putcome of, imitation-identification, dependence-
attachment was conceived to be relevant to imitation-identification only insofat
as it can index the discriminative and reinforcing value For the child of stimuli
dispensed by the model or others.

In the realm of motivation, the concepts of innate drives for stimuli {i.e-
“natural motivation™) and learned drives and their utility in analyses of general-
ized imitation and identification as well as of emotional dependence and attach-
ment have been examined. Our approach was critical of the innate drives,
including competence or effectance motives, that have been postulated a8
underlying various components of infant responsiveness and of learned drives,
and has led to the conclusion that these uses of the drive conception in analyzes
of socialization are gratuitous and actually detrimental in that simple, routin®
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learning concepts can order efficiently most of the phenomena that those drive
concepts have been advanced to explain.

1t has thus been argued that diverse social behaviors of the child which have
been “explained” by cognitive, intrinsic-reinforcement, motivational, and
observatienal-fearning concepts may in fact be efficiently accounted for by condi-
fipning concepts in COMMON use. These social-behavior phenomena are function-
ally attributable to the operation of explicit, extrinsic stimulus control, and can be
more adequately characterized by parsimonious statements of the functicnal
relationships involved, A functional learning approach such as we propose, which
requires emphasis upon the sequential details of enviromment-organism mter-
action, i.e., stimuli, responses, and their interchanges, focuses upon the environ-
mental conditions by which child behaviors can be acquired, maintained,
extinguished, or otherwise modified, and thus upon the conditions by which the
behavioral develcpment and social learning of the young child may be enhaneed.
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CHAPTER 3

Social-Learning Theory
Of Identificatory Processes

Albert Bandura

Stanford University

"Among the various processes invelved in socialization, identificatory learning
“is generally assigned a prominent role regardless of whether explanatory theo-
ries favor psychological or sociological variables. There are several reasons
for this emphasis. It is evidert from informal observation that the complex
repertoires of behavior displayed by members of society are to a large extent
acquired with little or no direct tuition through observation of response pat-
terns exemplified by various socialization agents. This is particularly true of
- behavior for which there is no reliable eliciting stiinulus apart from the cues
. farnished by the respenses of others,
; The provision of social models is also an indispensible means of trans-
mitting and modifying behavior in situations where etrors are likely to pro-
uce costly or fatal consequences. Indeed, if social learning proceeded ex-
tlusively on the basis of rewarding and punishing consequences, most people
would never survive the socialization process. Even in cases where nonsecial
. stimuli can be relied upon to elicit some approximation of the desired he-
avior, and errors do not result in perilous outcomes, people are customarily
spared excéedingly tedious and often haphazard trial-and-error experimen-
tation by emulating the behavior of socially competent models. In fact, it would
be difficult to imagine a socialization process in which the language, mores,
ov'pcational and avocational patterns, the familial customs of a culture, and
15 educational, social, and political practices were shaped in each new mem-
'ber.bY selective reinforcement without the response guidance of models who
xhibit the accumulated cultural repertoires in their own behavior. To the
.extent that peaple successfully match the hehavior of appropriate societal
odels, the social-learning process can be gyeatly accelerated and the develop-
ent of response patterns by differential reinforcement can be short-circuited.
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