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Modeling Environmental Deve.lopmfant:
Individual and Contextual Trajectories

THOMAS A. KINDERMANN

ELLEN A. SKINNER

, i da
It is almost impossible to find a deyelopmental p;yﬁhcgt?lg;;t“:ﬁi : a);
who would argue against a contextuahz.ed understgn' Iit %unction oo
development. Development is widely viewed as a ;]j(.)l T e
ganismic and environmental forces and as procee :;gerab]e B on
of organizing contexts. Nevertheless, there is conlize o ttre and
in the specifics of models constructed to concep:iua b uential for
characteristics of those contexts that are assumseg. t(1)3 D renner &
individual development (Bronfenbrenner, 1989; o therm share,
Crouter, 1983; Wohlwill, 1983). One featur.e almos O . Tike
however, is that they rarely include the notion that en
individuals, themselves develop.
This chapter explores the idea t
velopment is closely tied to an un _
across time. Predicated on the assumptl'ons' t.
are the targets to be explained, that indivi

hat the explanation of individual de-
derstanding of how comext§ chan'ge
hat individual trajectories
duals and environments

Asendorpf, Dale Dannefer,
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. . s ira,
Zilma Moraes de Oliveira, Maria _Clonlde .Ro;s:t::: l'Fen'el
helpful critiques of an earlier version of this chapter.
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156 Stability and Change in Development

influence each other reciprocally, that multiple and changing pro-
cesses of influence are the rule, and that these processes construct
both normative and differential change and stability, we propose three
models of environmental development. We try to specify the method-
ological implications of each model and provide empirical examples
of how each model can be used in research. These models are built on
current conceptualizations of kinds and levels of contexts, and so we

begin this chapter with a selective overview of current models of con-
text in psychology.

CONTEXTUAL MODELS IN THE STUDY
OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

Because an exhaustive discussion of models of context is beyond
the scope of this chapter (but see Bronfenbrenner, 1989; Bronfenbren-
ner & Crouter, 1983; Sameroff, 1983), we will focus on four recent
changes in conceptions of contexts in the developmental disciplines:
(1) a shift in focus from monolithic conceptions to a consideration of
multiple dimensions and levels of contextual influences on individu-
als; (2) a move from descriptive to more explanatory models of con-
text; (3) an increasing “agent-ization” of the social and material
context, including for example the recognition that contexts largely
consist of other individuals who may have their own agendas; and (4)
renewed interest in the dynamics of reciprocal shaping between indi-
viduals and environments. All of these emerging features are impor-
tant elements in the present models of environmental development.

Multiple Dimensions and Levels

In an extensive overview, Bronfenbrenner and Crouter (1983) pre-
sent a taxonomy of environmental models in developmental psychol-
ogy (see also Bronfenbrenner, 1989). In their view, contextual models
can be classified according to the level of complexity or the number
of factors that are included in theory and research on environmental

influences. Four kinds of contextual systems are proposed. In the

stufiy of contexts as microsystems, environmental influences are ex-
amined within single s

! ettings or across ecological (setting) transi-
tions. T%le study of mesosystems, composed of systems of
microsettings, involves ascertaining the relations between different

‘“
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developmental settings a person is affiliated with at a certain p01f1t in
time. With even higher complexity, the exosystem contains mlcrlcl)-
systems, mesosystems, and larger social stru?u’xres that mﬂuer.me the
characteristics of lower level systems and individuals. In studymg ex-
osystems, linkages and processes between two or more s.ettmgsta‘r::
examined. At least one of these settings does not ordlpanly con a:) i
the developing person, but is the stage for events .that mfluen;:.e plrl
cesses within the immediate setting of the de.velopmg person. mz: ())'t:
macrosystems describe the structure of society at large, in term
values, norms, and political systems.

Historically, Bron)lfenbrenner and Crouter (1983; pronfi;b::ngei:sr:
1989) depict the evolution of contextual models in n(l)ure;s)Sion >
ciplines as well as in developmental psycl?ology as a p;egfor ton
the complexity. Concomitant features of this process wef &ata -
ple, the advent of multifactorial theories a{xd methods o' data oo Y-
sis, and an emerging appreciation for variables qf ;lom:ces e
The recognition of multiple levels'of. cc?ntextual 1f11uc e history
psychologists to reach out to such d'1sc1phnes as 'S(;CIO;:egz; B o,
for help in conceptualizing institutions and socia syl inﬂ'u v
ing to such models, a full consideration of contextua i fs500
quires teams of multidisciplinary reseafchers. One rel? e oof
that our models will attempt to address 1s how'the mu lgrder to pro-
contextual influences can be focused and coordinated, in

duce manageable programs of research.

From Description to Explanation

Crouter (1983) describe. the evoltl,lrt;(l)‘rclﬁirr);;:;;
cess in the development of context understandn:(g)r;l.st:llc o el of so-
process of conceptions from basically two ancc; e(.i e nse, more
cial addresses and the nature-nurture mo.del. a\t; S Htects of social
theory-based models first emerged, focusing on . more recent
structure on individual development. From th.eseS agbou,t the. specific
conceptions are beginning to focus on ql{eitj“’“ls reciprocally influ-
processes by which environments and individua

ence each other.

The recent interest in explanatory mod :
Scarr’s 1985 discussion of the use of proxm:ja b
tal, background variables) is not restricted to de

Bronfenbrenner and

els of environments (see al‘so
1, behavioral, versus dis-
pmental psychology.
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In the domain of sociology, an approach has been proposed by Dan-
nefer (in press) to distinguish models of contexts with regard to their
relevance for developmental processes. Dannefer criticizes traditional
conceptions of contexts for their lack of theoretical grounding, result-
ing in depictions of the environment as an “amorphous, haphazard,
and unpredictable set of circumstances” (p. 14). In his view, environ-
ments need to be distinguished with regard to the influences they
exert on individual development. This would entail differentiating
among models in which context is assumed to be irrelevant for pro-
ducing or explaining developmental outcomes; in which context is
viewed as presumably important for developmental outcomes, but has
random effects; in which contexts are static themselves, but lead to
orderly developmental effects in individuals; and finally models in
which contexts are understood as comprising an active system of so-
cial relations, in which individual development is an outcome.

This progression from the use of descriptive markers toward the in-
clusion of explanatory hypotheses in the understanding of environ-
ments may be characterized as a process of moving beyond a focus on
classifications of contexts as “unitary” and “monolithic entities”
(Wohlwill, 1983) toward increasingly more theory-based and multi-
faceted conceptualizations. This pertains to all levels of complexity
of context conceptualizations. New questions focus on the exact com-
ponents of contexts that are relevant for development at different
points in time, the processes that might be involved in context-indi-
vidual and individual-context transmissions, and the specifics of what
cc?ntexts and individuals actually “do to each other.” The concern
with explanations of the processes of individual-environment inter-
changes across time will be the focus of the present chapter.

Agent-ization

At first glance, the question of what environments and people “do
to each other” seems to be crucial with regard to social environments
fmly. There is, however, similar concern growing with respect to the
mf!uence of physical contexts. Researchers have been increasingly dis-
satisfied with conceptualizations of the environment that simply refer-
ence the presence or absence of specific features or objects; Wohlwill
(1983) criticizes them as “passive exposure” conceptions (p. 113).
These “monolithic” feature models have given way to theoretical
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and empirical attention to the processes by which physical contexts
exert influence on individuals’ behavior and development (for exam-
ples, see Green, Gustafson, & West, 1980; Gustafson, 1984; Valsiner,
1984; Valsiner & Mackie, 1985; Yarrow, Rubenstein, & Pedersen,
1975). ‘

Overall, increasing attention has been paid to the psychologlca}ly
relevant characteristics and functions that contexts possess in contrib-
uting to individual change across time. This includes efforts to recog-
nize the “psychological structure” of environments (cf: S'arfleroff’,
1983), the “affordances” that environments provide for mfhvxduals
actions (Gibson, 1982), and the mechanisms by which environments
influence psychological development (cf. Wohlwill, 1983).

This trend toward agent-ization or personalization has many conse-
quences for the conceptualization of environmental fun;txsms. Social
contexts are becoming recognized as created by or cor‘mstmg large.ly
of persons themselves, of persons who have perso'nallty characteqs-
tics, belief systems, and behavior tendencies. This can be seen 1n
microsystems, where people in interactions are as‘sumed to serve as
contexts for each other (Laboratory of Comparative Human Cogni-
tion, 1983), or in contexts of higher complexit){ (Bronfenbrennel;i
1989), where modes of context-individual tr.ansmlssxon are as.sumle]
to be less direct. Again, we will build on this trend of analyzing the

“psychological features” of the environment.

Reciprocal Context-Individual Influences

onceptualizations of contexts have

pointed out the role of individuals as “active age'nts” who pz;lmmpat'c-
in their own development within contexts. The influences that envi
ronments exert on individuals are assumed to feed back mtq the envi-
ronment and to influence further environmental change; mfluer}ces
that individuals exert on their contexts are expected to feed back ;nto
the pathway of individual development. Thrf)ugh processes 02 se :;:
tion, initiation, avoidance, interaction, selectlYe Pe{ceptxon, and in o
pretation, contexts are influenced by the individuals .w&c; 1:::,1, 1 1c
within them (R. M. Lemer & Busch:Rossnagel, 1981., ) oendcn;
1983). Although environments are typically trFated as in epf' oot
variables, the outcomes of which are observed in th_e change o r;xsl b
viduals, increasingly, individuals and contexts are viewed as pa

Finally, recent developments in ¢
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dynamic systems, which reciprocally influence each other.! This is
one assumption that is common to the models for contextual develop-
ment described in this chapter.

In sum, we are encouraged by new models of context that focus on
multiple levels of environmental influences, that move from description
toward explanation of individual development, that assume that contexts
have many “psychological” features of their own, and that view context-
individual influences as dynamic and reciprocal. Building on such con-
ceptions, we hope to contribute a serious consideration of development
or systematic change to emerging models of context. We also attempt to
examine the usefulness of our models of environmental development in
planning programs of empirical research.

BASIC REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENTAL MODELS
OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

A thorough consideration of models of environmental development
rests squarely on a description of the psychological target to be ex-
plained. We focus on three crucial features of target phenomena in
developmental research. First, we argue that conceptualizations of the
contextual aspects that should be studied depend on the rarget psy-
chological phenomenon under study. For example, different aspects
of the very same physical context may be examined, depending on
whether changes in an individual’s emotions, cognitions, behaviors,
or motivations are of interest. Second, consistent with a life-span per-
spective on human development, we assume that the “dependent vari-
f«lbles” in developmental research are intra-individual trajectories and
inter-individual differences in such trajectories (P. B. Baltes, Reese,
&. Nesselroade, 1977). Third, we argue that a developmental frame or
window is needed to identify those points in time during which a tar-
get phenomenon should be open to the influence of environmental

factor.s. What are the implications of this position for views of the de-
veloping context?

Specification

The first, and simplest, implication is that the dimensions, compo-
nents, and levels of the environment that are of interest will vary
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depending on the target phenomenon. In general, this means that any
theory that attempts to outline the dimensions of a conte.xt,. such as
the dimensions of parenting behavior, will be of only limited use.
Such a theory provides a menu of choices; however, researchers will
use theories about the causal antecedents of their target phenomenon
in selecting among potential dimensions. ‘

Two examples may illustrate this point. Recent reviews of r‘esear.ch
on the consequences of critical life events have attempted to 1dent1f.y
the dimensions upon which such events can differ, for example, thelf'
severity and age-normative prevalence (e.g., Brim & Ry‘ff,. 1980;
Reese & Smyer, 1983). These reviews are very use.ful ff)r pointing out
the variety of dimensions underlying nonnormative life events. No
conclusions can be drawn, however, about which of these contextual
elements are the most important. This depends comple'teliy on the tar-
get phenomenon: Those dimensions critical in Predlctmg develiop-
ment of coping, for example, might be totally different from t o?e
that explain subsequent personality developmer'lt. A §econd example
can be taken from the research on parenting. Discussions of w'hefher
the critical dimensions of parenting are warmth, contrgl, permissive-
ness, or structure are bound to be inconclusive. The dimensions that
are “critical” will depend on the child outcome; for example, thglll):;:—
ent behaviors contributing to children’s perceived competence Will be
different from those contributing to their behavioral compllanc?. )

Hence, decisions about the proximal (microsyst?m) dimensions t0
context to study will depend on explanatory theories ablclmt Lhe a‘?ez;
cedents of the target phenomenon of inte‘rest. .In turn, a s: Se(ii -
decisions about higher levels of complexity will build on t esz Ject-
sions: The particular dimensions or components .at the mesosy m
level will be those theorized to influence the microsystem comp -
nents. For example, in the study of the development of .chll;iren :)el:n
trinsic motivation, several dimensions of tcacl.ler 'bet'lavxor‘ ave '
found to be influential. Specifically, student m.trmmf: motivation r.en
mains stable (as opposed to decreasing across time) in Cl'assr:folr:;r:)-
which teachers provide more choice and latitude in ‘s:clccuon o ean
ing activities, explain the relevance of the a‘ctlvme; to c;l dren
goals, and do not try to control or coerce chxldren't r(;lug theee ot,‘
sanctions, or rewards (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In studying the orig -
such teacher behavior, typical measures of classroom s-truchi s,
teacher beliefs, student behavior, or teac‘her-].)a.rent r§lz;1tlo::he}:e
will not be useful unless researchers have identified which o
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antecedents should predict relevant aspects of teacher behavior. For
example, there probably exist hundreds of dimensions of teacher ex-
pectations or parent-teacher relationships that do not (and theoretically,
should not be expected to) predict teachers’ autonomy-supportive be-
haviors. Using explanatory theories of the target phenomenon in order
to identify proximal antecedent dimensions of the context, and then
using (or constructing) explanatory theories of these proximal dimen-
sions in order to identify more distal antecedent dimensions, research-
ers can include the potentially most powerful predictors of the target
phenomenon from several levels of contextual complexity in a single
study.

When one gives an “anchoring” role to the target developmental
trajectory, then the decision about which individuals (or characteris-
tics) to study as target subjects and which individuals (or characteris-
tics) to study as contextual elements may result in entirely different
research programs. For example, when studies show that parental sen-
sitivity predicts subsequent child attachment better than earlier child
attachment predicts later parental sensitivity, such studies are clearly
testing theories in which children are the target individuals and the
target to be explained is child attachment. These studies would not be
fair tests of the potential child antecedents of parental sensitivity. If
parental sensitivity were the target phenomenon, then a different set
of child antecedents would be needed. The inclusion of infant charac-
teristics that were theoretically linked to sensitivity, such as clarity of
signals and soothability, would allow a more thorough examination of
reciprocal parent-child influences in this area.

Developmental Trajectories and
Interindividual Differences Therein

The second implication follows from the assumption that the target
Phe‘nomena to be explained are developmental trajectories and inter-
individual differences in these trajectories. In empirical terms, this
means that the dependent outcomes are not, as traditionally assumed,
a distribution of scores at Time 2. Instead, the target variable can be
either a single growth function, described by a particular intercept and
shape, or a set of these functions. Hence, interindividual differences at
any point in time have to be regarded as the endpoints of differential
trajectories of change. With regard to individuals’ environments, we
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CONTEXT

INDIVIDUAL

DISTRIBUTION OF
RELEVANT DIMENSIONS

)

TIME 1 TIME 2

Figure 6.1. The Study of Individual-Context Development: Examini.ng Int[ehr-
individual and Intercontext Covariation Across Time Versus Examining the

Covariation of Trajectories

have to be aware that differences in their developmental trajectories
may similarly exist and these different patterns of change may pro;
duce differential impact on individuals. Thus when the p‘osm.bnl{tyﬂo

context development is acknowledged, the task of examining its influ-
ences on individuals can be characterized as finding thf’. dxfferenc.es in
individuals’ environmental changes that are responsible for differ-

ences in individuals’ developmental trajectories.

An example is given in Figure 6.1; for reasons of simplicity, both

i i to be
interindividual and inter-environmental dxfferences.a}'c assumed to
of empirically examining

stable across time. The traditional method C b con-
“context effects,” by correlating outcome SCOres at.Tlmc n with

text scores at Time n — 1 (or relating intercontext dl.fference.s to inter-
individual differences at any time), cannot reveal mfm:m:atxon abo: !
the connection between changing contextual characten'stlcs and the
development of the outcomes. In fact, it would be possible to find a
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correlation of +1.0 between context and outcome variables even when
the correlation between individual and environmental changes was
negative. As Figure 6.1 shows, this could occur when the context de-
creases across time and the individual increases.

Developmental Frame

Can we assume that contextual influences on individual trajectories
will trigger the same effects for all individuals in the same way, at
any time in the development of an individual? Probably not. At spe-
cific times, individuals and microsystems, for example, might be im-
mune to radical changes in the outer environment; at other times,
individuals might be very sensitive to even minor contextual changes.
For example, Stewart and Healy (1989) provide arguments for assum-
ing that socio-historic events have differential impact on individuals,
depending on the stage of life when they experience the event.

The frame issue addresses the likelihood that points of measure-
ment in a study are timed so as to capture theoretically interesting
processes of context-individual influences. Unless one makes the as-
sumptions that processes are very global, regular, frequent, cross-situ-
ationally stable, and dominant, a developmental frame would be
needed from which points in time can be derived that should be cen-
tral for emerging change, and that takes into account the pace of
change in these processes. This metric could then be used to localize
times for measurement when the impact of the context on the individ-
ual should be present.

Although these windows of susceptibility to contextual influences
exhibit a close similarity to the concept of “sensitive periods,” they
a‘ddress a much broader and more general issue. The notion of sensi-
txvc? periods usually entails three restrictive criteria: (1) the window
of influence is open at one developmental period only and is subse-
q.uethl.y permanently closed; (2) the developmental consequences are
S1gn1f1cant and permanent; and (3) the resulting developmental path-
way is unchangeable (e.g., Bornstein, 1989). In contrast, time frames
are useful for the study of any phenomenon for which the magnitude
of contextual impact differs as a function of the individual’s develop-
qental level. They refer to any time in development at which an indi-
vndfxal is differentially open to outside influences or “ready to be
socialized” (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). As opposed to sensitive periods,
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time frames during which windows of influence are open can reoccur;
their developmental consequences may be minor and temporary; and
the resulting developmental pathways may be modifiable by subse-
quent contextual influences. In this general sense, sensitive periods
are a special case of time frames. Hence, psychological theories are
needed for determining (1) at what times those “windows” are likely
to be “open” with regard to which developmental phenomenon, 2
which individuals will be susceptible to environmental changes, and
(3) for what length of time these influences will have an impact on
the individual.

An example can be provided by mothers’ use of discipline tech-
niques in interactions with their children. It could reasonabl).' be ar-
gued that these techniques become most salient at those times in
development when new competencies emerge in children and_ need to
be shaped to conform with cultural or social standards. Each time new
competencies emerge, concurrent child-rearing techn%ques would
again be expected to have a strong impact on child behavior.

Models Indifferent to Environmental Development

On a large scale and historically, there may be no doubt that con-
texts change across time. Theoretical accounts of contc'xtual change
are typically found in the domains of history or sociology (Qam,
1987; Elder, 1985; Featherman, Spenner, & Tsunematsu, 1988; Rxlcy,
Johnson, & Foner, 1972). In developmental psychology, mtc‘rest in
contextual change mainly emerged out of a life-span perspective (cf.
Baltes, 1987). Here, these notions became widely :‘mcepted when re-
search on the history-graded changes of social .env1r0nmcfnts showed
that changing developmental conditions for different birth cghqrts
could be related to marked change in psychological functioning
across time (P. B. Baltes, Cornelius, & Nesselroade, 1979; Nessel-
roade & Baltes, 1984; Schaie, 1965).

With regard to the span of human life, o o
ourselves whether the pacing of contextual chan‘ge can be consi lf:red
important for intraindividual development—as hlstonc_ally short- }I\"e
as we are—or only for explanations of cross-cohort differences. Tra-
ditionally, developmental psychology scems t.o rely on assElmPt{(;ns
that contexts are stable and exert quite stable influences on indivi ui
als. As Hetherington and Baltes (1988) state, “much developmenta

however, we have to ask
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research still presents a picture of the child developing within rather
static ecosystems. Certainly more attention is focused on individual
change than on contextual change” (p. 12). For example, in child psy-
chology, child-rearing styles, qualities of the family home, teaching
styles, or sociodemographic marker variables have traditionally been
employed to study socialization effects in children’s development.
All of these do not, by and large, seem to be regarded as phenomena
captured at certain points in time, but as features that are stable and
exert relatively constant and long-lasting influences on the individual.

TRADITIONAL CONCEPTIONS OF
ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES: THE LAUNCH MODEL

The methodological model most commonly used to study contex-
tual influences on individual development ignores contextual change;
we refer to it as the launch model. We will briefly describe and illus-
trate it (see also Connell & Skinner, 1990) to provide a basis of com-
parison for models that allow the examination of environmental
change. We do not hold that this model cannot characterize many
phenomena. We simply argue that its usefulness is more restricted
than its current widespread application would imply and that re-
searchers should consider a variety of other models of context-indi-
vidual development relations before choosing the model appropriate
to their target of study.

The launch model depicts a time-lagged influence from variation in
contextual antecedents to variation in subsequent developmental out-
comes. Specifically, it uses the (interindividual) distribution of con-
text variables at Time 1 to predict the (interindividual) distribution of
outcomes at Time 2 (usually controlling for outcomes at Time 1) (see
Figure 6.2). This model does not necessarily assume environmental
stability; contextual variables may change from Time 1 to Time 2. It
flo?s, however, assume that such contextual change, if it does occur,
?s irrelevant to the prediction of Time 2 outcome scores (or of change
In outcome scores from Time 1 to Time 2). The causal process repre-
sented by this model is analogous to a catapult, in which the initial
forces of the contextual antecedent are the major determinants of the
shape of the curve of the outcome.

Phenomena for which launch models may be useful representations
are those that are open to influence from the environment at one point
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CONTEXT

INDIVIDUAL

DISTRIBUTION OF
RELEVANT DIMENSIONS

TIME 2

 §
TIME 1

Individual Influences Within the “Launch

Figure 6.2. The Study of Context- oot o Predict Subsequent

Model”: Using Variations in Contextual Antece
Interindividual Differences

and subsequently become “sealed off.” EX%.lmplesBm‘:l‘::ier; blugtgagr;
not restricted to, research on sensitive periods (horrges ;:hildren
For example, according to learned helplessness t comin,ency ren
who are exposed to initially high levels of nor;lco a%ariely o
tween their actions and outcomes subsequently SS 01‘2’ o 1975).
affective, cognitive, and motivatfonal deficits (h evegchan,gcd o
These deficits appear even in environments that. a e ini-
are characterized by high action-outcome conn;ge ® d-efinition)
tial context “launched” a behavioral trajectoryd.t .atns )intervention
is impervious to changing environmental con 11:10t . revent holp-
researchers sometimes refer to programs deSlgf“:j OtI:) high doses
lessness deficits (for example, by exposing Chl‘}x r:i‘:l this implies
of contingency) as “inocculation” _programst-) . fvior’ even in the
that early experiences will determine later be )

face of changing environmental conditions.
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Constructs or Methods

The launch model, which assumes that contextual change is irrele-
vant to the prediction of the target outcomes, has up to now ac-
counted for a large portion of the research on environmental
influences on individual development. If, in fact, this is the most
prevalent model used to study contextual influences, how is it that it
has been so successful in informing us about the antecedents of devel-
opment? Does its success justify ignoring models of contextual
change in future research?

We would argue that most developmental research, although using
this model, has nevertheless attempted to incorporate notions of envi-
ronmental development. Where? In the constructs: Under the rubric
of developmental equivalence, researchers have often changed the op-
erational definitions of contextual constructs as a function of the de-

velopmental level of the target. For example, the specific behavioral -

referents of the construct “parental sensitivity” differ for parents of
18-month-olds and 5-year-olds. Hence, parents who display “sensitive
parenting” when their children are 18 months and 5 years old, are not
producing a constant environment; instead, they are showing parental
adjustment of their behaviors to the developmental level of their chil-
dren. In our view, changing construct referents to be “developmen-
tally appropriate” is not a measurement issue. Instead, these changes
should be the target of empirical inquiry. Specifically, we argue for
removing contextual changes from constructs and analyzing them
using appropriate methodologies. As alternatives to the launch model,
we suggest four models that differ with regard to the nature and role
of environmental change in the development of individuals.

SYSTEMATIC AGE DIFFERENCES IN ENVIRONMENTS:
THE DEVELOPMENTAL TRANSITION MODEL

Traditionally, when changes of contexts were included in our
picture of influences on individuals, these were conceived as pro-
cesses of transitions across contexts (Bronfenbrenner & Crouter,
1983; Whiting, 1980). For individuals at different ages, different
contextual influences are at work; the notion that contexts actually

change themselves is not entailed in the conceptualization of indi-
vidual development.
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Figure 6.3. The Study of Individual-C lopment Proceeding Across Multi-

mental Transition Model”: Individual Deve
ple Contexts

- TR vel-
According to the developmental transztl.on mode{, ;:gi‘:il:l:’:llsd:x:c-
opment takes place within a changing envlronmle)nt. s environments
rience systematic changes in environments, nf)t ecacl’lSs Sifferent age.
are developing, but because people are moving af:: ns to be able to
graded contexts (see Figure 6.3). For these translszft)ions must them-
explain systematic age changes, the context tran Is there evidence
selves be organized or stratified ac<.:ordmg to afe. oo what features
that contexts are age-graded? And if so, according

does age-gradation occur?

Age-Graded Environments

examples are widespread for contexts

licitly age-graded or age specnflc.
schools, and orphanages,'wh.lch
t clearly, are cultural mst{tu-
on (Minuchin & Shapiro,
here are retirement homes

In our everyday experience,
that are culturally designed as exp
There are, at early times, families,
are designed for children. Schools, n}c{s _
tions that exhibit a strong age _stratlflcatl
1983). On the other end of the life-span, t
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and other institutions for the care of the elderly. Similarly, certain
contexts exhibit features of age segregation, which may be due to cul-
tural rules (laws) or processes of self-selection: There are movies or
kinds of bars that are explicitly reserved for adults only; there are
hang-outs or restaurants that are typically frequented by adolescents.

Two kinds of contexts will be distinguished: culturally designed or
institutionalized contexts (e.g., families, schools, institutions), and
spontaneous (Dannefer & Perlmutter, 1990) or self-selected contexts
(e.g., peer groups, friendships, partnerships). Culturally designed en-
vironments are designed for specific individuals, in our case for indi-
viduals of specific ages. Age is a necessary condition for the
individuals to be there and age of inhabitants is one of the constitut-
ing factors of the ecology. In contrast, within self-selected environ-
ments, individuals are the creators of any age-specificity, and to some
extent the designers of the environment’s characteristics.

The prevalence of these two kinds of contexts for individuals
across their ages can be age-graded in itself. In early childhood,
children’s small range of mobility largely limits their access to a wide
range of contexts; the major contextual agents are mothers, fathers (or
other caretakers), and siblings. These contextual agents are culturally
or biologically assigned. In childhood, the environment’s effect on
children’s development may be effectively captured in the assignment
of the child to the family setting and its socializing impact (Whiting,
1980). With increasing age, however, the relative importance of fam-
ily-determined settings decreases. Which contexts are experienced
and which are not will more and more become a matter to be decided
by the individual him- or herself. For example, a first major step in
acquiring self-determination regarding which contexts to join is the
onset of being able to walk.

With further increments in independence, individuals become in-
f:reasingly able to determine for themselves those micro-contextual
influences to which they will be exposed. For example, during early
childhood, the context of schooling includes a large number of poten-
tial socializing agents from which individuals can select (e.g., Cairns,
Neckerman, & Cairns, 1989; Strayer & Noel, 1986). Objectively de-
fined are, of course, the boundary conditions in which these self-selec-
tion processes take place (classrooms, schools, neighborhoods, etc.).

Further age-related changes in developmentally relevant contexts
can be noted in adolescence and adulthood, when contexts can be se-
lected according to the options they provide for further development
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of individuals (jobs, university training programs, mentors, religlous. af-
filiations). The selection of a constant primary paftner and the legaliza-
tion of this partnership leads to institutionalization of a self-selected
context. And, the ability to reproduce allows adults to produce contexts
that then actually feed back into their own further d.evelopment.

Finally, old age presents new changes in env'lror‘m.lents. ,Proc;§1§ct:s
of biological decline are likely to set limits to 1nd{V1duals mol ility
and power in handling contexts; these are accompanied by cumulative
losses of contexts and contextual agents that were self-selected across
time—important friends, mentors, and family members are lost. Suc-

~ cessful aging is assumed to depend largely on how individuals man-

age to cope with these age-related transitior‘ls. (cf: P B: Bfiltesffi
M. M. Baltes, 1990). In the extreme case of llvm'g in lnStltUIIOES :
the elderly, an individual’s context might be retstncte'd to a8161um er o
professional caretakers (cf. M. M. Baltes & Reisenzein, 19 ' ). 4 con-
The distinction between self-selected and‘ cu}tl.:rally assigned ¢ o
texts might be helpful for examining interindividual fhffcrcncest -
contextual transitions. The focus would be on the.relatlv; amOU:Cted
variability in these transitions. Thus higher diversity can Fe:xgcially
with regard to transitions across self—sele.c'ted contexts lturpall v
after childhood), whereas individuals’ transitions across‘all1 " )(’)un-
signed contexts may appear quite age-normative (esp(;a'cflfargncesy may
ger ages). Even for these, however, interindividual iffe evelon,
be substantial. Gifted children, for example, can ?xpenencet "« that
mental transitions, even in terms of culturally assigned contexts,
are quite different from those of their‘ average agematf’.bse.s one way in
In sum, the developmental transition model de.sf;rl. T e de-
which individuals experience different contexts at fh ennrgie;:1 "od by the
velopment. In this model, environmental change 1§ e}):pe b the explica-
individual while moving across different cor?texts. Alt lo:ngd sociclagical
tion of developmental transitions may require cultuia o2, he model
theories of age stratification (Cain, 1287; Riley et al., 2 ,developing
does not necessarily involve conceptions f’f a (fhanﬁfn;.; N e,
environment. We turn next to three models in which this is

nge
Models Incorporating Environmental Development and Chang
¢ section have in common

The three models we discuss 1n thi ging a5 & o individual

the notion that the environment jtself is ¢



172
* Stability and Change in Development

d . . . .
p::felgp;er\;g:: }t.d{’xc?cordxng to each, a correlation would be ex-
however. ouch l(;I‘IVldlla! and contextual trajectories of change;
termed M”eatherrinsgsla different explanatory scenario. The first,
that impacts on f?; ,‘descrlbes systematic environmental change
shaped by the ind%n'(;“dual development but is not initiated or
cation ool 4 ivi ual.. Tl.le.second, the developmental co-adap-
changes in in:iivi?iplclts lndwlqual'context influences in which
reciprocally (cf. d ual and environment feed back into each other
third, the devel(; n};gam;c interactionism, R. M. Lerner, 1979). The
diVidual-contextpde n;a attune:ment model, describes reciprocal in-
ment are calibrate:;e lo pment in which the changes of the environ-
apprenticeship or scafledtihneg'dlgr:;llopmle;i;Z Of( the Individual o
illustrate . e er, ; Kaye, 1982). We will
cause somecac:f rtr}ln(;del l:ismg existing research when POS)Sible- Be-
will also speculate amb0 cls are not yet used widely, however, we
ate. Throughout, we on'xltlth?, empirical questions they might gener-
ables were int > We Wl d{SCUSS the models as if the target vari-
erindividual differences in individual trajectories.

UNIDIRECTIONA

L INFLUENCES O

(O)N INDIVIDUALS: THE WEATHERFMFE)NVIRONMENTS
F CO-DEVELOPMENT DEL

The indivi
analogous tol(:ﬁzl-comem relations described by this model are
are essential in ir‘:l:lzther': Al?hol.lg.h changes in contextual factors
initiated or steered inencmg individual trajectories, they are not
6.4). This conception oa;ny way by a target individual (sce Figure
quent models in that env1ropmental change differs from subse-
brated or significantlyCh(;mtges in the context are in no way cali-

. etermi .
him- or herself. rmined by the developing individual

Within such

m .
nificant global c}(::; Is, theories would be needed that identify sig-
mine the envirop ges in Fhe environments of individuals, deter-
interindividual differences 1 o, (At are changing and the
es in these ’
suggest the ¢ patterns of changes, and then
ment of targe(tmi:fi(ilué;ces Such. changes may have forgth:a develop-
provided from resew uals of different ages. Two examples will be
arch on siblings and on critical life events
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Figure 6.4. The Study of Individual-C
Influenced by Contextual Change

“Weather Model”: Individual Development

Birth of a Sibling as a Significant Contextual Change

rmative shifts in a child’s early life oc-
ght home (Kreppner, 1989; Kreppner,
hildren have any influence over

Although one of the biggest no
curs when a new sibling is brou

Paulsen, & Schuetze, 1982), rarely doc
the advent of this change. A wide variety of individual differences would

be expected in the environmental changes brought about by a sibling’s
arrival, depending on a host of factors, including, for example, the tem-
perament and health of the new child (e.g., a prematur® sibling may re-
sult in radical changes for the older child), and the child-care
arrangements (extended family care may have already added younger
children to the child’s daily life). The most common dimensions of the

environment that this global change affects include changes in parents’
energy level, patience, amount of attention, and responsiveness to re-
quests/bids from the older child; for the older child, especially affected
seems to be the amount of time available with the mother. Pote'ntiz.ll
changes could also range from the amount of private space the child is

allowed to the level and frequency of parental conflict.
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Each of the dimensions of environmental changes suggests target
developmental phenomena that could be influenced by the birth of a
sibling. Especially critical in identifying the consequences would be
the age of the older sibling. For example, decreases in amount of time
and responsiveness of mothers may have an impact on their children’s
attachment to them, especially for younger children (the age from 6 to
18 months is hypothesized to be important for attachment formation).
Likewise, if decreases in interactions with mothers are accompanied
by increases in time spent with fathers (Kreppner et al., 1982), then
corresponding increases in attachment with fathers might be ex-
pected. Conceptualizing the birth of a sibling within weather models
allows us to focus on “events” as a series of shifts in the environment,
over which the child has little control, but which may nevertheless

have important consequences for the child’s development in a variety
of domains.

Parents’ Critical Life Events
as Environmental Changes Jor Their Children

The weather model might also provide an organizing framework for
researchers studying the effects of parents’ critical life events on their
children. The occurrence of a critical life event can be used as a
marker to locate the advent of a contextual shift. An illustration can
be found in the work on the effects of parental divorce on children’s
development, conducted by Hetherington and her colleagues
(Hetherington, 1989; Hetherington & Camara, 1984; Hetherington,
CO)f, & Cox, 1982). Parental divorce, leading to the partial loss of one
socml.lzing agent in the child’s ecology, at the same time seems to be
associated with a high likelihood for family income loss, shift in resi-
dence, social isolation, and disruptions in parenting behavior. It
se?ms that these shifts in the environment (along with more salutary
shifts, such as decreases in parental conflict and increases in indepen-
dence) might account for the effects of divorce on individual develop-
ment. To test a weather mode] of co-development, the trajectories of
the cont.extual factors (e.g., decreases in time spent with parents, in-
f:reases in independence support) would be assessed and then exam-
ined for the effectiveness in accounting for corresponding trajectories

of md1v_1d1'1al change (i.e., decreases in attachment security and in-
creases in independence, respectively).
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Critical life events of adults could also be seen as environmental
shifts for their other important social partners. qu exam.ple, an o}der
person’s illness may produce significant changes in the lives oii his 01f'
her grown children; a teenager’s pregnancy could changc the llvei ot
all other family members; loss of a wife’s job would shift ‘the con e),(
for a husband. In fact, some of the most stressful ch.anges in women’s
lives appear to be the result of critical life events in the otherdxr;eni-
bers of their social network (Belle, 1982). The weather model a
tempts to highlight the dynamic nature of “events” (for‘ rlev1evzir(s;e-
Sugarman, 1986, chapter 6), which often prodgce multiple ervlv fror
mental changes in the lives of those who experience therrll1 as i
for their social partners. The analysis of these cha‘nges, their e
sions and variations in their trajectories, may contribute to our un o
standing of their effects on individuals’ development and on the

interindividual differences therein.

RECIPROCAL INDIVIDUAL-ENVIRONMEN’L((:)I;?II:IGE:
THE DEVELOPMENTAL CO-ADAPTATION

This model, like that described previO}lsly, depicts env\l;re(;mi?f:]lfz
that are changing. Unlike in the one described above, hc:wi are, recip-
current model the changes and developments of th;'cl(;n ;[( e &
rocally linked to the target individual (Bell, .197 ; ;m t.h e ox-
Busch-Rossnagel, 1981). These models ha_ve in comlrln e arger
planation for environmental changes involves how el chanee.
individual’s behaviors or characteristics. produce co;x(t;); o e i
Although these environmental changes mclude' rezicdl " he target
vidual (see Figure 6.5), they are not cahbra(; 10 ol agenda
individual’s development, nor produced by 2 develop
of the context.

Changes in the environment tll:at ar(c):ctil:l

easiest to imagine when s : g vy
:?:;irirseof interest. More difficult is tracing the lmlli) fml:}]-, ;th:hl::ld
vidual to changes in aspects of the sc‘m?al micro-eco ‘ 2' wo oxplan-
feed back to the developing target ind1v1fiual. Theonel O enrionts in-
atory links are needed: (1) how the social contextua e dividual
fluence individual development; and (2) hotv:of the social con-
antecedents produce changes in the relevant .aSPCC | influences could
text. Two general functions that these reciproca

e product of individual influ-
1 partners are the contextual
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Figure 6.5. The Study of Individual-Context Co-Development Within the

“Deve':lopmemal Co-Adaptation Model™: Reciprocal Exchanges Between De-
veloping Persons and Changing Environments

perform over time can be imagined: one in which individual or envi-
Tonmental changes compensate for changes in the other; and one in
whlch.individuals and environments magnify each other’s changes.
Over time, the first would result in a picture of a relatively flat devel-
opmental trajectory, with low stability of interindividual differences;
the latte_r would produce steeper developmental trajectories with rela-
tively high stability of interindividual differences. Three illustrations
°_f t_he ‘.ie"e‘lopmental co-adaptation model are described: mutual so-
cialization in peer groups, coping with critical life events (an example

of compensatiqn), and motivational dynamics in the classroom (an ex-
ample of magnification).

Individual-Context Reciprocity in Peer Groups

In tracing mutual socialization in children’s peer relations, the first
step would be to assess a child’s own individual characteristics as
we.ll as those of his or her peer group, and to chart changes in both
child a}nd Peer group members over time (on methodological issues,
see Caims, 1983; Caims, Gariepy, & Kindermann, 1990). As the second
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step, it would be a challenge to make a theoretically coherent case t:or
whether and how these two sets of developments would mutuallyh%;l(;
teract to shape the developmental outcomes of the target chi

, 1983). _ )
(H'in';lt: Ii)nitial \)vay in which children influence the‘:lr peer group(sl 1tshti>sy
selecting social partners among available. candidates. chor:i inﬂu:
each child participates in the group dynamics of relatedness ;\:] yh
ence (Lynch & Wellborn, 1988). For example, the more a il 4 cares
for and about her individual peer group members, the more thId °
she allows those members to have on her. A.t the same tlmc,t(t:e rln Src(:) ;
play differentially active roles in constrpctfng chanhgmg tﬁz i
peer group norms and activities, which will in turn shape s of
ual child’s experiences and subsequent devel.opment (C-%‘: Bolmont
al., 1989; Dunphy, 1963; Furman, 1989; Km.dermannh o-adapta:
1990; Ladd, Price, & Hart, 1990). When orgfinlzed by the :ssment o
tion model, a study of such processes would include :-I;;Zsrole o
changing group norms and activities, of the target ¢ 1act T ihose on
constructing the norms and activities, and of the 1mp
the child’s subsequent behavior and development.

Coping as Compensation for
Changes Produced by Stressful Life Events

; i nizin

Developmental co-adaptation models might provll{i";;:c‘;;g: argu%:
frame for researchers who study coping proc‘als:ftfse- e hat invoke
that coping processes (as well as the stress' lcomprise:d of a series
coping) consist not merely of an episode U AT SO K e ey
of events that take place over time'(FOIk“}a“’ ' ehanges through
born, in press). Individuals cope with env1‘ronmtt:;1m S mpensate
processes of appraisal, reframing, and active @ X eﬁcompasses many
for or restore loss. For example, the loss of a J]Onetwork o ource of
changes, including perhaps the loss qf a socnat o so,on, Sown 10
self-esteem, respect of others, financ'lal SllPPOTt i,m " the cffects of the
loss of a reason to get up in the morning. O"'ﬂ w,ill depend, among
loss on the individual’s developmental tralecwrsy are compensated for
other things, on the extent to which these .lolssennerS e, the pat-
by changes in the individual and other Socm'lrl,?nﬂucn‘ce o odividual
tern of change in these contextual elements Wi 1her soping FESpONSES,
and the individual will in turn, through his of



178 Stability and Change in Development

influence the rate and nature of contextual changes (including the
probability of getting a new job). Together, these reciprocal changes
will predict the developmental effects of the loss.

School Motivation as an Example of Magnification
of Individual-Context Influences

Patterns of mutual adaptation may evolve into a process in which
individual and contextual development reciprocally magnify each
other over time. For example, researchers studying the development
of children’s motivation in school have identified a range of teacher
behaviors that are hypothesized to promote or undermine student mo-
tivation (Connell & Wellborn, 1990; Skinner, 1990). These behav-
ioral dimensions, which are derived from a theory of psychological
needs, include structure versus chaos, autonomy support versus con-
trol, and involvement versus neglect. The theory holds that when
teachers meet students’ basic psychological needs, the students will
show optimal behavioral and emotional engagement in learning activ-
ities (Connell & Wellborn, 1990).

Recent research has focused on the reciprocal side of these student-
teacher interactions, namely, on the effects of student motivation on
teacher behavior. According to this research, one major determinant
o'f whether teachers are, for example, autonomy supportive or control-
ling, is student motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Over time, students
v‘vho show signs of emotional alienation from learning (e.g., rebel-
liousness or boredom) are responded to by teachers with increasingly
more noncontingent and controlling behaviors (Skinner & Belmont,
1990). It is tempting to speculate that, over time, dynamic systems of
mutual influence are constructed in which motivated students are
freatefi by teachers in such a way that their motivational development
1s optimized, and disaffected students are dealt with in ways that fur-
ther undermine their commitment to school (Skinner, 1990).

DEVELOPMENTALLY ADJUSTED ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE:
THE DEVELOPMENTAL ATTUNEMENT MODEL

'I_'he attunement model describes individual-context relations in
which the development of the individual is an agenda item for the
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1 Agenda

Figure 6.6. The Study of Individual
tunement Model”: Reciprocal Exchan
Changing Environments With a Developmenta

context
context. This model would be a contender for accounts of any

-)socialization
that is entrusted by the culture with nurturance (;;.ﬁielgsgorf)l:ps, o
activities, such as parents, schools, orphanages, Seen hough many of
pitals, prisons, or institutions for the elderly (evttunement o heir
these contexts may not actlially show such a e which the
charges). This model might also € h ships
COntgxt)elects to assume these duties; examples include relationship

nts.

with mentors, coaches, siblings, or grandparel’l cterized by a pattern
Models of developmental attunement are chara

i rget
of environmental change that is cal‘ibrated a(;forg(],:%c)t((t)s’thgeo:i?sgm
individual’s development and is guu%ed b)é é)e
shape the individual’s trajectory (S.e o Figure ° 'd that would include

In these models, complex theories are requ'.r y 2) the impact of the
explanations of (1) the agenda of the comexlt’ (doeS' (3) how the re-
contextual agenda on what the context actual );1 de\;elopment of the
sulting socializing interaction patterns Shan thjn < of the individual
target individual; and (4) how developmenta : 'ogr of the context.
feeds back onto changes in the agenda and behavi

haracterize relatio
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Environmental Agendas

Consistent with the conceptualizations of contexts that are increas-
ingly personalized, attunement models view contextual influences as
provided by people that carry specific motives and goals for developing
individuals (cf. Bronfenbrenner, 1989). The parent-child relationship is
the easiest context-individual relation to view in this light. In general,
parents can be assumed to have an investment in children’s develop-
ment. In any given culture, parents’ opinions about the “right” develop-
mental trajectory in early childhood are presumably quite strong. Even
the child’s physical environment is “set by parental choices” (Maccoby
& Jacklin, 1983, p. 75), which may reflect parental expectations and
goals for the child; socialization goals are often “coded” into the objects
that serve as material contexts for children (Valsiner, 1987).

During the last decade, research has examined parents’ beliefs about
and expectations for their children’s development (Sigel, 1985). Regard-
ing their children, mothers carry more or less explicit timetables or cur-
ricula for achievements and developmental changes (Goodnow, 1984;
Goodnow, Cashmore, Cotton, & Knight, 1984). Recently, research has
focused on the impact of these beliefs on parental behavior, which, in
turn, shapes children’s subsequent development (Sigel, 1990).

Havighurst’s (1972) conceptualization of developmental tasks may be
useful to capture those culture-specific systems of guidance for individual
development, which are arranged according to more or less explicit age-
specific timetables (Reinert, 1980). Children’s timely and successful devel-
opment can be considered a developmental task for parents (Duvall, 1971).
In conceptualizing the environment’s agenda for individuals within the
family, the concept may be helpful for resolving two issues: (1) the provi-
sion of a theoretical frame to specify the aspects around which individuals
and their contexts show reciprocal attunement (the agenda that the context
holds); and (2) the provision of a metric for these processes (the time frame
for the context’s agenda). In other words, the concept may provide a base

for determining when processes of attunement occur, how long they will
last, and what behavior domains they will be focusing on.

Localizing Contextual Change

For the task of framing individual

| ror -context attunement, again, the
individual’s developmental trajectory i

s used as the anchoring feature,
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but, within this model, in conjunction_ wi‘th the contex:hse aciiti;trzf
garding the individual’s trajectory. As 1nd1cated'abow./et, D in
developmental tasks may be a helpful tool tohpln;;(sm(l)ccur © hin the
an individual’s development whex} marked ¢ fanﬁ o xtual agents
individual, and corresponding adjustments‘ o‘ t' e | (Kindermann &
reflect their developmental agenda for the 1nd1v1du.a o developmental
Skinner, 1988). In general, knowledg‘;e. of nf)r(rlnatlsvduring b o
pathways can be employed for deu?rmmm'g win (1)“;;1 eoaviors.
cializing agents are expected to adjust their sociali rgvides s paradig-

With regard to later childhood, the SF1}°°1 setting It) o tions are age-
matic case of an ecology in which ind1v1dua1—cogte)s(t00d o e textual
and competence-stratified. Curricula can be un erastcr soecific tasks.
prescriptions of when students are expecteq }tlo mm o ntics are to be
These prescriptions specify at what ages Whlcd ; or vfhat period of time.
fostered by what kind of teaching strategies, anc o differently with stu-
Teachers, as contextual agents, are trained to t?eh:i:/;dr teaching behavior
dents of different competence levels and to ad_]l;s o ental schedulc of
toward children’s changing competence. Thus ad e\ilen gf e ecology.
context-individual attunement is built into the des sgthat they may differ

An important feature of contextual agendas ;N e the school sys-
for children of differing ages, sexes, Of races.t' T ot pace, abilities
tem, teachers have clearly different expecta idqfferent children (cf.

d, timal level of accomplishment for di - stitutional-
ZJllrllssir(;lp 11?89' Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). Thes: :;)r:cial ducation
ized in all forms of tracking, including prog]ranr;lqse::tal agenda of con-
and giftedness. Similar features of a dev:. OPe variety of individual-
texts for individuals might characterize a arng] e apprenticeship,
context relationships in later life, for example,

. i ips.
mentoring, or counseling relationship

Adjustment of Socializing Interactions -
i ializing ecologies 15
The notion of developmental adjustme:t lna:&c?i;ﬁ[;)gle O Nlliam

.Ane
not new to developments peycholosy of caretakers’ demands and

’ inciple of “convergence’ oaches that ac-
frrgl;:lcsllx(zillg’: ?i)esfﬂop:xental tendencies. Currently, appr

of the

ftunement are one

f contextual attunem :on in Te-
ropose that processes O ning attention

:i‘fil\llli)lllgp fol:ces of individual development arc gat g

search on children’s development.
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To some extent, this trend to include parental adjustment in the pic-
ture of children’s developmental change can be attributed to the re-
cent popularity of the work of Vygotsky (1978; see also Rogoff,
1990; Rogoff & Lave, 1984; Rogoff & Wertsch, 1984; Valsiner,
1984; Valsiner & van der Veer, in press). Similar frameworks refer to
concepts as “scaffolding” (Bruner, 1982), “apprenticeship” (Kaye,
1982), or “readiness to be socialized” (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).
These notions are encompassed, for example, in studies examining
changes in instruction and support when mothers interacted with their
children in games (e.g., Hodapp, Goldfield, & Boyatzis, 1984) or
worked jointly with them on laboratory tasks (e.g., Heckhausen 1987;
Rogoff, Ellis, & Gardner, 1984).

An illustration of natural processes of individual-context attune-
ment can be found in a study that examined everyday mother-child in-
teractions in basic developmental tasks of early childhood. The focus
was on changes in the contingencies mothers provided for children’s
behaviors in developmental tasks, specifically in the tasks of learning
to walk, learning to eat, and learning to dress alone (Kindermann,
1991). In a short-term longitudinal time frame, mothers’ perceptions
of children’s progress in these developmental tasks were assessed,
along with in vivo observations of mother-child interactions. The re-
sult§ showed that maternal adjustments in behavior contingencies (be-
havior consequences following children’s independent and dependent
task related behaviors) occurred in attunement to mothers’ changing
perceptions of their children’s competence in the tasks.

Two key characteristics of contextual attunement to individual’s
change should be highlighted. First, in terms of the theoretical frame, the
target phenomenon (children’s growing competence in the developmen-
tal. tasks) was theoretically linked to what the context “does” in fostering
children’s mastery of the tasks—in this case, the supportive behavior of
the parental caretaker. Second, the target phenomena were conceived as
the developmental trajectories of individuals and their contexts. Hence,
Ehe ‘f(?cus of an attunement framework is not on how differences between
individuals relate to differences in contexts across time, but on how
changes within individuals relate to changes within developing contexts
that are assumed to hold an agenda for these individuals.

What are the consequences of adopting an attunement model for
developmental research on interindividual differences across develop-

ment? Clearly, the focus is on the relation of intraindividual and intra-
contextual change. First, processes of contextual attunement need

'S
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to be distinguished with regard to the agendas contexts hold for dif-
ferent individuals. For example, for several of their children, parents
can have quite different developmental goals. ‘ .

Second, studies could focus on interindividual differences in the
extent to which contexts are attuned to individuals’ .development. qu
example, consider that teachers’ classroom teach.mg may be cah;
brated to the mean level of ability in a group of children. The rate 0
teachers’ environmental change will then be attuned to average chil-
dren only; children of higher and lower ability will not experience the
teachers’ change as attuned to their own state of development. 5

Third, differences in attunement processes can bc.understoo as
consequences of differential environmental tra]ect(?rles of clTantg;
That is, attunement differences can be related' to differences In e
environment’s capacity to calibrate its own mﬂuences. to spejc1 \1,
individuals® state of development. For example, according ft(z‘ . d:
Lerner and R. M. Lerner’s (1983) formulation (?f a m(?del o fr(::;), "
ness of fit” between parents and their developing c.h;ldrer:\:hg e
can differ in their adjustment to changing nf:eds of C‘hll ren  Show
different characteristics; in this case, to children with fa:ﬂ icsa:]);mh e
difficult temperament. The focus would be on states 0t T me.
tween parental demands and children’s temperamen e et
Inter-context differences in how parents are able to at :for o hor
children’s development may have long-term consequence

individual development.

It might not be too speculative to argue ha o haracterize a large
tunement between contexts and individuals mig

ips i i ample,
variety of individual-context relationships 1n11a§e; sllllfi;.sF::;;xexh}i)bit
apprenticeship, mentoring, or cour}S?llng e atlot - fluences that ap-
patterns of change in reciprocal indlvxdual-contix e frerential
pear compatible with an attunen3cnt framework. eited,to be based
consequences of these relationships would be ez(pbring 1o the situ-
not only on what individuals and contextual agents e Lindividuals
ation and how they interact, but also on how conte

’ ime.
manage to adjust to each other’s change across ti

that similar features of at-

Discussion

se that the study of the processes

This chapter is based on 11F P18 ched by a careful consideration

of individual development will be enri
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of models of developmental contexts: what their components are
what their functions may be, and to what extent they develop them:
seI\.'es._A.s researchers, our ability to explain the sources and outcomes
of individual development will depend on our conceptualization of
context-individual relations. First, it will depend on our theories
about those contextual characteristics that are influence for specific
target developmental phenomena and the nature and timing of the
context’s influencing impact. Second, it will depend on the position
we take on the issues of contextual change and stability. Are individ-
ual-context relations best envisioned as movements of individuals
across relatively stable “envelopes,” or as individual development
Wfthm d(j,veloping contexts? Third, it will depend on how we deal
with the issue of contextual change methodologically. Do we want to
center, as. is typical, on the relations of interindividual and inter-
COI_ltC)St filfferences across time, or, as is rarely done, on the relations
of 1nf11v1dual and contextual trajectories across timc?’
tioivnct)lfref:\:?r (t)o the issue of differential stability and change, the no-
individuals’ chérrllmema; development requires us to differentiate
dividual develo &¢ an Stablht‘y according to the extent to which in-
stable or oy i};me;t occurs within environments that are themselves
rocl inﬂuencgc X gl; turthen'nor'e,. we have to include notions of recip-
which changes in etween individuals and contexts. The degree to
als might very froenv1ronments are open to influences from individu-
processes of mutu::ll n"l_gonthI (as depicted in the weather model) to
ment models) Hencca 1 ratlf)n .(a‘s in the co-development and attune-
change can p(;ssibl e, mtem‘ldl'wdual differences in developmental
stable, as well ¥ occur within (or despite) environments that are
We,con‘:le y aSb Wlth_m environments that are changing.
one gain bylimeder);[l;ng'ﬂy addressing two questions. First, what does
dividuals like 5 o nding contexts as stable entities, which affect in-
major advantens r;stant frfxme? And second, what does one lose? The
that it is simp%ero”[';ilssummg a.sta'bl‘e set of contextual influences is
Contexts have onl. g eories of individual development within stable
ple levels of conthtne Parameter that changes: the individual. Multi-
opment, but thelr o may be 1nvolved as sources of individual devel-
Only one explanatorrl;c?tl;z and impact on individuals remain constant.
opment; the impact of co l'ty un mied, namely, of individual d?vel-
for historians and sociol el dey clopment can remain an issue
use familiar mohs (;:slotggxsts. Most 1mport_ant.ly‘, we can continue to
capture context-individual influences, as
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summarized by the launch model. Finally, we still can incorporate
one notion of contextual variation across time: Individuals can expe-
rience environmental change by moving across contexts as described
by the developmental transition model.

What do we lose by assuming that the context is relatively stable or
that whatever changes are occurring are irrelevant to our understand-
ing of individual development? We would argue that we lose as much
by assuming that contexts are stable as we would lose if we assumed
that individuals are not developing. First, we would lose track of that
part of individual development that is the result of adaptation to
changing contextual demands (as opposed to new contextual de-
mands). Second, we would underestimate the potential individuals
have to instigate and shape change in the contexts in which they
find themselves. Third, we would not take seriously theories that
hold that the most powerful contexts are social. 1If contexts are
comprised of other people, then development of the social con-
text can never be ruled out a priori. Finally, we would not learn
about the contexts’ capacities to attend and adjust to the develop-

mental rhythms of individuals.

Many subdisciplines of psychology arg
questions center on how individuals differ from each other and on

how stable these differences are, but do not regard as egu:'illy'lmpor-
tant the question of how individuals change. The same distinction can
be applied to questions of context differences and contextual changcl.
Developmentalists have argued vigorously abqut _h(‘)w fundamenta
the issue of change is to an understanding of 1nd1v1dl{als, but have
tended to take a largely “nondevelopmental” stand with respect to
contextual factors. .
Our goal in writing this chapter was not to a.ttempt to recqnflgu(;e
the landscape of research on individual-context influences. ‘Nexthzr‘ c;
we regard our arguments for contextual development as being radica
or new. Rather, we see notions of contextual chang? and development
as an emerging field of interest for develop‘mentz?hsts, deeply rooteld
within many developmental disciplines. With this c.haptcr, we gndy
wished to encourage theorists to consider the theoreuca'l and ’m;:t' od‘-
ological ramifications of the notion that the contexts 1n wh(;c ' (;n tl-
viduals develop are developing as well. If some researchers :m e ci
re-examine this possibility for some target developm'ental. phenome
non, for some features of the context, at some key points in develop-

ment, the purpose of this chapter will have been achieved.

ue that the most interesting
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Note

1. The defining characteristics of systems in the social sciences are currently a mat-
ter of intense debate (see, for example, Bronfenbrenner, 1989; Dannefer, in press); we
use the term in its most general meta-theoretical sense.
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COMMENTARY ON CHAPTER 6:

Modeling Environmental Developmen't: Some Comments
From a Developmental Task Perspective

MARCEL A. G. VAN AKEN

indivi nd their envi-
The relation between the development of lm-mldlsl?;; z;or quite some
ronment has been the subject of study a(rilds(]i:;cr:l; Coscribe different
: i nn an . .
ime. In their chapter, Kinderma o studied, €i-
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of current models in the study of human develop Chol’ogists’ thinking
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. [ ) .
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First, they direct attention to an 1ncr<::1151(;lg elopment. The authors
sions a’nd levels that are relevant in l¥umar:i csV *hologists to draw on
suggest that this increasing compl_ex“y k_’ p ger to find a multidisci-
disciplines such as history and SOCIOInghY lrn c(;lrapter is described as ex-
Is of thet . s
i roach. One of the goa’s textual influence
Iz::rllril::irr);galt)ll:e coordination of multiple levels of con
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i ises new questions
:-onment, which rat )
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ment that is especially relevant in the
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