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(A)Ainsworth-Strange situation (B)Dodge-Hostile attributional bias
(C)Piaget-Object permanence (D)Thomas & Chess-Good enough mother
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(A)activity level, irritability
(O)irritability, persistence
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(B)persistence, rhythmicity

(D)activity level, rhythmicity
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(B)4 F’ i& ¥ (resistant attachment)

(D)% }8ik " (fearful attachment)

(A)% 2 % "F(secure attachment)
(C)il* & i% i} (avoidant attachment)
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(A)Temperamentally difficult infants often form secure attachment with their main
caregivers

(B)Many infants are securely attached to one close companion and insecurely
attached to another



(C)Concordance in attachment classifications for the identical twin pairs was not
much higher than that for fraternal twins
(D)After mothers of temperamentally difficult infants are trained to be more

sensitive, their babies establish secure attachments

8. behavioral inhibition--synchronized routines-social referencing = B % 3# 2. T_& &
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@ the use of others’ emotional expressions to infer the meaning of otherwise
ambiguous situations

@ a temperamental attribute reflecting one’s tendency to withdraw from unfamiliar
people or situation

® generally harmonious interactions between two persons in which participants
adjust their behavior in response to the partner’s feelings and behaviors

@ the notion that infantlike facial features are perceived as cute and lovable and

elicit favorable responses from others
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(A)Young children believe that they can get smarter through increased effort
(B)8- to 12-year-olds can distinguish effort from ability
(C)Before age 7, children tend to hold an entity view of ability
(D)Older grade-school students believe that ability is a fixed trait
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(A)social-informational role taking (B)self-reflective role taking

(C)mutual role taking (D)societal role taking
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Is children's developing understanding of another's mind a sufficient facilitator of
their social behaviour? Or do children's moral judgments and caring about another's
welfare serve as a developmental impetus for prosocial behaviour and impede
antisocial behaviour? Throughout history, narratives on antisocial leaders indicate that
an advanced understanding of how others think and feel - sometimes even including
highly differentiated moral judgment skills - can serve selfish, antisocial ends. In
contrast, prosocial leaders such as Mahatma Gandhi have been frequently
characterized by an exceptionally strong inclination to care about others' welfare.
These are certainly telling historical typologies. Nevertheless, the complexities
inherent in the developmental relations between young children's emerging
understanding of another's mind, morality, and social behaviour still present a
challenge to developmental psychologists and clinicians.

This study aimed to contribute to this complex research field. We investigated the
relations between aspects of children's social understanding (i.e., interpretive
understanding), the different components of morality (i.e., moral judgments and
emotion attributions), and social behaviour (i.e., pro- and antisocial conduct) in a
sample of 5-, 7-, and 9-year-old children. Previous research has provided insights into

various aspects of these relationships, such as the relation between social and moral



understanding (e.g., Keller, Gummerum, Wang, & Lindsey, 2004; Selman, 1971).
Nevertheless, past studies have rarely addressed explicitly the relative contributions of
interpretive understanding and the different indicators of morality to children's pro-
and antisocial behaviour across different age groups. The present research, thus
contributes to filling some of the research gaps regarding children's descriptive (i.e.,
factual) and prescriptive (i.e., evaluative or moral) understanding of social
relationships, and the relation of this understanding to social behaviour. Such
knowledge can be useful in guiding educational efforts to promote the development of
children's social competence (Malti & Perren, 2008).

Source: Malti, T., Gasser, L., & Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger, E. (2010).

Children's interpretive understanding, moral judgments, and emotion

attributions: Relations to social behaviour. British Journal of

Developmental Psychology, 28, 275-292.
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1. focusing group interviewing
2. bracketing

3. open sampling

4. theoretical sensitivity

5. the flip-flop technique

6. waving the red flag
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2. resistance to contact
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