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<ABSTRACT>

The purpose of this study is to identify the neural correspondence to the social composition of self by
reviewing the recent empirical fMRI studies of self and the classic theory of G. H Mead's self which known
as symbolic interactionism. According to Mead, the Self is the construct of interaction between the individual
and society, and then the significant others and the generalized others play a major role in its formation. we
shapes self-knowledge, taking someone else’s perspective of the self, which produces reflected self appraisals.
People define themselves with reference to perceptions of other people’s beliefs about them. Reflected self -
appraisals are datas and sources to make a direct self-appraisals for individuals. Reflected self - appraisals is
incorporated in direct self-appraisals. We could identify that self construction is internal process that taking
someone else’s perspective of the self, which is called Me-self. Many empirical studies of self have demonstrated
these correlates. Furthermore, via neuroimaging techniques, social neuroscientists revealed developmental
differences of components of self between adults and adolescents during self appraisals at the neural level. The
study of Pfeifer et al.(2009), exposed aspects of interactant between direct and reflected self-appraisals,
comparing between adults and adolescents. During direct self-appraisals, activity in both self and social
perception networks was more intense in adolescents than in adults. This finding suggests the self as the
construct of social interaction and the process of development
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Self, theory of self, Me self, Reflected self - appraisals, symbolic interactionism, MPFC, DMPFC.
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Feloz AwA 7d o] tH(Song, 19983).

Social nature of self-construct

Sociality of self
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Social process of self formation
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[Figure 1] Examples of the self, other, case, and
fixation trial types. For each of the three judgment
trial types, the “cue” indicated which type of
judgment to make for the trait adjective(Kelley et
al., 2002).
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[Figure 2] Staistical activation maps directly
comparing self and other trials demonstrate grater
activity during self encoding trials in (A) the
MPFC(10, 52, 2) and (B) the posterior cingulate
(12, -48, 50)(Kelley et al., 2002).
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[Figure 3] Full crossover interaction between
appraisal source(direct or reflected) and age
(adolescent or adult). Panel A illustrates activity
in medial and dorsomedial prefrontal cortex
(MPFC and DMPFC) and anterior cingulate
cortex that was relatively greater in the
crossover interaction capturing regions that were
differentially active during direct and reflected
self-appraisals in childern versus adults. Panel B
depicts mean activity in MPFC and DMPFC,
demonstrating that these regions were generally
more active in direct than reflected appraisals in
adolescents, and vice versa in adults to a lesser
extent(Pfeifer et al., 2009).
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Why Do Children with Insecure Attachment Show Cognitive and
Emotional Behavior Problems? : A Neurological Explanation
Yeong-Ji Lee', Yong-Ju Kwon''

'Korea National University of Education

<ABSTRACT>

Students who reared in various families build peer relationships and develop social abilities in school,
however, some students have emotional and behavioral problems such as school violence and anxiety disorder.
One of the most important reasons for these problems are insecure attachment to parents. But there’s little
literatures explaining why children with insecure attachment are at more risk of developing emotional and
behavioral problems from a neurological perspective. Meanwhile, even in the best institutions, orphanage care is
not typical caregiving and the employees are in charge of a number of children, it is clear that the caregiving in
orphanage is typical example of insecure attachment. So, the purpose of this study is to examine the effects of
insecure attachment on the children’ brain and to confirm the developmental catch-up effects of the children
whose caring environments were improved. We reviewed neurological literatures on children who reared in
orphanage and adopted from institutions. Results have been shown that major brain regions of insecure
attachment are analyzed as limbic system including amygdala, ventromedial prefrontal cortex and left uncinate
fasciculus. In addition, there was a neural plasticity in white matter volume, corpus callosum volume and
microstructural integrity of corpus callosum. Therefore, children who have attachment disorders such as anxiety
disorder may developed abnormal circuit in limbic System which plays an important role in processing emotional
information. And children who have cognitive disorders such as ADHD may improved when they are provided
good environment.

Key words : Children in orphanage, insecure attachment, cognitive & emotional problems, neurological
explanation, neural plasticity
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