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The papers in this special issue represent a large step forward in understanding adult development 

and development in general. There is still a long way to go. There are many obvious question. As Michael 

F. Mascolo and Kurt W. Fischer (2010) point out, there are domains. Fischer (1980) and myself have 

argued and shown that development is uneven across domains. I have shown in an unpublished paper that 

it is even within the mathematical/logical/physical sciences domain. Many of the measures have not been 

scored using the Model of Hierarchical Complexity (but see Robinett, 2008 for the DIT) and then having 

performance on those measures Rasch Analyzed. This is essential for internal validity. 

 

There are different kinds of validity, Internal, Cross measure, and Eternal. Internal variety can be 

established partially by applying Rasch Analyses, and even stronger if one can characterize the items 

within an instrument with some prior metric. The later fits into the psychophysical rather than just the 

psychometric analysis. Note that this concentrates on the items. Cross measures validity is usually tested 

with factor analysis psychometrically or transfer of training experimentally. Again, this has not been done 

on the proper scale. These concentrated on the participant scores and will be somewhat independent of the 

item validity because of domain differences. There are no big studies in which most of the well worked 

out instruments are given in pairs or triplets so that the factor structure of those instruments may be 

examined. This would help with understanding the domain issue. 

 

There may be method differences in measurement. These have been tested only in a small 

subgroup of measures such as Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, and Thoma (1999) DIT and Colby and Kohlberg’s 

Moral Judgment Test (1987a, 1987b). Georg Lind (1978) also has some data. The methods include open 

ended interviews, structured interview, problems to be solved, preferences of solutions. 

 

 Work on important development scales are also missing in this issue. Dawson’s (2004) Lectical 

Assessment Scale is one such measurement. Another measurement is Fischer & Bidell’s (1998) Cognitive 

Development Scale. Very little has been touched upon about this scale in this issue.  
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Even more urgent are studies across periods in the Eriksonian framework. Those results would 

also have to be Rasch analyzed. As far as I know, there are no generators that characterize the structure or 

some other aspect of the periods that produce the different periods. There seem to be big cohort and 

cultural effects. 

 

The dynamic models suggested by Ross (2008, this issue), Commons (This issue), and Boom 

(this issue) need to be more extensively applied and compared to the mathematic dynamic models of 

cycles of cognitive and brain development (Fischer, 2008). Van Geert (1998) showed how Piaget and 

Vygotsky’s theories can be transformed into a general dynamic model of development. This model could 

also be compared to Ross, Commons and Boom’s dynamic models. These dynamic models could be 

especially applied to study acquisition during stage change. 

 

The relationship between how items and domains are valued and how those values are discounted 

is a new endeavor just getting underway. The exception is Thoma work on stage and action.  

 

Last and most important is External validity. Within stage theories, this has been characterized as 

the stage and action issue. What we need are multiple regression studies with multiple input variables to 

see how well we can predict real world behavior. Most of the current studies just examine just one input 

variable.  
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