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Tests of a Dynamic Systems Account of the A-not-B Error: The Influence
of Prior Experience on the Spatial Memory Abilities of Two-Year-Olds

 

John P. Spencer, Linda B. Smith, and Esther Thelen

 

Recently, Smith, Thelen, and colleagues proposed a dynamic systems account of the Piagetian “A-not-B” error
in which infants’ errors result from general processes that make goal-directed actions to remembered locations.
Based on this account, the A-not-B error should be a general phenomenon, observable in different tasks and at
different points in development. Smith, Thelen, et al.’s proposal was tested using an A-not-B version of a sand-
box task. During three training trials and three “A” trials, 2-year-olds watched as a toy was buried in a
sandbox at Location A. Following a 10-s delay, children searched for the object. Across five experiments, chil-
dren’s (total 

 

N

 

 

 

�

 

 92) performance on the A trials was accurate. After the A trials, children watched as a toy was
hidden at Location B, 8 to 10 inches from Location A. In all experiments, children’s searches after a 10-s delay
were significantly biased in the direction of Location A. Furthermore, this bias toward Location A decreased
with repeated trials to Location B, as well as when children completed fewer trials to Location A. Together,
these data suggest that A-not-B–type errors are pervasive across tasks and development.

 

INTRODUCTION

 

There are experimental phenomena that are so tightly
linked to particular developmental periods that they
both define and are defined by that stage of develop-
ment. Piaget’s (1954) A-not-B error is one of these phe-
nomena. In this task, an infant watches as an object is
hidden at one location—Location A. After a delay of
several seconds, the infant is allowed to search for the
object and typically does so correctly. After several
hidings and findings at Location A, the object is hid-
den at another location—Location B. Infants aged 8 to
10 months routinely reach back to and search at Loca-
tion A for the object just hidden at Location B. For
Piaget, this error defined Stage 4 in the development
of the object concept. The error represented important
progress in that Stage 4 infants searched for hidden
objects; however, it represented significant limitations
in the object concept since object representation was
inextricably linked to the infant’s own past actions.
Since Piaget’s writings on this subject, there have been
a number of alternative explanations of the A-not-B
error in terms of the egocentric representation of
space (e.g., Acredolo, 1985; Bremner, 1978; Bremner &
Bryant, 1977), the immaturity of pre-frontal cortex
(e.g., Diamond, 1990a, 1990b; Diamond & Goldman-
Rakic, 1989), and the fragility of object memory (e.g.,
Munakata, 1998; Munakata, McClelland, Johnson, &
Siegler, 1997), among others. These alternative expla-
nations, like Piaget’s original explanation, emphasize
the unique insights this error provides about the state
of infants’ minds (or brains) at one particular point in
development.

Recently, Smith, Thelen, and colleagues (Smith,

Thelen, Titzer, & McLin, 1999; Thelen, Schöner, Scheier,
& Smith, 2001) proposed an account of the A-not-B
error in terms of the processes that underlie goal-
directed reaching. Importantly, they proposed that the
processes that lead to the error in the A-not-B task are
not specific to a particular point in development but, in-
stead, are general processes that produce goal-directed
actions to remembered locations throughout develop-
ment. According to this dynamic systems account, the
error is the product of the visual and attentional pro-
cesses involved in perceiving the locations of important
objects in the world, motor processes involved in plan-
ning and executing actions that move the hand from a
starting location to a target location, short-term mem-
ory processes involved in maintaining task-relevant
information from second to second in the absence of
salient perceptual cues, and longer-term memory pro-
cesses that store information about past actions. If this
claim is correct, then the A-not-B error should 

 

not

 

 be
specific to a particular task or a particular point in de-
velopment. Instead, this classic error should be one ex-
ample of a broader class of spatial memory errors that
occur in a variety of tasks and at different ages.

In the present study, we provide a first test of this
general claim. The results show that 2-year-olds make
A-not-B–type errors: after repeated hiding and find-
ing events at one location, 2-year-olds’ reaches to a
new hiding location are systematically biased toward
the original location. These data support our conten-
tion that A-not-B–type errors are pervasive in early
development. Furthermore, the results of the present
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study show that 2-year-olds’ spatial memory biases
may originate from trial-to-trial experience in a task,
rather than being given a priori by the structure of the
task space and children’s categorization abilities, as
has been previously thought. Thus, the dynamic sys-
tems explanation of the A-not-B error at one age leads
to novel insights into phenomena thought to index
cognition at a different age.

A Dynamic Systems Account of the A-not-B Error

According to the dynamic systems account pro-
posed by Smith, Thelen, and colleagues (Smith et al.,

1999; Thelen et al., 2001), the A-not-B error is a result
of how infants plan and remember actions to specific
locations in the context of the different events that
happen in the canonical A-not-B task. Figure 1 illus-
trates the central aspects of this account. The upper
panel of Figure 1 captures the second-to-second evo-
lution of an action plan on a typical trial to an A loca-
tion, in this case, the second trial to Location A in the
canonical A-not-B task. The lower panel of Figure 1
shows the evolution of an action plan on the first trial
to a B location.

Action plans in Figure 1 are captured by time-
dependent distributions of “activation” in a 

 

motor plan-

Figure 1 A dynamic systems account of the A-not-B error. Upper panel shows time-dependent changes in the motor planning
field (a) in the context of three inputs (b, c, d) on the second A trial in the canonical A-not-B task. Lower panel shows time-
dependent changes in the motor planning field (e) in the context of the same three inputs (f, g, h) on the first B trial. H � end of
hiding event, R � reaching.
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ning field

 

 (see Figures 1a, 1e), where activation indi-
cates the likelihood that an infant will move to a par-
ticular location at any moment in time. For example,
at Time 1 in Figure 1a, there is slightly more activation
at Location A than Location B. This indicates that the
infant is more likely to reach to Location A than Loca-
tion B at Time 1.

Activation values in the motor planning field are
influenced by three inputs shown at the left in the up-
per panel of Figure 1. The first of these is the 

 

task input

 

(Figure 1b). This represents the stationary location
cues in the task space that specify the different behav-
ioral alternatives. In the task input in Figure 1b, there
are two small activation peaks at the A and B loca-
tions. These represent the two lids covering the A and
B hiding locations. These activation peaks are small
because in the canonical A-not-B task, the lids are not
very salient perceptual cues—they are typically painted
the same dull color as the box on which they rest. The
second input is the 

 

specific input 

 

(Figure 1c). This in-
put captures the phasic visual cue that specifies the
hiding location—the experimenter waving or tap-
ping a toy and hiding it under the A or B lid. The
strong specific input at the A location shown in Figure
1c represents a hiding event at Location A. It is impor-
tant to emphasize that this is a phasic input. The spe-
cific input is only “on” during the hiding event. At
other times during a trial, this input is set to zero acti-
vation. The third input is the 

 

memory input 

 

(Figure
1d). The memory input captures the infant’s memory
of past actions to Location A or Location B. In the
memory input in Figure 1d, there is more activation at
Location A than at Location B. Recall that the trial de-
picted in the upper panel of Figure 1 is the second
trial to the A location. The bias in the memory input
reflects the infant’s memory of the reach to Location A
on the first A trial.

The motor planning field in Figure 1a reflects the
time-dependent integration of the three inputs. At
the start of the A trial in Figure 1a—before any events
have happened—there is activation at both the A and
B locations, with slightly larger activation at Location
A. This reflects the combined task and memory in-
puts. At Time 2, the toy is shown to the infant and hid-
den (H) at Location A. In the presence of strong spe-
cific input, a large peak of activation builds up at
Location A in the motor planning field. This peak of
activation decays during the delay, when the specific
input is set to zero (i.e., when the toy has been hid-
den). Finally, the infant is allowed to reach (R) at Time
7. The infant reaches to Location A at this time be-
cause the A location has the highest activation in the
motor planning field. 

The A-not-B error is depicted in the lower panel of

Figure 1. The three inputs on the first B trial are
shown at the left. The task input in Figure 1f is identi-
cal to the task input in the upper panel, because in the
canonical A-not-B task, the characteristics of the box
and lids are not changed on the first B trial. The spe-
cific input in Figure 1g shows strong activation at the
B location because that is where the toy is hidden. Fi-
nally, the memory input in Figure 1h shows a stronger
bias toward the A location, because in the canonical
A-not-B task, an infant has generally reached to Loca-
tion A many times before the first B trial. Figure 1e
shows how activation in the motor planning field
changes from second to second in the context of these
inputs. At the start of the trial (Time 1), there is stron-
ger activation at the A location, reflecting the bias in
the memory input. Then, the toy is hidden (H) at Lo-
cation B. In the presence of the strong specific input, a
strong peak of activation builds up in the planning
field at the B location. During the delay, this peak de-
cays, and is eventually overtaken by the strong mem-
ory input at the A location. Consequently, when in-
fants are allowed to reach (R), they reach to Location
A and not Location B.

To summarize, according to Smith, Thelen, and
colleagues (Smith et al., 1999; Thelen et al., 2001), the
A-not-B error results from the general processes that
make goal-directed actions to remembered locations
in the context of the events that occur in the canonical
A-not-B task. Specifically, across the A trials, infants
construct a relatively strong, longer-term memory of
the A location. At the start of the first B trial, infants
plan a movement to the B location to retrieve the at-
tractive toy. In the absence of salient perceptual cues
that specify the B location, this plan to move to Loca-
tion B decays during the delay. After several seconds
have passed, a plan to move to Location A—created
and maintained by the longer-term memory of the A
location—begins to dominate. Consequently, infants
reach back to Location A.

It is important to note that none of the processes
that operate in this account are specific to the A-not-B
task or to a particular period in development, even
though the details in Figure 1—the buildup of action
plans from second to second, the characteristics of de-
cay in the planning field, the strength of activation in
the memory input—certainly are. This implies that
A-not-B–type errors should occur across a range of
tasks, provided that some aspects of the canonical A-
not-B task are maintained, such as the memory delay
or the lack of salient visible cues to specify the hiding
locations. Similarly, A-not-B–type errors should oc-
cur across a range of ages, again with the provision
that age-appropriate modifications to the task are
made. For instance, older children might only make
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an A-not-B–type error after many trials to the A loca-
tion or after long delays. Indeed, Diamond and Doar
(1989) found that as age increased, infants could tol-
erate longer delays in an A-not-B task. Specifically, 8-
month-olds performed more accurately in an A-not-B
task following no delay than following a 3-s delay, 10-
month-olds performed better following a 3-s delay
than an 8-s delay, and 12-month-olds performed bet-
ter following an 8-s delay than a 12-s delay.

Testing the Dynamic Systems Account

To test the broader implications of the dynamic
systems account, a variant of the sandbox task from
Huttenlocher, Newcombe, and Sandberg (1994) was
used. On each trial in this task, a child watches as a
small toy is hidden somewhere in a long, rectangular
sandbox. After the toy has been covered up, the ex-
perimenter directs the child’s gaze away from the
hiding location, there is a short delay, and the child is
then allowed to search for the hidden toy. The exper-
imenters record the location of the child’s first contact
with the sand so that they can examine patterns of er-
ror across trials in different experimental conditions.

For example, Huttenlocher and colleagues (1994)
hid toys at nine locations equally distributed through-
out the sandbox. Across trials in this study, 16- to 24-
month-olds showed a systematic pattern of error:
children’s responses were biased toward the center of
the sandbox. For instance, when searching for toys
hidden in the left half of the sandbox, children
searched at locations a few inches away from the ac-
tual hiding locations and in the direction of the center
of the sandbox. Huttenlocher et al. proposed that this
center bias was a result of how young children cate-
gorize locations in the sandbox task. Specifically, chil-
dren treat the sandbox as one large category with a
spatial prototype at the center of the category, that is,
at the center of the sandbox. During recall, children
combine their memory of the target location with this
prototypical location. This leads to a response bias to-
ward the center because all locations are weighted
with the same prototype (for related ideas, see Enge-
bretson & Huttenlocher, 1996; Huttenlocher, Hedges,
& Duncan, 1991; Newcombe, Huttenlocher, Sand-
berg, Lie, & Johnson, 1999; Sandberg, Huttenlocher, &
Newcombe, 1996).

The sandbox task has several attractive features
that make it ideal in the context of the present report.
First, the purpose of this study was to examine par-
allels between the memory errors made by infants
in the A-not-B task and those made by young children
in a different task. The sandbox task is one of the few
tasks that has been used with children as young as 16

months, and even young children enjoy this task.
Consequently, they will tolerate relatively long delays
and are willing to perform a number of trials. Second,
8 to 10-month-old infants reliably make the A-not-B
error if the lids covering the hiding locations—the
task input—are not perceptually salient (e.g., brown
lids on a brown box). The task input in the sandbox
task is even more extreme: there are no salient visible
cues in the sandbox that specify the hiding locations.
The sand itself is homogeneous, the sandbox is large,
making it difficult for children to use the edges as a
frame of reference, and, typically, external landmarks
are concealed by hanging curtains around the lab-
oratory (e.g., Huttenlocher et al., 1994; Newcombe,
Huttenlocher, Drummey, & Wiley, 1998). The homo-
geneity of the sand is also useful in that it allows re-
searchers to measure graded responses by the partici-
pants. Thus, rather than simply recording the presence
or absence of an error, one can measure the magni-
tude of children’s errors in different experimental
conditions.

Finally, according to the dynamic systems account,
there should be a relation between the general pro-
cesses that produce the A-not-B error in infancy and
the processes that produce spatial memory errors in
different, but related, tasks later in development.
Currently, there is a gap in the literature between
studies of spatial memory abilities in infancy and at 2
years of age. Whereas infants’ errors in the A-not-B
task are thought to be informative about the object
concept (e.g., Munakata, 1998; Piaget, 1954), inhibi-
tion of a prepotent response (e.g., Diamond, 1990b),
and so on; 2-year-olds’ errors in the sandbox task are
thought to be indicative of an early form of spatial
categorization, and how young children encode loca-
tions relative to external cues (Newcombe et al.,
1998). If a clear connection can be made between per-
formance in these tasks, it may offer insight not only
into what general processes make goal-directed ac-
tions to remembered locations, but also into how
these general processes change between infancy and
2 years of age.

 

EXPERIMENT 1

 

To test the dynamic systems account of the A-not-B
error, an A-not-B version of the sandbox task was
used to determine whether 2-year-olds make A-not-
B–type errors. The sandbox task was designed to par-
allel the canonical Piagetian A-not-B task (see Smith
et al., 1999). The experimenter sat on one side of the
sandbox; the child sat with a parent on the opposite
side. One hiding location was to the left of center and
the other was to the right of center, from the child’s
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perspective. The task began with several training
trials at Location A. Training was followed by three A
trials in which a toy was completely hidden at Loca-
tion A. Children then completed two B trials in which
a toy was completely hidden at Location B. According
to the dynamic systems account of the A-not-B error,
children should construct a relatively strong memory
of Location A across the training and A trials. Conse-
quently, they should show a bias toward Location A
on the B trials, that is, children should search for the
hidden toy not at the correct location, but at a location
biased in the direction of Location A.

Method

 

Participants.

 

Twelve 2-year-olds participated in
this experiment (

 

M

 

 

 

�

 

 29 months, 

 

range

 

 

 

�

 

 27–31
months; 8 females, 4 males). Children were recruited
from a participant database at Indiana University. All
children were from middle-class, English-speaking
families.

 

Materials.

 

A sandbox 60 inches long, 16 inches
wide, and 18 inches high was constructed from 1-inch
plywood and painted green (see Figure 2). The sand-
box had a false bottom 6 inches from the top edge,
and was filled with 5 inches of sterile play sand. On
the inside wall of the sandbox facing the experi-
menter, there were white markings located at 1-inch
intervals to help the experimenter identify the hiding
locations and to help the scorer code each child’s
reaching responses. These marks could not be seen by
the child. On the outside wall of the sandbox facing
the experimenter, a tape measure served as an addi-
tional guide to the experimenter and scorer. The toys

hidden were approximately 5 cm 

 

�

 

 3 cm and in-
cluded a small purple dinosaur, a toy cupcake, a po-
lice car, and a figurine of a girl.

During the hiding events, the child stood on a mat
marked with two footprints. This mat was placed at
the center of the sandbox. The parent sat in a chair be-
hind the child, and the experimenter sat in a chair
opposite from the child. A scorer sat in a chair behind
the experimenter. All sessions were videotaped to allow
for later coding. The video camera was placed behind
and to the left of the experimenter. Finally, curtains
were hung from the ceiling behind the experimenter
and behind the child to limit the child’s ability to use
external landmarks to help remember the locations of
the hidden toys.

 

Procedure.

 

At the start of the experiment, the par-
ent, child, and experimenter touched and played with
the sand until the child was comfortable with the
sandbox. Then, the child stood on the footprints
aligned with the center of the sandbox and the parent
sat in the chair behind the child. Next, the experi-
menter selected one of the toys and began the training
trials. The training trials served to establish the proce-
dure and purpose of the game for the child and to
build a strong memory of the A location. The proce-
dure on the training trials mimicked what happens in
the canonical A-not-B task (see Smith et al., 1999). On
the first training trial (T1), the object was placed at an
A location on top of the sand, while the parent
hugged the child to prevent her from reaching for the
toy. As soon as the toy was in position, the child was
released by the parent and allowed to retrieve the toy.
On Trial T2, the child was once again placed on the
footprints and hugged by the parent as the toy was
placed at Location A. This time, however, the toy was
buried in the sand so that only its top was visible. Im-
mediately after the toy was positioned, the parent re-
leased the child, who then retrieved the toy. The final
training trial (T3) was identical to the first two trials
except that the experimenter completely buried the
toy at Location A in a way that left indentations in the
sand that clearly marked the toy’s location. Once
again, the child was allowed to search immediately
after placement of the toy.

Three A trials followed the training trials. (In the
canonical A-not-B task, what we refer to as the first A
trial is generally considered to be part of the training
period. This is followed by 

 

two

 

 A trials. Given that all
three A trials are identical, we have chosen to group
these trials together to allow for a more complete
analysis of performance to the A location.) These A
trials were identical to the training trials, with three
exceptions: (1) extra care was taken to ensure that the
child attended to and watched the hiding event, (2)

Figure 2 Experimental setup. Position of the child, parent,
experimenter, coder, and video camera are shown relative to
the rectangular sandbox. A and B mark two possible hiding lo-
cations. The left edge of the sandbox was at �30 inches from
the child’s perspective; the right edge of the sandbox was at 30
inches. The center of the sandbox is at 0. Curtains (wavy lines)
were hung to prevent the use of external landmarks as memory
aids in the task.
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the object was completely hidden at the A location
and smoothed over with sand so that no telltale
marks remained, and (3) a delay of 3 s was imposed
between the end of the hiding event and the moment
when the parent released the child. During this delay,
the parent restrained the child and the experimenter
used a puppet or called the child’s name to direct vi-
sual attention away from the sand and toward the ex-
perimenter’s face. After the 3-s delay, the child was al-
lowed to search for the hidden object. If the child did
not find the toy after roughly 10 to 20 s, the experi-
menter helped the child uncover the toy.

Two B trials followed the A trials. The B trials were
identical to the A trials, with two exceptions: (1) the
toy was hidden at a new location 10 inches from the A
location, and (2) the delay was increased to 10 s.

It is important to note that different delays were
used on the A and B trials to increase the strength of
children’s longer term memory of the A location and,
consequently, the likelihood that they would make A-
not-B–type errors. According to the dynamic systems
account, activation in the planning field decays dur-
ing the memory delay. Thus, at shorter delays on an A
trial, there will be greater activation at Location A and,
consequently, a stronger longer term memory of Lo-
cation A. A longer delay was used on the B trials to in-
crease the likelihood that the stronger memory of A
would influence children’s responses, that is, to in-
crease the likelihood of A-not-B–type errors. Recall
that Diamond and Doar (1989) found that 12-month-
olds performed better following an 8-s delay in an A-
not-B task than following a 12-s delay. Based on these
data, we expected that 2-year-olds would tolerate a
10-s delay on the B trials.

 

Experimental design.

 

Toys were hidden at one of
two possible locations: 

 

�

 

5 inches (5 inches to the left
of center from the child’s perspective) and 5 inches (5
inches to the right of center from the child’s perspec-
tive). The position of the A and B locations was coun-
terbalanced across children such that Location A was
to the left of center (

 

�

 

5 inches) for half the children
and to the right of center (5 inches) for the other half
(see Figure 3).

 

Behavioral scoring.

 

All sessions were videotaped in
such a way that the marking tapes were clearly vis-
ible. On each trial during the experiment, the scorer,
who sat behind the experimenter, scored the position
of the child’s hand at first contact with the sand to the
nearest 1-inch mark on the tapes. A second scorer,
naive to the hypotheses, scored each response using
the videotapes. The largest single deviation between
the two scorers was 1 inch. The mean deviation (abso-
lute value) was .3 inches (

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

 .29 inches). The on-line
scorer’s values were used in all statistical analyses.

Results and Discussion

Children were very accurate when searching for
toys on the A trials. Data from these trials at each hid-
ing location are shown in Figure 3. Distance errors on
the A trials were less than 1 inch at both hiding loca-
tions (

 

�

 

5 inches). A Condition (Location A at 5
inches, Location A at 

 

�

 

5 inches) 

 

�

 

 Trial (A1, A2, A3)
ANOVA, with Condition as a between-subjects factor
and Trial as a within-subjects factor, revealed no sig-
nificant effects. Nevertheless, there appeared to be a
small bias toward the center of the sandbox on the A
trials: the mean distance error to the 

 

�

 

5-inch target
was positive (

 

M

 

 

 

�

 

 .89 inches; 

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

 2.68 inches) or to-
ward the center; the mean distance error to the 5-inch
target was negative (

 

M

 

 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

.17 inches; 

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

 2.33
inches) or toward the center. To determine whether
these effects differed significantly from zero, a one-
sample 

 

t

 

 test was conducted on the A data from each
condition. This yielded no significant effects, indicat-
ing that the biases toward the center of the sandbox
were not statistically reliable.

Children’s performance on the A trials was consid-
erably more accurate than 2-year-olds’ performance
in the study by Huttenlocher et al. (1994). In that
study, 2-year-olds searched for toys hidden at differ-
ent locations on each trial. The mean distance error
when toys were hidden at 

 

�

 

6 inches from the center
position (the locations closest to the ones used here)
was 2.1 inches (

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

 3.72 inches) as compared with .36
inches in this study (

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

 2.53 inches). Thus, repeat-
edly searching for an object at the same location during
three training trials appears to strengthen the memory
of this location, thereby improving performance on

Figure 3 Mean distance errors in Experiment 1 across the
three A trials (striped bars) and two B trials (solid bars) for
each layout of A and B locations (see upper and lower panels).
Positive scores indicate errors to the child’s right; negative
scores indicate errors to the child’s left. The figure is scaled to
the lateral dimensions of the sandbox (60 inches). Position 0
(zero) indicates the center of the sandbox.
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subsequent A trials. Note that this effect is consistent
with the prototype model proposed by Huttenlocher et
al. (1991). According to that model, repeatedly searching
for an object at the same location should strengthen
children’s “fine-grained” memory of the location,
thereby decreasing their reliance on categorical (i.e.,
prototypical) information.

On the B trials, there was a clear response bias to-
ward the A locations. As can be seen in Figure 3, when
B was at 

 

�

 

5 inches, children searched for the hidden
toy near the center of the sandbox—roughly 5 inches
away from the correct location and in the direction of
the A location. A Condition (Location B at 

 

�

 

5 inches,
Location B at 5 inches) 

 

�

 

 Trial (B1, B2) ANOVA re-
vealed a significant main effect of Condition, 

 

F

 

(1, 10) 

 

�

 

31.54, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001. No other effects were significant.
Thus, as predicted by the dynamic systems account,
2-year-olds made an A-not-B–type error in the sand-
box task, that is, their search was systematically bi-
ased toward a location at which they had previously
searched.

Nevertheless, the magnitude of the errors on the B
trials raises questions about whether children’s re-
sponses are truly being pulled toward Location A or
whether these responses are biased toward the center
of the sandbox, as reported by Huttenlocher et al.
(1994). Two factors argue against the second interpre-
tation. First, on the majority of B trials across condi-
tions, children’s mean responses 

 

overshot

 

 the center of
the sandbox in the direction of the A location: when
Location A was at 

 

�

 

5 inches, children overshot the
center by 1.3 inches on Trial B1 and .6 inches on Trial
B2; when Location A was at 5 inches, children over-
shot the center by .7 inches on Trial B1. If children’s re-
sponses were biased toward a prototypical location at
the center of the sandbox, it is not clear why they
would overshoot the spatial prototype. Second, the
magnitude of the errors in the present experiment
was considerably larger than that of the errors toward
the center of the sandbox in Huttenlocher et al. (1994).
As mentioned above, the average error toward the
center of the sandbox from 

 

�

 

6 inches in Huttenlocher
et al.’s study was 2.1 inches. The mean error on the B
trials in this experiment was 5.6 inches. This occurred
despite children’s very accurate performance on the
A trials. They clearly could be accurate in the task, but
were not.

Although several factors argue against the idea
that children’s responses were biased toward the cen-
ter of the sandbox, it is important to note that a bias
toward Location A and a bias toward the center of the
sandbox are not mutually exclusive. Children are sen-
sitive to multiple location cues in the sandbox task
(see Huttenlocher et al., 1994; Newcombe et al., 1998).

Thus, it is possible that children’s responses are biased
toward both locations (i.e., Location A and the cen-
ter). To test these alternative possibilities, we con-
ducted a second experiment in which the A and B hid-
ing locations were positioned in either the left or the
right half of the sandbox.

 

EXPERIMENT 2

 

The goal of the second experiment was to determine
if children’s responses in Experiment 1 were biased
toward the A location, toward the center of the sand-
box, or toward both locations. There were four condi-
tions in this experiment. In two conditions, Location
B was in the left half of the sandbox; in the other two
conditions, Location B was in the right half of the
sandbox. The A locations were always 8 inches from
B. In two conditions, Location A was “inside” Loca-
tion B, or closer to the center of the sandbox. In the
other two conditions, Location A was “outside” Loca-
tion B, or farther from the center of the sandbox.

If children’s responses on the B trials in Experi-
ment 1 were pulled toward Location A, then B re-
sponses in the present experiment should be pulled
toward Location A with the same magnitude across
all four conditions. If children’s responses on the B
trials in Experiment 1 were pulled toward the center
of the sandbox, then B trial responses here should be
pulled toward the center in all conditions. Finally, if
children’s responses on the B trials are influenced by
both the memory of previous reaches to the A location

 

and

 

 the center of the sandbox, responses in the present
experiment should be pulled toward Location A more
strongly when Location A is inside Location B (and
both biases are in the same direction) than when Lo-
cation A is outside Location B (and the biases are in
opposite directions).

Method

 

Participants.

 

Twenty-eight 2-year-olds participated
in Experiment 2 (

 

M

 

 

 

�

 

 27.4 months, 

 

range

 

 

 

�

 

 26–29
months; 14 females, 14 males). Seven additional chil-
dren participated but their data was not used in the
final analyses—4 because they refused to touch the
sand, 2 because they always searched for objects by
sweeping their hand over a large distance, and 1 be-
cause of experimenter error. Children were recruited
from a participant database at Indiana University. All
children were from middle-class, English-speaking
families.

 

Materials, procedure, and behavioral scoring.

 

The ma-
terials and procedure were identical to those in Ex-
periment 1. All sessions were videotaped and scored
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by two coders as in Experiment 1. The largest single
deviation between the two coders was 1 inch. The
mean deviation (absolute value) was .2 inches (

 

SD

 

 

 

�

 

.21 inches). The on-line scorer’s values were used in
all statistical analyses.

 

Experimental design.

 

Children were randomly as-
signed to one of four conditions. In all conditions, the
A and B locations were separated by 8 inches; how-
ever, the positions of these locations in the sandbox
varied (see Figure 4). In the first two conditions, the
A and B locations were in the left half of the sandbox,
with Location B at 

 

�

 

10 inches and Location A vary-
ing across the two conditions. In the 

 

�

 

18 condition,
Location A was at 

 

�

 

18 inches, and in the 

 

�

 

2 condi-
tion, it was at 

 

�

 

2 inches. In the third and fourth con-
ditions, the A and B locations were in the right half of
the sandbox, with Location B at 10 inches. Once
again, the A location varied: In the 

 

�

 

2 condition, Lo-
cation A was at 2 inches; in the 

 

�

 

18 condition, it was
at 18 inches.

Results and Discussion

As in Experiment 1, children’s responses were very
accurate on the A trials. This was the case across all
four conditions, despite the fact that the absolute A lo-
cation in the sandbox varied across 36 inches. Figure 4
shows children’s errors on the A trials. In all condi-
tions, these errors were less than 1 inch. A Condition
(4) 

 

�

 

 Trial (3) ANOVA revealed no significant effects.
Furthermore, 

 

t

 

 tests indicated that the errors on the A
trials in each condition did not differ significantly from
zero. Thus, three training trials to Location A appeared
to eliminate the bias toward the center of the sandbox
reported by Huttenlocher et al. (1994).

The critical question was how children would re-

spond across conditions on the B trials. In all four con-
ditions, children reached back toward Location A on
these trials (see Figure 4). However, the magnitude of
the error toward Location A depended on whether
Location A was inside or outside Location B (i.e., to-
ward the center of the sandbox or away from the cen-
ter in relation to Location B). When Location A was
outside Location B, children’s biases toward the A lo-
cation were smaller. A Condition (4) 

 

�

 

 Trial (2) ANOVA
confirmed this effect: there was a significant main ef-
fect for Condition, 

 

F

 

(3, 24) 

 

�

 

 38.21, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001. No other
effects were significant. Post hoc analyses, Tukeys
honestly significant difference (HSD), 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .01, estab-
lished that the magnitude of the error on the B trials
was smaller when Location A was outside Location B.
Nevertheless, follow-up 

 

t

 

 tests confirmed that the er-
rors toward Location A in each condition differed sig-
nificantly from zero, Condition 

 

�

 

18: 

 

t

 

(6) 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

2.32, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

.05; Condition 

 

�

 

2: 

 

t

 

(6) 

 

�

 

 8.76, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001; Condition 

 

�

 

2:

 

t

 

(6) 

 

�

 

 

 

�

 

10.46, 

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .001; Condition 

 

�

 

18: 

 

t

 

(6) 

 

�

 

 2.30,

 

p

 

 

 

�

 

 .05. Thus, children’s responses on the B trials
were significantly biased toward Location A, but the
magnitude of this bias varied systematically as a func-
tion of where A and B were located in the sandbox.

These data demonstrate that, following a short de-
lay, children’s memory of a single location is biased
toward a location repeatedly moved to in the past.
This bias remains even when the previously moved-
to location is 

 

away

 

 from the center of the sandbox.
Thus, data from the present experiment replicate the
findings from Experiment 1 and support our proposal
that A-not-B–type errors are the product of general
processes that make goal-directed actions to remem-
bered locations. Furthermore, the biases away from
the center of the sandbox found in this experiment are
the first such biases reported using the sandbox task.
These biases suggest that factors other than the loca-
tion of the center of the sandbox may have a profound
influence on 2-year-olds’ location memory.

In addition to being pulled toward a location re-
peatedly moved to in the past (i.e., Location A), chil-
dren’s responses were affected by a second factor—
the pull toward the center of the sandbox reported by
Huttenlocher et al. (1994). When these two factors
were in the same direction in relation to Location B
(Condition 

 

�

 

2, Condition 

 

�

 

2), children made large
errors toward the A location. When these two factors
were in opposite directions from Location B (Condi-
tions 

 

�18, Condition �18), children made smaller er-
rors toward Location A. These data indicate that both
factors modulate children’s memory responses, but
the pull toward a previously moved-to location is
stronger than the pull toward the center of the sand-
box. This is informative because the majority of

Figure 4 Mean distance errors in Experiment 2 across the
three A trials (striped bars) and two B trials (solid bars) for four
layouts of A and B locations. Positive scores indicate errors to the
child’s right; negative scores indicate errors to the child’s left. The
figure is scaled to the lateral dimensions of the sandbox (60
inches). Position 0 (zero) indicates the center of the sandbox.
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studies that have used the sandbox task have focused
primarily on the bias toward the center of the sand-
box, whereas the data from this study indicate that
not only is children’s memory for location in this task
affected by other factors, but these other factors have
a more dramatic effect on children’s responses.

Nevertheless, there is an alternative interpretation
of these results. As suggested by Huttenlocher et al.
(1994), 2-year-olds may encode locations near to them
differently from those that are far away. Specifically,
when Location A is far away (�18 inches), children
might encode Location A as being closer to the center
of the sandbox than it actually is. If this were the case,
Location B would be perceived as relatively close to
Location A. Consequently, there might be a relatively
small pull toward Location A. In contrast, when Loca-
tion A is nearby (�2 inches), children might encode
Location A and the distance between Locations A and
B more accurately. With this greater perceived dis-
tance, there might be a stronger pull toward Location
A and, consequently, larger errors on the B trials. Ex-
periment 3 examined whether children show stronger
biases toward A locations relatively near to where
they are standing, regardless of whether these nearby
locations are close to the center of the sandbox.

EXPERIMENT 3

The primary goal of Experiment 3 was to test two al-
ternative accounts of the differential pull toward Lo-
cation A on the B trials in Experiment 2 when A was
far from versus near the center of the sandbox. Accord-
ing to the first account, this effect was caused by the
pull toward the center of the sandbox reported by Hut-
tenlocher et al. (1994); according to the second account,
the effect was caused by children’s underestimation of
distances far from where they were standing.

To test these alternative accounts, children’s posi-
tion relative to the A and B locations was manipu-
lated. In the child–center conditions, children stood at
the center of the sandbox, as in Experiments 1 and 2.
In the child–side conditions, children stood halfway
between Locations A and B, which were positioned in
the left half or right half of the sandbox. If children’s
differential responses toward Location A are caused
by a pull toward the center of the sandbox, then there
should be no differences in the error toward the A lo-
cation on the B trials across the child–center and
child–side conditions. Alternatively, if children have
a tendency to underestimate locations far away from
them, and if this, in turn, causes a weaker pull toward
Location A, then response biases toward Location A
on the B trials should be weaker in the child–center
condition than in the child–side condition.

Huttenlocher and colleagues (1994) used the
child–center versus child–side manipulation to test
whether the center bias they reported was due to un-
derestimation effects. They found no significant ef-
fects for moving children away from the center, which
suggests that the center bias was caused by how chil-
dren use location cues such as the edges of the sand-
box to remember locations over short-term delays.
Although these results suggest that 2-year-olds do
not underestimate distance of locations in the sand-
box task, it is possible that the differential pull toward
the A location in Experiment 2 was caused by under-
estimation effects, even though the bias toward the
center, reported by Huttenlocher and colleagues, is
not.

In addition to the primary goal of the present
study, there were several secondary goals. In all con-
ditions, Location A was at �15 inches and Location B
was at �5 inches. Location A was positioned outside
Location B in an attempt to replicate the bias away
from the center of the sandbox demonstrated in Ex-
periment 2. In addition, the B locations from Experi-
ment 1 were used (�5 inches) to see if the bias toward
the center of the sandbox reported in that experiment
could be reversed. Positioning Location B close to the
center of the sandbox also allowed us to test whether
the pull toward the A location was consistently stron-
ger than the bias toward the center of the sandbox. If
children treat the sandbox as one category with a pro-
totype at the center, then they might be less influ-
enced by the pull toward Location A when Location B
is near this prototypical location.

Finally, in the previous two experiments, we no-
ticed that errors toward Location A tended to be
smaller on the second versus the first B trial. Al-
though this trend was not statistically significant, it is
consistent with data showing that the pull toward Lo-
cation A in the A-not-B task decreases with repeated
reaches to Location B (Smith et al., 1999). Thus, in Ex-
periment 3, we added a third B trial to see if the re-
duced pull toward Location A across the B trials
would become statistically reliable.

Method

Participants. Twenty-four 2-year-olds participated
in this experiment (M � 28.5 months, range � 24–31
months; 14 females, 10 males). Children were re-
cruited from a participant database at Indiana Uni-
versity. All children were from middle-class, English-
speaking families.

Materials, procedure, and behavioral scoring. The ma-
terials, procedure, and method used to score each
child’s responses were identical to those of Experi-
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ments 1 and 2. The largest single deviation between the
two scorers was 1 inch. The mean deviation (absolute
value) was .32 inches (SD � .29 inches). The on-line
scorer’s values were used in all statistical analyses.

Experimental design. Children were randomly as-
signed to one of four conditions in a full factorial de-
sign. In all conditions, the A and B locations were sep-
arated by 10 inches as in Experiment 1, but we varied
where these locations were positioned in the sand-
box. In half the conditions, Location A was at �15
inches and Location B was at �5 inches, while in the
other half, Location A was at 15 inches and Location B
was at 5 inches. We also varied where the children
were positioned during the hiding events. Half the
children were assigned to the child–center condition.
These children stood at zero inches—the center of the
sandbox. The remaining children were assigned to
the child–side condition. These children stood 10
inches from the center of the sandbox (�10 inches),
halfway between the A and B locations.

Results and Discussion

In contrast to the results of Experiments 1 and 2,
children made relatively large errors on the A trials in
Experiment 3. These data are shown in Figure 5. When
Location A was to the left of center (upper panel),
children’s mean error was 1.86 inches (SD � 3.37
inches); when Location A was to the right of center
(lower panel), children’s mean error was �2.41 inches
(SD � 3.64 inches). These errors were toward the cen-
ter of the sandbox at both A locations. Data from the A
trials were analyzed in a Condition (child–center,
child–side) � Location (�15 inches) � Trial (A1, A2)
ANOVA. The analysis revealed a main effect for Lo-
cation only, F(1, 20) � 14.19, p � .001. No other effects
approached significance. Follow-up t tests confirmed
that the errors on the A trials differed significantly
from zero: Position �15, t(11) � 2.56, p � .05; Position
15, t(11) � �2.76, p � .01. Thus, these results repli-
cated two effects reported in Huttenlocher et al.
(1994): 2-year-olds’ responses were biased toward the
center of the sandbox, and this bias was not influ-
enced by where children stood during hiding and
search. In contrast to Experiments 1 and 2, children
made relatively large errors on the A trials in Experi-
ment 3 and their responses were more variable. It is
not clear why children’s responses differed across
these experiments.

On the B trials, children’s responses were pulled
toward the A locations, even though the A locations
were away from the center of the sandbox (Figure 5).
When Location B was to the left of center, children’s
mean response error was �2.67 inches (SD � 3.11

inches), that is, toward the A location, and when B
was to the right of center, the mean response error
was 2.78 inches (SD � 4.30 inches), that is, again to-
ward Location A. Data from the B trials were ana-
lyzed in a Condition (child–center, child–side) � Lo-
cation (�5 inches) � Trial (B1, B2, B3) ANOVA. There
was a significant main effect for location, F(1, 20) �
20.21, p � .001, indicating that children’s responses
were pulled toward Location A in the �5-inch condi-
tions. In addition, there was a significant Location �
Trial interaction, F(2, 40) � 7.79, p � .001. The magni-
tude of children’s errors toward Location A decreased
across the three B trials when Location B was at �5
inches (B1: M � �3.33 inches, SD � 2.77 inches; B2:
M � �2.92 inches, SD � 2.75 inches; B3: M � 1.75
inches, SD � 3.74 inches) and when Location B was at
5 inches (B1: M � 5.17 inches, SD � 3.83 inches; B2:
M � 2.33 inches, SD � 4.40 inches; B3: M � .83 inches,
SD � 3.79 inches). No other effects reached signifi-
cance. Thus, children’s response errors on both the A
and B trials did not differ significantly depending on
where they stood relative to the A and B locations.

Results from the present experiment suggest that
the differential pull toward Location A in Experiment
2 was not caused by children’s underestimation of lo-
cations far from where they were standing. Instead,
this differential pull was the result of two factors:
children’s responses were pulled toward a location
repeatedly moved to in the past and toward the cen-
ter of the sandbox. When these two factors competed
(i.e., when Location A was outside Location B), 2-
year-olds made 2- to 3-inch errors toward Location A
on the B trials (see Figures 4 and 5). When these two
factors cooperated (when Location A was inside Lo-

Figure 5 Mean distance errors in Experiment 3 across the
three A trials (striped bars) and three B trials (solid bars) for
each layout of A and B locations. Positive scores indicate er-
rors to the child’s right; negative scores indicate errors to the
child’s left. The figure is scaled to the lateral dimensions of the
sandbox (60 inches). Position 0 (zero) indicates the center of
the sandbox.
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cation B), 2-year-olds made 5- to 7-inch errors toward
Location A on the B trials (see Figures 3 and 4). Data
from Experiment 2 and Experiment 3 also demon-
strate that the pull toward Location A on the B trials
was consistently stronger than the center bias. Re-
gardless of how close Location B was to the center of
the sandbox, children erred toward Location A.

Finally, the reduction in error across the three B trials
is consistent with data from Smith et al. (1999) show-
ing that 8- to 10-month-olds are less likely to be
pulled toward Location A in the A-not-B task once
they have reached to B. These data emphasize the
experience-dependent nature of location memory
errors. On the first B trial—after reaching toward the
A location six times—children’s location memory
is strongly biased toward location A. On the second
B trial, this bias is weakened by the just-previous
trial: having seen a toy hidden at Location B once be-
fore, and having reached toward Location B once
before, children are more adept at overriding the pull
toward Location A. On the third B trial, the bias toward
Location A is weakened even more, and children’s re-
sponses are much more accurate. It is important to
note that the processes that underlie the reduction in
error on the B trials are not specific to the B trials. These
same general processes produce accurate searches to
Location A following the three training trials.

EXPERIMENT 4

In the previous three experiments, we established
that, as predicted by the dynamic systems account of
the Piagetian A-not-B error, 2-year-olds’ location mem-
ory responses are biased toward a previously moved-
to location in the sandbox task. The final two experi-
ments tested two additional predictions of the dy-
namic systems account.

Recently, Smith and colleagues (1999) established
that 8- to 10-month-old infants are more likely to
make the A-not-B error as the number of repeated
reaches to Location A increases (see also Marcovitch
& Zelazo, 1999). This is in contrast to several reviews
that have concluded that the likelihood of the error is
not modified by the number of reaches to Location A
(e.g., Butterworth, 1977; Wellman, Cross, & Bartsch,
1987). In Experiment 4, the generality of the Smith et
al. results was tested. According to the dynamic sys-
tems account, infants are sensitive to repetition at the
A location because with each hiding and finding
event at Location A, the longer term memory of Loca-
tion A becomes stronger. Consequently, there is a
greater pull toward Location A on the B trials. If the
buildup of strong location memories through repeti-
tion is a general process common to different periods

of development and different tasks, then 2-year-olds
should be influenced by the amount of repetition at
Location A in the sandbox task.

In Experiment 4, the number of times 2-year-olds
searched for toys at an A location was manipulated.
All children completed three training trials at Loca-
tion A as in Experiments 1 through 3. After training,
one group of children completed one A trial (Condi-
tion 1A) before the B trials, while a second group
completed three A trials (Condition 3A) as in Experi-
ments 1 through 3. If the pull toward Location A ob-
served in the previous experiments depends on the
strength of the memory of the A location, and if the
strength of this memory increases with repetition, then
children in the 1A condition should show smaller
biases toward Location A on the B trials than children
in the 3A condition. All children completed three B
trials as in Experiment 3. This allowed us to examine
whether the reduced pull toward Location A across the
B trials reported in Experiment 3 was a replicable effect.

Method

Participants. Twelve children participated in this
experiment (M � 20.4 months, range � 18–24 months;
6 females, 6 males). Children were recruited from a
participant database at Indiana University. All children
were from middle-class, English-speaking families.

Materials and behavioral scoring. The materials and
the method used to score each child’s responses were
identical to those used in the previous experiments.
The largest single deviation between the two scorers
was 2 inches. The mean deviation (absolute value) was
.5 inches (SD � .39 inches). The on-line scorer’s values
were used in all statistical analyses.

Experimental design and procedure. Children were ran-
domly assigned to one of two conditions. Children in
the 1A condition received three training trials as de-
scribed in Experiment 1. The training trials were fol-
lowed by one A trial and three B trials. Children in the
3A condition received the same training; however,
training was followed by three A trials and three B trials.
Because the primary concern in this study was how
the relative pull toward Location A on the B trials
changed across the 1A and 3A conditions, the A and B
locations were counterbalanced across participants
(rather than across conditions). For half the children
in each condition, the A and B locations were in the
left half of the sandbox (at �18 and �10 inches, re-
spectively), and for the remaining half, the A and B lo-
cations were in the right half of the sandbox (at 10 and
18 inches, respectively). In addition, for half of the
children in each condition, Location A was to the left
of Location B (at �18 or 10 inches), and for the re-
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maining half, Location A was to the right of Location
B (at �10 or 18 inches). Finally, because it was ob-
served in Experiment 3 that several children got tired
of the task by the end of the third B trial, and given the
primary interest in performance on the B trials in the
present experiment, the delay on the A trials was
eliminated. This shortened the task, making it a bit
easier for the children to complete.

Results and Discussion

Given that the absolute locations of A and B were
counterbalanced across participants, modifications
were made as to how errors were measured in the
present experiment. Rather than measure the abso-
lute direction of children’s errors (i.e., toward the left
or right edge of the sandbox), children’s relative er-
rors toward A were measured. Specifically, positive
errors indicated an error in the direction of Location A
relative to Location B. For example, if Location A was
at �18 inches and Location B was at �10 inches, a
positive error would be in the direction of A, that is,
toward the left edge of the sandbox from the child’s
perspective. Alternatively, if Location A was at 18
inches and Location B was at 10 inches, a positive er-
ror would be in the direction of A, that is, toward the
right edge of the sandbox.

Children in the 1A condition made larger errors on
the A trial (M � �2.17 inches, SD � 2.56 inches) than
did children in the 3A condition on three A trials
(Trial A1: M � .5 inches, SD � .55 inches; Trial A2:
M � .3 inches, SD � .52 inches; Trial A3: M � .3 inches,
SD � .52 inches). The mean error on the A trial(s) is
shown in Figure 6 for both conditions. Leftward er-
rors in this figure indicate errors in the direction of
Location A; rightward errors indicate errors in the di-
rection of Location B. An independent-samples t test
comparing performance on the first A trial (A1) across
conditions revealed a small but statistically signifi-
cant difference, t(10) � 2.49, p � .05. Similarly, there
was a small but statistically significant difference in
performance across conditions on the final A trial
(Trial A1 in Condition 1A and Trial A3 in Condition
3A), t(10) � 2.34, p � .05. Next, we examined whether
errors on the A trial(s) differed significantly from
zero. This was not the case: A trial errors in the 1A
condition, t(5) � �2.07, ns; A1 errors in the 3A condi-
tion, t(5) � 2.24, ns; A3 errors in the 3A condition,
t(5) � 1.58, ns. Thus, although there was a small dif-
ference in performance on the A trial(s) across condi-
tions, children were generally accurate on these trials,
as in the previous experiments.

The critical question in this experiment was
whether the different number of A trials across condi-

tions would have an effect on the pull toward Loca-
tion A on the B trials. As can be seen in the upper
panel of Figure 6, children were not consistently
pulled toward Location A on the B trials in the 1A
condition. As in the previous experiments, however,
children were reliably pulled toward Location A in
the 3A condition (see Figure 6, lower panel). A two-
way ANOVA with condition (2) and trials (3) as fac-
tors revealed a significant main effect for Condition,
F(1, 10) � 6.64, p � .05, confirming that there was sig-
nificantly less error toward Location A in the 1A con-
dition. Follow-up t tests indicated that the small pull
toward Location A on the B trials in the 1A condition
did not differ significantly from zero, t(17) � .41, ns,
but the bias toward Location A in the 3A condition
did, t(17) � 5.82, p � .001. Finally, in addition to the
effect for condition, there was a significant effect for
trial, F(2, 10) � 5.03, p � .05. As in Experiment 3, there
was a significant reduction in the pull toward Loca-
tion A across the three B trials. This effect was partic-
ularly prominent in the 3A condition (B1: M � 6.00
inches, SD � 2.53 inches; B2: M � 5.83 inches, SD �
3.37 inches; B3: M � 1.50 inches, SD � 1.52 inches),
but there was also a reduction in error in the 1A con-
dition (B1: M � .33 inches, SD � 5.82 inches; B2: M �
2.30 inches, SD � 4.23 inches; B3: M � �1.30 inches,
SD � 3.67 inches).

In summary, data from the present experiment
demonstrated that the strength of the pull toward Lo-

Figure 6 Mean distance errors in Experiment 4 across the
three A trials (striped bars) and three B trials (solid bars) in the 1A
condition (upper panel) and 3A condition (lower panel). The
distance between Locations A and B is to scale (8 inches); how-
ever, the labels along the x-axis do not indicate the absolute lo-
cations of A and B in the sandbox because these locations were
counterbalanced across conditions. Leftward errors indicate
errors toward Location A; rightward errors indicate errors
away from Location A.
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cation A reported in Experiments 1 through 3 de-
pended on the number of reaches to the A location.
Because 2-year-olds repeatedly observed hiding events
at Location A and found a toy at this location, their
memory of Location A became stronger and more ac-
curate. Consequently, children’s responses were more
strongly biased toward Location A on the B trials.
These results are consistent with data from Smith et
al. (1999), which show that 8- to 10-month-old infants
are sensitive to repetition at Location A in the A-not-B
task. Thus, once again, the data reported here suggest
that the processes that underlie location memory bi-
ases in the A-not-B task are not confined to one period
in early development or to the canonical Piagetian
A-not-B task.

EXPERIMENT 5

The A-not-B task and the sandbox task used in Ex-
periments 1 through 4 placed children in an odd
situation. Children were confronted with a task
space with few salient location cues, and they
watched hiding events and found attractive toys at
one location—the A location—many times before
anything interesting happened elsewhere in the task
space. This raises a fundamental question: were the
location memory errors children made in these tasks
quirky errors that occurred only after repeated reach-
ing to the same hiding location? If so, this would
place constraints on the generality of the processes
central to the dynamic systems account. In Experi-
ments 1 through 4, it was demonstrated that 2-year-
olds made A-not-B–type errors in the sandbox task
when the procedure mirrored what happens in the
canonical A-not-B situation. Experiment 5 diverged
from the canonical A-not-B procedure to test whether
the pull toward Location A could be generalized to
cases in which the A location was not fixed, but var-
ied from trial to trial.

According to the dynamic systems account, chil-
dren’s longer term memory of the A location can be
captured by distributions of “activation” centered at
Location A, where activation indicates the likelihood
that a child will search at any given location (see also
Kopecz & Schöner, 1995; Schöner, Dose, & Engels,
1995; Thelen et al., 2001). For instance, in Figure 7A,
the smallest distribution indicates how a child might
represent a hiding and finding event at 10 inches (the
A location). With repeated hiding and search events
at Location A, the strength of activation increases
such that by the final A trial, the child’s longer term
memory of the A location is quite strong. Conse-
quently, there is a strong pull toward Location A on
the B trials.

Given the graded nature of the memory of A pro-
posed by the dynamic systems account, children
should show a bias toward Location A on the B trials
even when Location A is not fixed, but instead varies
from trial to trial. Consider, for example, the follow-
ing sequence of trials distributed around an average A
location at 10 inches: T1 at 6 inches, T2 at 12 inches, T3
at 8 inches, A1 at 14 inches, and A2 at 10 inches. This

Figure 7 (A) Buildup of activation in longer-term memory
across three training trials (T1–3) and two A trials (A1 and A2)
when toys were hidden at 10 inches. Solid line � activation at
end of Trial A2. Arrow indicates hiding location. (B) Buildup
of activation in longer-term memory when toys were hidden at
variable locations (see arrows). Dotted lines � activation gen-
erated by each trial. Solid line � activation at end of Trial A2
with variable hiding locations. Dash-dot line � activation at
end of Trial A2 with fixed hiding locations. (C) Same as (B), but
activation generated by each hiding event (dotted lines) is
more broadly distributed.
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sequence is captured by the overlapping distributions
in Figure 7B, each centered at a different target loca-
tion. The resulting activation after the final A trial is
represented by the solid line. For comparison, the dot-
ted line shows the resultant activation when Location
A is fixed. As can be seen in Figure 7B, the strength of
the longer term memory of the average A location is
weaker than in the fixed condition, but this activation
may still be large enough to produce a bias toward
Location A on the B trials. Indeed, if the memory of
each location is even more broadly distributed, the
pull toward the average A location may be rather
strong. This is shown in Figure 7C. The overlapping
distributions in this figure are centered at the same
hiding locations as in Figure 7B. The only difference is
that the memory of each location is distributed more
broadly than in the middle panel. Consequently, the
difference between the resulting activation after the
final A trial in the fixed and variable conditions is less
noticeable. Thus, the pull toward the average A loca-
tion on the B trials would be comparable to the pull
toward Location A in the fixed condition.

Experiment 5 examined if A-not-B–type errors
generalize to conditions in which the A location is not
fixed, but instead varies around an average A loca-
tion. If the dynamic systems account is correct and
children’s memory of the A location is graded, then
children should show a pull toward the average A lo-
cation on the B trials in the variable A condition.

Method

Participants. Sixteen children participated in this
experiment (M � 21.3 months, range � 18–24 months;
8 females, 8 males). Children were recruited from a
participant database at Indiana University. All children
were from middle-class, English-speaking families.

Materials and behavioral scoring. The materials and
the method used to score each child’s responses were
identical to the previous experiments. The largest sin-
gle deviation between the two scorers was 1 inch. The
mean deviation (absolute value) was .22 inches (SD �
.19 inches). The on-line scorer’s values were used in
all statistical analyses.

Experimental design and procedure. Children were
randomly assigned to one of two conditions—fixed A
and variable A. The procedure in the fixed A condi-
tion was similar to that in Experiment 1. Children in
this condition received three training trials at an A lo-
cation, followed by two A trials and two B trials. As in
Experiment 1, there was a 3-s delay on the A trials and
a 10-s delay on the B trials. The A and B locations were
counterbalanced, as in Experiment 4. For half the chil-
dren, the A and B locations were in the left half of the

sandbox (at �18 and �10 inches, respectively), and
for the remaining half, the A and B locations were in
the right half of the sandbox (at 10 and 18 inches, re-
spectively). In addition, for half of the children, A was
to the left of B (at �18 or 10 inches), and for the re-
maining half, A was to the right of B (at �10 or 18
inches).

The procedure used in the variable A condition
was identical to that in the fixed A condition, with one
exception: the hiding locations on the training and A
trials varied around the average A locations used in
the fixed A condition. Consider, for example, a partic-
ipant in the fixed A condition with A at 10 inches and
B at 18 inches. This child saw a toy being hidden first
at 10 inches on three training trials (T1–T3), then at 10
inches on two A trials (A1 and A2), and, finally, at 18
inches on two B trials (B1 and B2). For a child in the
variable A condition, with A at 10 inches and B at 18
inches, the toy was positioned at the following loca-
tions: T1, 6 inches; T2, 12 inches; T3, 8 inches; A1, 14
inches; A2, 10 inches; B1, 18 inches; and B2, 18 inches.
Thus, the average hiding location across the training
and A trials was 10 inches, and the hiding location on
the B trials was 18 inches. It is important to note that
the final A trial in the variable A condition was al-
ways at the average A location. Thus, participants in
the fixed A and variable A conditions searched for
toys at identical locations on the A2, B1, and B2 trials.

Results and Discussion

Children’s searches were relatively accurate on the
A trials in both conditions (see Figure 8). It was some-
what surprising that children’s mean accuracy on the
A trials was greater in the variable A condition (M �
.19 inches) than in the fixed A condition (M � �1.38
inches), but this effect must be considered in the con-
text of the variability of children’s responses in the
two conditions. Children’s responses varied much
more in the variable A condition (SD � 5.27 inches)
than in the fixed A condition (SD � 2.06 inches). A
Condition (2) � Trial (2) ANOVA revealed no signifi-
cant effects. Furthermore, a one-sample t test indi-
cated that errors in the variable A condition did not
differ significantly from zero, t(15) � .14, ns. Never-
theless, errors in the fixed A condition did differ sig-
nificantly from zero, t(15) � �2.67, p � .05. We exam-
ined whether individual children’s errors on the A
trials in the fixed A condition were biased toward the
center of the sandbox. This was the case for only one
child on one A trial.

On the B trials, children’s responses in both condi-
tions were strongly biased toward Location A, al-
though there was a stronger pull toward Location A
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in the fixed A condition (see Figure 8). An ANOVA
with condition (2) and trial (2) as factors revealed no
significant effects. However, t tests showed that the
errors toward Location A on the B trials differed sig-
nificantly from zero in both the fixed A, t(15) � 4.92,
p � .05, and variable A conditions, t(15) � 2.29, p �
.05. Thus, children’s responses were biased strongly
in the direction of Location A, even when the A location
varied across an 8-inch region rather than being fixed.

Results from the present experiment are consistent
with the proposal that young children’s memory for
each hiding location is not very precise. Instead, 2-
year-olds’ memory can be captured by graded distri-
butions similar to the distributions depicted in Figure
7. Indeed, the lack of significant effects of condition
on the B trials suggests that children’s memory of
each hiding event may be quite broadly distributed,
as in Figure 7C. In this case, shifting the A location
across an 8-inch spatial range has a quantitatively
small effect on children’s performance because their
memories of each hiding event overlap considerably.

This result may provide an important bridge be-
tween the experiments reported here and other studies
using the sandbox task. As discussed previously, Hut-
tenlocher and colleagues (1994) reported that chil-
dren’s memory responses were biased toward the cen-
ter of the sandbox when they searched for toys
hidden at nine randomly ordered locations distrib-
uted throughout the sandbox. These researchers pro-

posed that the center bias was caused by the way chil-
dren categorized objects in the sandbox: children
treated the sandbox as one large category with a spa-
tial prototype at the center. However, Huttenlocher et
al. have not explained why children categorize in this
way, that is, they have not explained the origins of the
spatial prototype.

The data from the present experiment suggest one
possibility, namely, that the spatial prototype may
emerge, in part, from children’s trial-to-trial experi-
ence in the task. This possibility is depicted in Figure
9. Figure 9A shows the summed activation that
would result if children’s memory for locations in the
sandbox task was broadly distributed (see also Figure
7C) and centered at the nine hiding locations used in
Huttenlocher et al. (1994). As can be seen in this fig-
ure, there is stronger activation near the center of the
sandbox than at the edges of the sandbox. Thus, on
average, one might expect young children to show
memory biases in the direction of the center. It is also
clear from the broadly distributed summed activation
in Figure 9A, however, that a center bias may not be
precisely toward the center of the sandbox. Further-
more, data from the present experiment suggest that
the presence of a center bias should depend on the
specific sequence of trials each child experiences. For

Figure 8 Mean distance errors in Experiment 5 across the A trials
(striped bars) and B trials (solid bars) in the Variable A condi-
tion (upper panel) and Fixed A condition (lower panel). The
distance between Locations A and B is to scale (8 inches); how-
ever, the labels along the x-axis do not indicate the absolute lo-
cations of A and B in the sandbox because these locations were
counterbalanced across conditions. Leftward errors indicate
errors toward Location A; rightward errors indicate errors
away from Location A.

Figure 9 (A) Activation in longer-term memory built up
across trials to the nine hiding locations used in Huttenlocher
et al. (1994). Dotted lines � activation generated by each trial.
Solid line � activation at end of final trial. (B) Same as (A), but
activation profile is shown following trials to five randomly
selected hiding locations.
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instance, Figure 9B shows the activation that might be
observed following a sequence of five, randomly se-
lected target locations. In this case, subtle variations
in the summed activation across children could pro-
duce a noncentral bias. Across children with different
random orderings, however, a noncentral bias might
not be detected.

Although Huttenlocher and colleagues did not ex-
amine the possibility of trial-by-trial effects, their
data do show the type of experiment-to-experiment
variability that might be expected from the broad
distribution of activation shown in Figure 9A. Specif-
ically, across the first four experiments in Hutten-
locher et al. (1994), children showed a bias toward
the following locations (zero � center of the sand-
box): 0 inches in Experiment 1; �6, 0, 6, 12, and 18
inches in Experiment 2; 0 and 6 inches in Experiment
3; and 0, 6, and 12 inches in Experiment 4. It is cer-
tainly possible that some of this variation is noise;
however, this variation may also reflect the trial-by-
trial construction of a memory bias as we have pro-
posed here.

Although our account can capture data from Hut-
tenlocher et al. (1994), it is important to note that this
account is incomplete. Specifically, data from Experi-
ment 2 of this article demonstrated that children’s
memory responses were modulated relative to the
center of the sandbox. This may indicate that children
use the geometry of the task space (e.g., the midline
axis of the sandbox) to help them remember locations
(Huttenlocher et al., 1991; Huttenlocher et al., 1994).
Alternatively, this result could be explained by our
dynamic systems account if it is assumed that chil-
dren’s memory of locations near the center is stronger
because these locations are aligned with other visible
reference cues such as the location of the experimenter
(for related ideas, see Smith et al., 1999). Clearly, more
investigation is needed to determine which of these
accounts is correct. Nevertheless, the dynamic sys-
tems account described in this article illustrates a
more general point: what infants do in the strange sit-
uation called the A-not-B task may be fundamentally
related to what children do in other spatial memory
tasks at other points in development.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Across the experiments presented in this report, we
have established five novel results. First, after seeing
and finding a toy hidden at an A location on three
training trials and three subsequent A trials, 2-year-
olds’ search responses to a hiding event at a B location
were biased in the direction of Location A. Thus,
2-year-olds made the A-not-B error. Second, in addi-

tion to the pull toward Location A, children’s re-
sponses on the B trials were biased toward the center
of the sandbox. This is congruous with data from
Huttenlocher et al. (1994), although we did not see a
consistent bias toward the center on the A trials.
Third, the bias toward Location A was stronger than
the bias toward the center of the sandbox, and neither
effect was related to where children stood relative to
the A and B locations. Fourth, the magnitude of the
pull toward Location A depended on the number of
times toys had been hidden at that location. Finally,
the bias toward Location A remained even when the
locations on the training trials and A trials were dis-
tributed over an 8-inch region. Thus, A-not-B–type
errors in the sandbox task generalized to conditions
in which the A locations are not identical.

These five results are consistent with the dynamic
systems account of the A-not-B error proposed by
Smith, Thelen, and colleagues (Smith et al., 1999;
Thelen et al., 2001). According to this account, the
A-not-B–type errors described in the present article
resulted from four factors: the graded and time-
dependent nature of spatial memory, the sequence of
events in the task, the limited visible location cues in
the task space, and the memory delay on the B trials.
Specifically, on the first three training trials, children
watched as an attractive toy was partially buried in
the sand at an A location. Because visual cues specify-
ing the toy’s location were always present, these
training trials helped establish a graded, yet relatively
strong, longer term memory of the A location. Next,
on the A trials, children watched as a toy was buried
in the sand at the same (or a similar) location. In con-
junction with the longer term memory of the target
location, the hiding event at Location A formed a
graded representation of the target location that de-
cayed over the delay between hiding and searching.
Nevertheless, given the extra boost from the longer
term memory of the A location and the relatively
short delays used (3 s), children once again accurately
found the toy. Finally, after several trials to Location A,
children watched as a toy was hidden at Location B.
Once again, in the presence of perceptual input spec-
ifying the B location, children initially formed a
strong, graded representation of the target location.
Now, however, they were asked to remember this lo-
cation for 10 s in the absence of salient visual cues.
During the delay, the memory of the B location de-
cayed, such that after 10 s had passed, the longer term
memory of the A location biased children’s responses
in the direction of Location A.

In addition to accounting for the A-not-B–type ef-
fects in Experiments 1 through 3, the dynamic sys-
tems account captures results from the final two ex-
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periments. Data from Experiment 4 demonstrated
that, as with 8- to 10-month-old infants in the A-not-B
task (see Smith et al., 1999), the strength of the pull to-
ward Location A for 2-year-olds in the sandbox task
depended on the number of A trials, that is, the
strength of the longer term memory of Location A.
Data from Experiment 5 showed that 2-year-olds
made A-not-B–type errors even when toys were hid-
den at variable A locations. This is consistent with the
proposal that the memory of the A and B locations is
graded and broadly distributed. Consequently, vary-
ing the A location had little effect on the pull toward
Location A because the memories of the A hiding
events overlapped considerably (see Figure 7C).

A final result from the present study—the bias to-
ward the center of the sandbox—was not explicitly
predicted by the dynamic systems account. Neverthe-
less, the center bias may be consistent with this ac-
count. As described previously, the bias toward the
center of the sandbox may reflect the increased
strength of the memory of the A location when A is
near the center, because visible perceptual cues such
as the location of the experimenter and the midline
axis of the sandbox are aligned with this location.
Thus, the center bias may reflect the same general
processes that operate to reduce A-not-B errors in
other tasks in which salient perceptual cues in the
task space specify the hiding locations (e.g., Diedrich,
Highlands, Thelen, & Smith, 2001).

In summary, the robust effects reported here sup-
port two general claims of the dynamic systems ac-
count. First, the A-not-B error is not specific to the ca-
nonical Piagetian A-not-B task, but is observable in
other tasks as well. Second, the A-not-B error is not
specific to one period in development, but instead re-
flects the more general processes that make goal-
directed actions to remembered locations.

Implications for Interpretations of the A-not-B Error

Some readers may be skeptical that our data show
that 2-year-olds make the A-not-B error. After all, the
sandbox task is quite different from the canonical
A-not-B task, and 2-year-olds are certainly different
from infants in many ways. Indeed, the task and age
group in this study were selected for these very rea-
sons. We contend, however, that these differences
raise a fundamental question about the Piagetian A-
not-B error: Is there some essence of the A-not-B error
that uniquely informs researchers about the state of
young children’s knowledge of hidden objects?

A central premise of the dynamic systems account
of the A-not-B error is that there is no special essence to
this error. The error is multiply determined from pro-

cesses that act in many situations across many differ-
ent points in development. Consequently, there is not
one special A-not-B task, nor is there one special age
at which children make the error. Furthermore, be-
cause the error is made from a collection of general
processes that produce goal-directed actions toward
remembered locations, A-not-B–type errors do not
uniquely inform researchers about the object concept
(e.g., Munakata, 1998; Munakata et al., 1997; Piaget,
1954), the development of spatial coding (e.g., Acred-
olo, 1985; Bremner, 1978; Bremner & Bryant, 1977;
Newcombe & Huttenlocher, 2000), or young chil-
dren’s ability to inhibit a prepotent response (e.g.,
Diamond, 1988, 1990a, 1990b; Diamond & Goldman-
Rakic, 1989; Diamond, Zola-Morgan, & Squire, 1989).
Instead, A-not-B–type errors, the conditions under
which they occur, and how they change over devel-
opment inform us about changes in the underlying
processes that make the behavior. Thus, studies of
A-not-B–type errors need a change in focus—away
from what infants know about hidden objects to-
ward what young children do in location memory
tasks in different situations and at different points
in development.

Although the present experiments have radical im-
plications for interpretations of the A-not-B error, it is
important to consider an alternative perspective: Can
other accounts of the A-not-B error explain the data
presented in this article? For instance, in Experiment
4, 2-year-olds made smaller A-not-B–type errors after
only one A trial (versus three). These results are
consistent—at least at a conceptual level—with a re-
cent neural network model by Munakata (Munakata,
1998; Munakata et al., 1997). Specifically, manipulat-
ing the number of A trials can be thought of as chang-
ing the strength of a “latent” memory trace of the A lo-
cation. Nevertheless, ties to the Munakata model
must remain speculative because, in its current form,
this model only represents three discrete locations.
Thus, it does not consider activation across a continu-
ous spatial dimension and, consequently, cannot ac-
count for changes in the magnitude of 2-year-olds’ re-
sponse errors between Locations A and B. At a more
general level, however, it is important to emphasize
that no single result is central to the dynamic systems
account. It is equally important to capture changes in
children’s behavior when the strength of a location
in memory is altered, when the perceptual cues avail-
able in a task are modified, and when the memory
delay is manipulated. Thus, the critical question is
whether other accounts can explain the full pattern of
results reported here and the wide range of results re-
ported in the A-not-B literature (see Smith et al., 1999;
Thelen et al., 2001). The answer to this question
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awaits a more detailed presentation and extension of
the alternative accounts.

What Spatial Abilities Develop between
10 Months and 2 Years?

The experiments in this report represent a first step
toward expanding our understanding of the pro-
cesses that underlie A-not-B–type performance. In
these initial tests of the dynamic systems account pro-
posed by Smith, Thelen, and colleagues (Smith et al.,
1999; Thelen et al., 2001), striking parallels were
discovered between the performance of infants in the
canonical Piagetian A-not-B task and that of 2-year-
olds in the sandbox task, suggesting that the same
general processes operate in different tasks at differ-
ent points in development. A central question that re-
mains is how these processes change between 10
months and 2 years.

Two-year-olds’ location memory abilities are cer-
tainly different from the abilities of 10-month-old
infants. In the present study, 2-year-olds were able,
with training, to remember the A location precisely
enough to find hidden toys in the absence of unique
perceptual cues. Errors on the A trials in Experiments
1 through 5 differed significantly from zero in only
two conditions. This high degree of accuracy exceeds
the performance of 2-year-olds in other studies using
the sandbox task (e.g., Huttenlocher et al., 1994; New-
combe et al., 1998), which supports the claim of the
dynamic systems account that 2-year-olds build up a
strong memory of the A location across the training
and A trials. Two-year-olds’ performance in this
study contrasts sharply with infants’ performance in
the A-not-B task. Infants sometimes spontaneously
reach for the incorrect lid on the A trials (Smith et al.,
1999). Although 2-year-olds in the present study
showed precise performance on the A trials, there were
important limitations to this precision: children made
large errors on the B trials, even when the A trials
were distributed across a range of locations.

A second factor that clearly separates the perfor-
mance of infants from that of young children in
A-not-B–type tasks is young children’s ability to
maintain information over longer delays. Although
delays on the B trials were not explicitly manipulated
in the present study, data from other studies show
that the ability to accurately maintain information in
memory over short-term delays improves between 8
months and 16 months (Brody, 1981; Diamond &
Doar, 1989). In the present report, a relatively long de-
lay (10 s) was used to challenge 2-year-olds’ memory
abilities. We suspect, however, that young children
would show A-not-B–type errors at even shorter de-

lays in the sandbox task given the homogeneity of the
visual field. Consistent with this proposal, Schutte
and Spencer (in press) recently found that 3-year-olds
make A-not-B–type errors in a task quite similar to
the sandbox task. It is notable that 3-year-olds’ errors
increase systematically over delays of 0 to 10 s, and
are present at delays as short as 5 s. These data under-
score the context- and time-dependent nature of
A-not-B–type errors and the temporal continuity of the
processes that produce them.

The homogeneity of the task space is certainly an
important component of A-not-B–type errors. For in-
stance, Diedrich and colleagues (2001) showed that 8-
to 10-month-old infants make the A-not-B error less
often if the lids covering the A and B wells are differ-
ent colors. It is possible that the addition of less dra-
matic visual cues would influence 2-year-olds’ per-
formance in the sandbox task used here. Consistent
with this proposal, Newcombe et al. (1998) found that
22- to 36-month-old children remembered the loca-
tions of hidden toys in the sandbox more accurately
when external landmarks were present than when
curtains blocked their view of these landmarks. Simi-
larly, we suspect that changes in young children’s
ability to selectively direct visual attention will lead
to developmental differences in performance on A-
not-B–type tasks. For example, Smith et al. (1999)
showed that the occurrence of the A-not-B error in 8-
to 10-month-old infants was affected by the direction
of their visual gaze during the delay between hiding
and searching. This does not have a dramatic impact
on 2-year-olds’ performance in the sandbox task. In
the present study, as in other sandbox-task studies
(Huttenlocher et al., 1994; Newcombe et al., 1998), we
made sure that 2-year-olds looked up from the sand-
box during the delay. Despite our distraction tech-
niques, however, children were still quite accurate on
the A trials.

Finally, between 10 months and 2 years, children’s
memory for locations becomes more resilient in re-
sponse to shifts in body position and visual perspec-
tive. Smith et al. (1999) reported that 8- to 10-month-
old infants’ memory of the A location was linked to
an egocentric body position, such that standing in-
fants up on the B trial reduced the occurrence of the
A-not-B error (for related results, see Diedrich, Thelen,
Smith, & Corbetta, 2000). By contrast, Newcombe et
al. (1998) showed that 16- to 36-month-olds can find a
hidden toy in the sandbox, even when the children
were moved to the opposite side of the sandbox after
the hiding event. In this case, accuracy declines, but it
is still better than chance. These data raise important
questions about the nature of the information infants
and young children remember in these tasks. At some
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point in early childhood, memory for locations be-
comes less bound to the specific actions needed to
move to the target location and more strongly linked
to external location cues.

In summary, although a link between the spatial
memory abilities of infants and 2-year-old children
has been demonstrated, there are clearly important
developmental changes that take place between 10
months and 2 years. A fundamental question that re-
mains is how these developmental changes occur.
Thelen et al. (2001) outlined one possibility that stems
from the dynamic systems account of the A-not-B
error. They demonstrated that changes in excitatory
connections in the action planning field can lead to
changes in infants’ ability to sustain location informa-
tion in memory during long delays, even in the ab-
sence of salient perceptual cues. Thus, changes in
young children’s ability to sustain location-related in-
formation in working memory may underlie devel-
opmental changes between 10 months and 2 years. It
is important to note, however, that there are many
ways to enhance excitatory connections in the dy-
namic systems account. This can be accomplished by
changes in the strength of perceptual inputs via per-
ceptual learning, changes in attention that sharpens
localized peaks of activation, or changes in the intrin-
sic dynamics of working memory itself. Thus, once
again, changes in excitatory connections are just one
piece of a general processes account. Clearly, further
specification of these ideas is needed. The data pre-
sented here are an important first step in this direc-
tion in that they bridge the gap between the perfor-
mance of infants in the A-not-B task and the
performance of older children in a different task.

CONCLUSIONS

The Piagetian A-not-B error has captivated develop-
mental psychologists for decades. Researchers have
examined the ages at which the error occurs, the de-
lays at which it occurs, how perceptual cues modify
the error, how the error relates to changes in motor
skill, and so on. Nevertheless, after decades of re-
search, it is still not clear what the error means—what
mysteries of early development it uniquely explains.
The dynamic systems account of the A-not-B error
tested in this article seeks not to isolate the meaning
of the error, but to integrate the error with what is cur-
rently known about the general processes that make
goal-directed actions to remembered locations. From
this perspective, the A-not-B error is not special. It is
one of a class of spatial memory errors that children
make in different contexts and at different points in
development. Indeed, recent data demonstrate that

even adults show memory biases similar to the biases
reported here when they are asked to remember a lo-
cation in a homogeneous task space for delays rang-
ing from 5 to 20 s (Spencer & Hund, in press). Results
such as these demand a change in focus away from
what 8- to 10-month-old infants know as revealed in a
decades-old task, to how the general processes that
build memories for locations operate in different con-
texts and change over development.
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