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Egocentrism and Interactive Style Related to \
Differential Peer Experience in Day Care,

Nursery School and Home-reared Children

\

Day care 18 an area of concern of current research because
} ‘ . :
: of the increasing demand for such. caretaking facilities by the general

T e ke ;....ﬁmlam..z.-. a

~No

, }
puh}ic, especfglly with the growth in the number of North American women

{ ' entering the work force. The majority of earlier investigations of

day care have concentrated on demonstrating that there were no dele- -

terious effects on cognitive and affective development in children as
a result of such a group caretaking experience. This orientation

/
stemmed from earlier findings of gross cognitive and affective abnor-

) malities and retardation in infants reared in institutions. Such
- -~ .
deficits are attributed to maternal deprivation and subsequent failuré
" . *

to form the mother?ﬂéfant attachment bond thought necessary for normal

o b\ A 2l T OO e

development (Ainsworth, 1962; Bowlby, 1953; Bowlby, 1958) However,
'1
with evigedce tha® such detrimental effects are not necessarily'asso—
VN N -~
ciated with short-term daily separatiops characteristic.of day care,

M,_,..JT .

research.has been shifting to investigations of qescible advantages
. 2

& such group experience might have far the child.

et e g s

One feature of the group milieu of a day care attender is

#

the extensiv€ exposure to peers. One area in ‘which peer experience

is thought to make an Important contributdion to social development '
: . ' @
centres around the concept of egocentrism, the inability to take
#

another person's point of view. Piaget (1928) postulates that ex~-

v
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tensive social interaction is necessary for the decline of ego-

‘

- 3 - @‘ -
centrism. He furthermoref%onbends that peer interaction is mope nec-
essary than interaction with adults in this decline. This paper

therefore investigated this contention with respect to day care and

\

~

nursery school, where;peer contact ig\sfhieved in varying degrees

through an early group experience, and home care, where there is na.

organized group experience. . - . #
\

A second feature of the day care setting is that it requires ,)

the child to constantly share adult attentions with many other children. !

This lower adult : child ratio raises an interesting question in ,' ]

terms of whether day care children evolve a different stz}e of inter-
. .

action with adults than the home-reared children. The present %g- s

[N

s

vestigation atfempted to determine whether specific interaction

-\

variables had different frequencies in children from these back- -

! E

grounds. Such differential attention could havesimplications for -

“theorles of the development of dependency-autonemy as a result of

(/

environmental variations. - ‘

2

The following review of the literature on day care re- . Ao

Y
\
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. AN -
search and studies of egocentrism is presented .to acquaint the reader
with the basis from which the present investigation drew its hypotheses
.and design. s

Day Care Research

L

rn -

Almost all major theories in psychology stress the impor-

tance of the early preschool years in development. ' Psythoanalytic

theories trace deviant adult behavior %o childhood experiences; * )
\
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" learning and development, whether in a home or a more organized h

. educational setting.

v

behavior theory stresses behavior as learned, with early learning

» . - > A )
experiences being critical in the child's development (Evans & paia,
1972).° The direction of research indicated by this emphasis on the ),

early ygars is to define the nature of the optimdl environment for
<

Rl RN

What, then: is the nature of” the more organized educatinnal
segting referred to by the term day gnre? The common reference to
this term approximates the following definition: "Any privately or
publicly sponsgred program which provides for the cate of preschool
or sgbéol -age children (when not in school) by someone other than
ndult members of the 9@11& s own family in whatever setting it takes
place, whethet/fn institution, family day car? arrangement, day care’ - ]

-

4 -
centre, etc.'" (Frost, 1973, p. 24). Although there are several names

and definitions accordgﬁ the various day care settings, three types
]
of day care arrangements defined by Frost (1973) and Ryan (1972) are
.
family day care, where a person acts gs caretaker in her wn home

3

of not more than about six children; group day care, &nvolving older

R T R

VIR

children in some modified type of family arrangement such-as after- i
school care; and day care centre, which constitutes large groups of
children cared for during the greater part of the day. In addition, O

there are two major orientations of day care - custodial, giving the

child care with no special developmental or educational component, ‘ - ) i

and comprehensive, incorporating the physical as we as the social,

. _ i
emotional and intellectual needs of the child (Roby, f1973). Th;\" ‘
/ \
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bulk of the gesearch on day care directs itself at the day care centre
. T >

with a comprehensive orientation, -

The “history .of North American day care centres has been ™

based on the primary objective of meeting national needs father than
. - !

the concern for the child's welfare. During the two world wars, when
women were required in the labor force, the U.S. Federal Government
funded day care. In the 1930's, during the depression, day care

centres were again opened through federal funding‘in‘ofder to provide-

<

employment for unemgloyed teachtrs and nurses (Frost, 1973), Today,
priarities are shffting towards a concern for the children, although

the major emphasis is still oftén to free women to work if they de-

\

'sire to or if they must. 1In the Ugited'St tes, approximately one-
third of the mothers with préschodl children are in the labour force
(Keyserling, 1973). 1In 1971, statistics indicated half of the 540,000

working mothers in Canada had children under six, and of these, 561 -

¢ were cared for in the home while 417 were enrolled in patti-care in-
¢ "{( , N <
/ﬁ .
stitutions (Ryan, 1972). With such a large number of families.re-

quiring and utilizing ﬂay\;are arrangements, the need for evaluating
1
such arrangements in terms of their effects on the child is empha-

sized. -

Y M L4
Because early research in day care stemmed mainly from
» findings from institutional studies of maternal deprivation, the in-
}
yvestigations performed to date havepbeen mainly comparative studies

*
involving home-reared versus day care children on measures of in-

tellectdal and affective development. Results of cognitive fesearch
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" have generally indicated favourable implications for'day card, re- .

. 1
' Vﬁgling no cognitive deficits and often significgnt gains in intel- ;
o i . i
lectual development for disadvantaged children (Caldwell & Richmond., ) i
o i
1964; Doyle, 1975; Fowler, 1972; Robinson & Robinson, 1971). Several - - 1

3 \\ e

of the earlier  gains have not been found on follow-up research’ ]
4 e —— ?’

(Doxle'& Somers, 1978; Froét, 1975;'Starr;_197l; Fowlgr & Khan, Note i),

o Egy!these stiudies still maintain thé% there is no evidence of cogni- - ot

tive deficit. ; s
“ r—lv-l. * ‘ 1
As in cognitive research, data on emotional development and T~

s T, \ 5 !
attachment behavior of children in day scare have reported none of .the
striking deleterious effects found in institutional studies (Caldwell,

- .
Wright, Honig & Tannenbaum, 1970; Doyle, 1975; Doyle & Somers, 1978). - T ®

/ Some intereséi&g-differences, however, have been revealed on comparing

a

day care to home:rearéd children. Caldwellt Wright, ﬁonig and <
' “Tannenh?uq found no differences betwgen these groups o?tﬂo)dbngg—olds
on their behavioral measures with respect to .child-mother atfachment,
but did find greater dependency (i.ef’proximit?hseeking) thavi9r on
the part.of the day care group in chil&-ofher relationships. Blehar (”) N

[

(1974), in one of the few studies that-havé found negative effects T &

-

,cQassociated with day care, reported that day care gpildren seek less’

proximity and are more resistant to a stranger ‘than home-reared
1

children. More specifdcally, children enrolled in day care at 35

months of age®showed less exploration, more, distress at separation,

—

7 and more proiimigy—seeking to mother than same age home-reared chil-

S AR
>

i, -~ 7 ¥
\‘drenJ In contrast,®children enrolled in day care at 25 months 3%
Z -2
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age showed greater proximity-avoidance behavior with their mother

upon reunion than same age home-reared children. Although Blehar

=

and Caldwell et al. employed different operational definitions of

their measures (e.g. pl_:oximit:y—seeking) within different investigation

‘paradigms‘, this disparity in results should not be overlooked. In

)

diséussing Blehar's results, au!:hors have suggested explanations other
than day care versus home care, includin'g variations within -day care
settings themselves, éuch ag ;1ualit:y~ of the siaecific day care (Blehar,
19'74), staff : child ratios (Doyle: 1975) and %ge of entry into day

: \

care (Blehar, 1974; Schwartz, Strickland & Krolick, 1974). Prescott

(Notes 2 and 3) attempted to evaluate the, effects of specific en-

vironmental variations by investigating differences in children's -

] 2 PR ] ’

experience in "open" Y{child-centred) day care, "closed" (teacher-

o

‘directed) day care and "family™ day care, and compared this to the

expérience of children with "home care # part time nursery' school.

’ . . <
She found that the frequency of various child behaviors ‘in theé set-

tings differed significantly by the. type of care. More relevant to

. o ) ) , '
"the present investigation, Prescott found that a child's direction

of attgntion differed by the type of care,”being highest towards
adults for the home care + nursery -school group, and lowest for
tl;e open structure day care group. - One explanation foy these dif-
ferences revolves around the development of dependency—autonomy.’
While tflhe %mevcafe + nursery school children are least required of

the groups to share adult attentions, this may result in a decreased

?eed to develop autopémy and consequently the tendency to direct

'

O Wy

s ®

R e e T I b et

QI T At e b A



bids to the adult. The closed day care centre requires more au&onomy
. onsthe part of the child than the above but still maintains-some de- ‘
gree of dependency due to its "closed" nature. Finally, the open day

care centre requires the most autonomy and consequently nurtures the

: least attention towards adults. A similar explanation comes from a

M e T R A

Swedish study conducted by Cochran (1977), where children reared in
the Home with the natural mether and children reared in the home of
a "day mother" (akin to family day care) were found to explore their

surroundings more than child;en in’ full-time day care. This greateﬁj . v

i e e o i 5 S mm

exploration was found to lead to more interactions,yith aduylts,
' specifically revolving around the caregiver behaviors related to rd-
- E
stricting or directing the activity of the chiid. The present study i » E
e attempted to elakorate on th@se dif%!&eﬁces in attention towards ' . 3

adults, utilizing four dependency-type behavior .categories, and com- . X

parisons were made among day care, nursery school and home-care chil- . 4

) / . ' :
dren in a neutral setting, i.e. outside of their respective child- ' ,

.

care arrangements.

T AT .,
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Research on Egocentrism ;
. - ¢
Vo The cbncept of egocentrism in childhood originates from

! Piaget's theory of- intellectual development, The egbcentriE child

. . .
is unaware or unable to acknowledge that othex people have viewpoints

-

differing from his own. Piaget and Inhelder (;956) postulated three
r .
stages of development, extending from ages 4 to 11, and taking the

o
L I P P RIUIE WU ]

~

' ' child from an egocentric attitude to sociocentric ability. This de-
¢ o N
[ . veyopmenfalisequenbe referred both to sﬁeech and to social behavior.
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The first level, ranging from 4 to 6 years old, is characterized by
the child's inability to take another person's.viewpoint and: con-
sequently, attributing his own v%ew to the other person (Laurendeau

& Pinard, 1970). Similarly, in speech behavior, the child is seen

to talk to himself, for the most part unaffected by the comments of °

. others. At age 6 or 7, the child begins to understand that there

are viewpoints other than his own, but he is unable to specify these
viewpoints (Shantz & Watson, 1950). It is not until stag; 3, entered
aé age 9 to 11, that he develops the ability Eo specify these dif-
ferent viewpoinFs. This "progressive\\ﬁiscriminatioq and €oordination )
of,pegépectiveé'(Piaget & Inhelder, 1956//5t~§13) is what takes the
)

cﬁi{? from@ggggentrism to socialization. ; Others have investigaﬁed ‘
this/;oncept and developed models, often with similar‘7équence to
the above, but extended and define; by data (di*Vries; 1970; Flavell,
Botkin, Fry, wFight & Jarvis, 1968; Selman, 1971). 1In particular, it

N

has been found‘§%at the particular ages at which these stages are

v M p

reached can be much lower éhan specified by Piaget, depending on the
familiarity and complexity of the task. “This will be elaborated
}urthér'on in the text.

As Kohlbe}g, Yaeger and Hjertholm (1968) pofﬂi out, Piaget J
contendg.that egocentrism is‘a defect of‘both socia% and cognitive
skills, but he does not'delineate how or how much each contributqs. .

He simply proposes a spcial learning theory to explain the shift - \ﬁﬁsﬁ

from egocentric to socialjzed-speech and morality. Whereas, in '

Piaget's view, from birth approximately five years old, a'chil&'s

4

e,

g
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life revolves almost entirely around his parents, from age six he
atsgués-—school and thus has a great deal of contact with his peeré.
In this way, he is‘exposed to ideas and opinions that are perhaps ’ ;
divergent from those of his parents, and he begins to see thaf his g
par.ents' views are not the only ones. Flavell (1963) espouses a
simllar view in his statement: 'In the‘ course ,Of his contacts ‘(and
especially, his conflicts and arguments) with other children, the
child increasingly finds himself forced to reexamine his own per-
cepts and concepté in the light of those of‘others, and by so doing,
gradually rids himself of cognitive egoce’rgft:ism" (p. 279). ‘It is
this progression of extensive social interaction that Piaget postu-

lates as necessary for the decline of egocentrish. Furthermore,

Pilaget (1928) contends that peer interaction is more neeessary in

”
e R R B e SISl S T

\ 1 this decline than is interaction with adults. However, Piaget pre-
sents no evidence to support his speculation. It was the purpose of
¢ _ this investigation to attempt to de‘tf’rmine whether early peer inter-

action coni:ributes to the early decline of egocentrism.

An alter?)te-view derives from Vygotsky's interpretation

of this stage in the child's development. Vygotsky, referring to °

AR e e o st

the speech aspect of Piaget's egocentrism as private speech, claims

~d .

' "

that this private speech ig not indicative of a ‘
b d

intent to communicate [n]or an egod®entric lack of awareness of the

presocial lack of

|

\
R INeR PR

auditor's perspective' (Kohlbérg et al., 1968, p. 695); rather, it

serves the function of cognitive self guidance. - Thus, where Piaget

predicts a decline in egocentric speech monotonically with cognitive

BT T N vt i, s
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and social maturity, Vygotaky.claims‘private speech has a curvilinear
course of development due to its purpose in bridging the developmental

gap from outer speech to thought. Vygotsky's view also suggests that

‘children who are active participants in peer interaction should employ

¢ .
at least as much or more private speech as children who do not engage

in peer interaction during the stage where privaie speech is func-
tioning as a transition from outer speech to thought (Kohlberg ét al.,

~

1968). ©Piaget's view suggests a negative relation between participa-
\ )

tion and egocentric speech. ,

Some indirect support for Piaget's position that egocentrism
is broken down by thg socialization process comes from a study by
Neale (1966) looking at egocentrism in inqtitutionalized ver;sus non-
institutionalized children. According to Neale, oﬁe aspect of the
syndrome of the emotionally-disturped child consists of extremely
poor socialization, and he therefore hypothesized thatrthe emotionally~-
Hissurbed children would show greater egocentrism than a normal con-
trol g?oup. Matching subjects ol I.Q., Qeale found a significant
difference in the number of egocentric responses, supporting his
hypothesis.

Hollos and Cowan (19%3) investigated the effeéts of social
isolation on cggnitive'developm nt. They drew theixr 7 to 9 year;old
saﬁple from three social settings in Norway which "varied primarily
on the dimension of relative physical isolation of fa@}ly dwellings,

resulting in variation ip the amount of verbal communication with.

peers and adults" (p. 631). Comparing the performance of the groups

e e M S
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. ;n both logical operations and role-taking scores, they found that

‘the setting affected the latter measurés. The highest isolation %Féup
differed significantly from both the medium and the low isoiation
groups, bdt no significant differences were found between thg latter
two groups. This offers some support for Piaget's premise that inter-
éction is important in the decline of egocentrism. Interpreting
their results, Hollos and Cowan suggest a threshold of verbal stimuluq

above which '"the sheer amount of interagtion does not affect the de-
velopment of role-taking skills" (p. 40). Hollos (1975) found simila;
resultis with children from three,comparabie settings in Hungary.
Altg;ugh West (1974) found no significant difference in the role-
taking ability of children from three Israeli settings providing dif-
fering amounts of peer interaction experience, she concluded that th;
three enviromments may all have exceeded the threshold leve}‘hypothe—
sized by Hollos and Cowan. Nahir and Yusgen (1977), on the other
hand, did find that Kibbutz and city children (the groups in West's
study correspanding to the greatest and least peer experiencé re-
spectively) differed significantly in role-taking ability, the
Kibbutz children performing less egocentrically.

! A second line of invegtigation of the contribution of peer
experience to the decline of egocentrism looks at this ability as re-
lated to the sociometgic status or soclal participation of the_child.\
Rubin ﬂ1972) found a negative relation between com@gggcative ego-
centrism as measured by Glucksberg and Krauss (1967) and popularity

as determined by the number of times a child was named by his peers

as a chosen playmate. This finding was true for kindergarten and

Y ¢
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grade 2, but not for grades 4 and 6. Similarly, Chaplin and Keller

ahit,

(1974) reported a posi\tive relationship between sociometric s'tatua

and role-taking abilit\y, as.measured by Feffer's Role-Taking Task,
for grade 3 but not for grade 6 subjects; no significant relationship
was If,ound on Piaget's three-mountain task for éither grade. Con-
tradictory evidence supporting Vygotsky's approach comes from Kohlberg,
Yeeger and Hjertholm (1968), who found a positive correlation between.
egocentric speech (vis-3-vis Piaget) and po;;ularity for 4 year—ol'ds,
‘the latter rated by~ teachers on a seven-point scale, Furthermore,

O'Connor (1976) reports no significant correlation between the abso-

lute frequency of peer interaction and four role-takin T
3 to 5 year-olds, The validity and comparability of these studies fi
are not yet established in light of evidence from Deutsch (1974) that q
there is no relation between pox;xlarity as measured by asking the

child to name his first two choices of playmate and popularity as ;
measured by observing ﬁow many children played with him. In dn at- :
tempt to clarify the relationship between peer interaction and role- s
taking ability, Rubin (1976) lcoked at social par.'ticipation in terms

of Parten's categories. He found that empathic role-taking correlated

ot Sl e 4

negatively with parallel play and onlooker-—unoccup'ied activity, and

»

positively with associative play, supporting Piaget's view that
active rirwolvemenf:\ with peers 1s related to the ability to take

another person's \viproint; .
S
A final area\}pf"\investigation into the egocentrism-peer
LN
experience relationship \L{lvaives attempts at training perspective-

N ,
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\high;in role-taking ability. This was not the case fo

<

13

o

%

taking. Chandler (1973) developed an intensive progriam for chro-

nically delinquent boys, who were found on pre-test to fi;‘e more ego-—

centric than normal boys. The program produced improvement in role-—

* ¢

taking abilities for the intervention group when coﬁpared to both
no-treatment and placebéﬂmps. Van Lieshout, Leck{e and Smits-Van
Sonsbeek (1975) also developed a social‘lr)erspective—tgl%ng training
pr:ogram for 3, 4, and 5 year-old preschool children. When compared
ta.-a control group receiving a nursery schc;ol program without train-
ing, the 3 and 4 year—olds in the training group scoré’//d\ significantly
year—olds.

i

H’Hey therefore concluded that ''the 'normal' development o ole-taking

l\ility in young children can also be stimulated by.letting them ex-—
per‘.}ence specific social interactions (p. 15).

\ As can be seen from the above review, many of the studies
‘\ .
investigating the egocentrism~peer experience relationship have taken

v
!

an indiyect approach, looking at sociometric status or the effect of

intervention training.
B

<
& Cowan, }\973; Nahir & Yussen, 1977; West, 1974) havé been more di-

The community studies (Hollos, 1975; Hollos

rectly aimé\gl at this relationship, but it is-yet to be determined
N .
whether thes\e“ differences remain when looking at various degrees of

peer contact \ithir}, the same community. It was the purpose of the

! °

\
present investi‘ga/{:ion to examine this relationship by measuring the

4

egocentrism of ¢\ildren at three levels of amount of naturally occur-
¢

ring peer contact\ day care, the highest level; nuraery school, rep-

resenting a moderaée level; and home-reared, receiving a minimal

\' \\\ . ! ”

P




w

amount.
In scanning the growing literature on egocentrism, there is

a great deal of debate revolving around the tasks employed in the

t

LRy STy

measurement of egocentrism. The large variety 9f such methods may,

in part, be contributing to the polhrity of results presented thus ' o
' . pi 7] ’ . . 1
. far (e.g., Kohlberg et al. versus Rul\in).. Methods range from record- . ar

ing the incidence of egocentric utterances in naturalistic settings

(e.g., Plaget, 1926) or in laboratory settingé (e.g., Garvey & Hogan,

1973), to arranging a myriadﬁof tasks to asseés the child's ability .

to adapt to the viewpoint of others (e.g., Rubin, 1973} Urberg &
\\.\Sr‘éocherty, 1976): This reflects the several modal?ties to thph the

construct of egocentrism has been applied. \ -

~ Mossler, Greenberg and Marvin (Note 4) distinguish between

o

perceptual role-taking, involving inferences about whgt another person ;

sees or hears, and conceptual role-taking, involving inferences about

- vhat another person feels, thinks or knows. The bulk of the research .
Ve ©

in perceptual role-taking comes from tasks of spatial perspective-

takiné, investigating the abllity to discriminate various points of

- F
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view of a spatial display (Borke, 1975; Flavell et al., 1968; Piaget

. been investigated under several research paradigms. The first,

empathic egocentrism, involves the ability to apprehend another's

Y

emotions in certain situations (Borke, 1971; Burns & Cavey, 1957;

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

i 9”& Inhelder, 1956; Shantz & Watson, 1970). Conceptual role-taking has
|

|

|

| _ , .

’ Sheehan Watson, Note 5). Story analysis investigates the ability
|

of the child to retell a story from the points of view of various

> ’

N
s \

i
§
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characters in the story (Chandler & Greenspan, 1972; Mossler," Greenberg
2
& Marvin, Nate 4). Cognitive egocentrism is 'what Piaget refers to as

egocentrism in speech, involving the classification of the child's
¥ -
verbalizations in terms of a category system to determine the level

of egocentric speech~ (Kohlberg, Yaeger & Hjertholm, 1968; Piaget,

1926; Rubin, 73). Finally, communicative ‘egocentrism ‘measures the
JAY

ability to communicate to another person in a task requiring comﬁmnica—
tion for its successful completion (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967;

Maratsos, 1973). ‘ N X3

-

The original task employed in assessing spatial egocentrism \5

.

was designed by ’Piaget and Inhelder (1956) and is popularly known as

the three—mountain experiment.[ Piaget tested 4 to 12 year-olds and

found, up to age 7f there existed a lack of discrimination between ' .

various points of view, whereag from ages 7 to 11 he found a pro~
\ & )

gressive discrimination and coordination of perspectives. }:I'gyever,
Aebli (1967, cited in%Garner & Plant, 1972) claimed thatg\the egocen-
trism observed in the younger children was a consequence d,fi the ex-

perimental design. He postulated that theﬂﬁrq)blem is insoluable 'to

N

the child, who therefore resorts to a response known to be acceptable
to the experimenter. Since Piaget's task requires him to ‘give his

own view first, and this is accepted by the experimenter, the child then

13

resorts to\giving his own view at subsequent resporises. Aebli tested h

P
this claim by asking'&group of\subjects to give their own view first

&11e a second group selected. their'own view only‘fter giving the views
’ .
of others. Results indicated a higher proportion of egocentric responses

‘in group one. Garner and Plant (1972) replicated this with a task more:

) )

»
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- closely resembling Piaget's three-mountain task, and obtai;:\ed re-
sults similar to Aebli. They therefore claim that the high rate of
. egocentric responses is an artifact of the difficulty of the task,
reporting their results as indicating ™... most clearly that the- ex-
perimental a;rrangements for the for(eg[ own view first] group pro-
ar
_q_uit_a_d_g\[his italics.] egocentric respc}nses" (p. 82). Cox (1975)
utiiized as the "other observ'er"' a doll and a person, and found the
mean correct response to be significantly higher when the observer

t

. L -
was a person; howmg;, this group still emitted 307 egocentric re-

' gsponses. Performance has also been found to pe influenced by the

3 ‘ perépective (00, 900, 1800) to be compensated i spatial tasks
- ﬁi (Pufall, l§75), i.e., the greater the p;:rspective to be compensatedi
, 'the greater the amount of egocentrism. However, these data also do
/‘J not deny the existence of egocentrisﬁl as there are still a signifi-

young child's thinking is not exlclusively egocentric, and social

P

havior (in this pase, taking the other's visual perspective) does

occur in 3% to 5 yearl-—olds (Fishbein, Lewis,& Keiffer, 1972; Garvey

&
& Hogan, 1973; Pd¥all & Shaw, 1973).

£ - - Investigations have recently looked at the effects on per-
formance of single versus multiple object arrays, reporting that
. stimulus complexity leads to a decrement in performance when the

child is required to reconstruct the other's view (Flavell et al.,

- 1968), but there is-ad~ decrement found when the responsé required

is recognizing a photograph (Brod;insky, Yackson & Overton, 1972)

!

cant number of such responses. Rather, the data stress that the f
e—

i
;
»
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' , \
or turning a duplicate array composed of tby objects (Borke, 1975).

\

Anoﬁher aspect that may contribute to the difficulty of the
{ - -
task is whethe¥ it is a rotation or perspective problem. In a rota-
tion task, the child must anticipate the appearance of the array-of

objects that is rotated under cover; perspective tasks involve him

v

anticipating how a fixed array appears to an observer who 1s rotating

S

about the array. Rotation has been found to be easier than perspec-
tive problems, a possible explanation being the incongruity between
observer andiego in the latter task (Huttenlocher & Presson, 1973),
Shielding the- array during the choosing of the photograph representing

the perspective has also, been found easiér for older children

(Brod zinsky, Jackson & Overton, 1972). A variation similar to rotation

requires the child to rotate a duplicate array so thatjhe sees'the same

[

view as an observer positioned around the first array. Data here in-

dicate less egocentric performance thdn on the traditional perspective-

N

»
taking three-mountain experiments (Borke, 1975). Thus, the ability to

coordinate perspectives seems at least to some extent a function of

. v
mode of presentation and response requirement.

~ -

Another methodology emplefed in investigating egocentrism

is empathic role-taking (e.g., Borke, 1971; Burns & Cavey, 1957;
\

Chandler & Greenspan, 1972). Role-taking here refers to "... the

- ’

+ process by which the individual somehow cognizes, apprehends, o

grasps... certain attributes of the other person' (Flavell et al.,‘

, .
1968, p. 5) Burns and Cavey (1957) studied empathic egocentrism by

-~ »

requiring subjects to recognize emofiogs of pictorial representations of

sttt

o
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incongrwous cue situations. For example, in the picture of a birth-

day party scene, the child depicted would be crying, contrary to the

téxpected association of alhappy face with a birthday party. Children

younger than 5 years old gave fewer "empathic responses than subjects

1

older than 5. Burns and Cavey's methodology has been %ééticized, as
s

facial~expression cues were presented in only»the visual mode while

situation cues were presented in both the visual and auditory modes
- .

‘. &
(Sheehan Watson, Note 5). Testing 3 to 8 year-olds, Borke (1971)&

Ve
presented a series of stories and asked the subjects to select a

\

facé from pictures showing happy, sad, éfraid and angry expressioné
to correspond to how the child in the sﬁory felt. Significagt dif-
ferences with age, decreasing iinearly, were found,.supporting

Piaget. However, Borke found that even the youngest children dis-

played empathy by often choosing the correct expression, and inter-

prets this as indicating that young children are not completely ego-

centric, Rather, previous investigations found evidence of egocentrism

-

by requiring ;esponses that were beyond the capabilities of their sub-

jects, and when given a method of responding without having to utilize.

)
words, children exhibit empathy. Similar results were found in a

later cross-cultural study comparing Chinese and American children
(Borke, 1973). However, it is imporfant to note ;hat all of Borke's
subjects attended either preschool or elementary school, furnishing
them with the extensive peer ingefégtion that Piaget claims con- ¢

-

tributes to the decline of egocentrism,

One possible fault with Borke's investigation lies in its
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application of "taking another's gdewpoint". Accqrding to Chandler
}yand'Greenspan (1972), "... non-egocentric thought impiies the gpility' 1

to anticipate what someone else ﬁ;ght think or feel Erecisely when

those thoughts and feelings are different from one's own'" (p. 105)

and thus involves simultaneous decentering (brberg & Docherty, 1976).

Otherwise, the child might simply‘projed? himself into t;e situation

and determine how he would feel, a procedure involving sequential ™

-

- decentering (Urberg & Docherty, 1976). To account for this in

v

B?rke's procedure, Chandler and Greenspan added a'seguel‘to the

stories in ;hich a bystander arr}ved to witness the affect-laden .

beh;;iérs but not the an£ecedent events which gave rise to those be- Yy
haviors. Egocentrism was determined by whether the child, in des- 0
cribing the\by;tanderhé viewpoinﬁ, included information which he ' °
himself h;3 but not the bystander. While finding similar.resulv-

to Borke's on the first portion of ‘the procedure (pre-sequel), fthey

report yoquﬁi children atgfibuted privileged information the ﬂad '

to the bystander. Chandler and Greenspan report a significan{ num-

ber of egocentric”fesponses, decreasing systematically with age from

857 for 6 yeaf—olds to 47 for 13 ye;r~olds. Although concedinlg Borke's
claim that verb§l measures may havé inflated ;he number of egodentric
résponses obtaiqed, Chandler and Greenspan conclude that this exylana-

tion cannot account for all the egaqcentric responses given by young chil-

dren. Also, Mossler, Greenberg and Marvin (Note 4) presented short Xideo-

taped stories requiring the informed child to make yes—no‘inferehces

.'“’
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’ ) \ , - . N .
about the knowledge of another person with a limited v}ewpoint. “v\\\¢>

They conducted their investigation under more naturalistic condition;A
by déing‘it in the chiId'§ home and with his own mother as the 'other
person'. The findings, indicating differential performance on the
task by children®of differént ages, pointed to four yeé;s old as the
age of the most dramatic change ffgp egocentric to mon-egocenttic
responding. Both the Chandler and éreenspan and Mossler, Greenberg

and Marvin studies are examples of the story analysis paradigm of

JAnvestigating conceptual role-taking.

Bringing the wvarious role—taking"task§ into perspectiye,

Urberg and Docherty (1876) tested 3 to 5 year-olds from day care

. centres utilizing five progressively more difficult tasks, including

Borke's short stories, Burns and Cavey's facial incongruity drawings
and Chandler and Greenspan's short stories and sequel casks, which
are in increasing order of difficulty. éhildren as young as five
years old (35% of Ss, mean égé’slyéars 4 months) were able to succeed
at even -the more complicated'}ole—taking tasks requiring simultaneous

\

decentering, such as Chandler and Greenspan's, as long as the content

, was not too complex. Sipultaneous decentering 2 also revealed to -

be more difficult than sequential decentering. Only 14.2% of the Ss

. . -,
passed none of the tests, mean age 3 years 5 months. However, all

subjects wetre atfending care, thereby exposed to extensive peer

interaction. As As the hypothesis of this paper under the contention

’

L " N
of Piaget, this experience may contribute to the early decline of J
AY

egoceﬁtrism and account for some of Urberg and Docherty's results.

-
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Cognitive ééocentrism has be;n investigated by recording
the child's speech in some situation - e.g., during free play (Piaget ’
1926) or during a puzzle task (Rubin, 1973) - and clasasifying the
utterances within a category system. Piaget identified eight cate-
gories of speech. The first three, which are considered egocentric,
incluée echolalia or repetition, monoloéue - where the child is alone
yvet talks aloud to himself, and collective monclogue - where others )
are presént yet the child clearly talks aloud to himself. The five
categorieg of socialized speech are adapted information - an ex-
change of information with a ldistener, c?iticigg;t commangéla;d
threats,, questions, and finally, answers. Thus it isvseen that
speech which is not adapted to a listener is regarded as egocentric.
Kohlberg, Yaeger and Hjertholm (1968) have-devised a more
detailed classification system of private speech based on their re-
search. However, inveétigations utilizing their system (Rubié, ﬁér
Hultsch & Peters, 1971; Meichenbaum & Goodman, Note 6), report prob-
lems with low 'reliabilities or low océurrence of some levels of clas-
sification, resulting in confusion in analyzing inh intergreting
some of the data. More recently, Meichenbaum and Googyan have de-
vised a system bullt upon the work of Kohlberg et %A;g Their category
names and descriptions "reflect moreydirectly the phenomena than the

underlying theoret&cal assumptions” (p. 21). The category system and

descriptions are presented in Appendix A.

L4
' Apart from the .method of categorization of speech utter- Lo

ances, one controversy that is apparent when reviewing the literature

\
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&

ntrism concerns the incidence and frequency of .

lrms‘. Piaget (in..Looft, 1972) re-

ports that 407-70% of the utterances of five to six year-olds are

egocentric.

w

Others also found a siﬁhificant incidence of private

speech or egocentric utterances (e '8+ Garvey & Hogan, 1973; Kohlberg

et al., 1968), but "{Lss so than Piaget s original data (32% and 407

respectively). Still others present-‘data illustrating little if

© P

any evidence of tﬁes_e speech forms (McQarthy, 1930, in Looft, 1972).

P

These discrepancies can partially be accounted for by Kohlberg et al.'s

N
finding that the amounts of egocentriclor private speech varies

‘widepy ftom
_egocCentrism

yation (327).

/ : ,

one situation to another, with a Jower coefficient of
found in a task situation (187%) than in a free play sit-

In addition, Zahn-Waxler, Radvke-,-Yar'row & Brady-Smith

(1977) found a large range of ability to take perspectives depending

&
on the task, reporting 15-727 for 3 year-olds, and 41-1007 for 6
year-olds. . .
The final type of conceptual fole-takiﬁg to be discussed N

is communicative. Glucksberg, Krauss and Weisberg (1966) developed

a methodology for investigating egocentric communication by having

children communicate about novel graphic stimuli. _ In this referential

communication task, children were found to be unable to take account

of a listener's view. Indeed, when the subjects served as listeners

only, and were issued their own reference phrases (obtained previous

to the test

ents s then,

trials), performance was almost errorlessy Their refer—

were_ idiosyncratic, only understandable to th%mselves.

©

e i s et =

— e




23

In a subsequent study, Glucksberg and Krauss Y1967) report young
children's fallure to modify their referénce messages according to

A
the feedback of a listener, served by the experimenter. In a refer-

[
ential task of facial expressions, egocentric communication was

found to decrease with age, with a greater percentage of 6 year-olds Z}

using ambiguous descriptit;ns than 8 year-olds, and similarly for 8
year-olds compare‘d to 11 year-olds (Alvy, 1968). However, familiar-
ity with the referent (maze) h_gs“been found to contribute, to some
extent, to communication effectiveness of kindergarten and grade 3
children (Goldstein & Kose ,' Note 7’). Evidence that young children
ﬁay be able to take into account some aspects of a listener's situ-
ation is reported by Maratsos (1973). Children as young as 3 years
old were found to be more ‘verbally explicit in“a referential task '
when communicating to a "blindj listener than to a "seeing''- listemer.
There t:husng’pear to be many approac;mes to investigat'ing
egocentrism, each dirécted at different aspects of the concept.
Until recently, few studies had attemﬁted to deal witil or relate
the v\arious aspects, and findings havé been disparate. Spatial a;nd
communicative egocentrism have been found\tq correlate p?sitively
for 8, 9 and, 10 year-old males (Cowan, 1966). He reports children
who were successful on the three-mountain task produced significantly
less egocernrtric speech when working in paif:s in a game-task than un-
successful subjects‘. Kingsley (Note 8) found significant intercor-

* relations among spai:lial, communicative and ﬁerceptual tasksg/ for older

‘(grade 3) but not for younger (kindergar*ten) subjects. “Rubin (1973)

-
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examined the ‘correlations between. four types ;vf egocentrism - cog-
nitive, spatial,’co‘municative, and empathic - in children from
kindergarten, grades 2, 4, and‘ 6. Factor analysis r;vealed high
intercorrelations for t‘he latter three types, but not for cognitive
egocentrism. Van Lieshout, Leckie and Smits-Van Sonsbeek (1975)
also found significantf intercorrelations among eight’of the nine
role—taking tasks investigated for 3 to 5 year-olds. Shantz (Note 9)
on the other hand, found no signifricant interrelationship on tfasks
measuring spatial egocentrism, ' communicative egocentrism or social-

>

perceptual inference-making with children in grades 1 through 4.

As well, in a later study by Rubin (No'te 10) using two empath:iic-type

and four cognitive-type tasks, little eyidence was found®for the ch

vergent or discriminant validity of role-taking tasks for children

in preschool, grades 1, 3 and 5.’MThe disparity of results is dif-

ficult to exple-xin‘ and point;ex out the problems\in compdring results

across studies. It can be concluded, h8wever, that this 'hbiiity

to take another person's viewpoint" is not an all-or-none phenomenon,

and may develop at different rates depending on the modality in which
< A

it is being discussed. *

" -

' With the unitary aspect of the various forms for measuring
egocentrism still under controversy, it éeéms necessary for any study
of egocent?rism to include seve‘ral measures in order to ensure a
generalization of refults to the various modalities of the concept.

. . ‘
As Piaget and Vygotsky base ‘their theories én the spontaneous verbal~
e .

3}
izations of children, and as Rubin did not find cognitive egocentrism .

N -
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to interrelate with other egocentrism measures, this seemed an im-

portant measure to include. The secokhd measure, spatial egocentrism,
-y
also forms the basis for Plaget's theo

y and its inclusion provided’

a more direct route of comparison of tesults. Finally, the vast
v ,
i ‘ s

literature on empathic role-taking‘;’s.upported the inclusion of this

measure appropriate to the 3 yga'x:—old age group viewed 1in this study.

! .~ N
X

~ -

The Present Investigation .. .

.

The present “étZud‘y vas designed to examine whether a dif-

TN

ference in egogeiitfrism exists for children with different amounts of

> ¥
peer experience. ; Three points on a continuum of early peer experience

-
- ¥

were chosen - day care, whereﬂ th:é%-gxperience is most extensive; nur-
sery school, where there is ﬁartially organized peer experience; and
home-reared, where no organized peer experience occurs. The nursery
school group also served gs a control for parental role differences
as day care mothers mostly wofked while nursery scho%’l and’ home-reared
mothers did not. Based on the finding of Mossler, Marvin and Greenberg
(1976) that there is 31'1 abrupt change in role-taking ability between , '
age 3 and 4 years old, it was decided to conduct the present investi-
gation with children between 36 and 48 months old.

As discussed previously, the concept of egocentrism involves

several different modalities, and’ whether these tap a "unitary con-

"struct'" 1is questionable. For this reason, the present investigation

utilized three tasks - spatial, empathic and cognitive - as measures

of egocentrism.

.Due to the early peer interaction engaged in by the day

e
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care children,//it was hypothesiz;ac}( that there would be a difference
in fhe measures of egocentrism between the three groups: If this
difference was in the direction of less egocentrism for the day care
subjects, this finding would lend support’ to Piaget's contention
that peer interaction is a major ingredient in the transitionr from
egocentrism to socialization. For cognitive eéocentrism, a finding
of more egocentrism for day care children would lend support to

Vy'lgotsky's hypothesis that children who engage in peer interaction |

Ve
should exhibit at least as much or more egoceptrislgl as non-partici-

. pants., Finally, if tRere were no differences between the groups,
ﬁ N

this would provide inconclusive evider;ce, with possible interpreta-
tions ranging from support of the threshold hypothesis of Hollos and
Cowan to lack of support for Piaget's contention that peer experience
contributes to the decline of egocentrism,

In addition to evaluating egoce%trism in speech, the cog-
nitive task afforded the opportunity to assess whether there are |
&iffererices of interactive style with an adult during a free play
situation between the e;ame three groups of subjécts. Based on A
Prescott's (Note 3) finding that a child's direction of attent;ion
iS\’di‘fferent in different typgs of child ca’ arrangements, the
present investigation sought tc; determine whether type of c:\re would
be related. to four dependency-type behaviors in a neutral situation.
Specifically, the numbe; of times a child looked at, smiled at,
talked to or sought help from an 'aduit\during a puzzle solving task

was measured. It was felt these frequency measures would provide
. "
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xkj/“ﬂurther informat:ion and direct:ion on the possible effects that

environmental variables may have on the child.
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Method

Subjects ) - ™

The subjects consisted of 54 children between tlze age of’ L
3-4 years old (X = 42.8 month;, §.D. = 3.37), 18 each in day care,
nursery school, and at imme with mother. It was expected that 3
year-olds ou;:si&e of d:;y care would generally have limited peer con-
tact in an urban setting and thereforc; would represént a contrast
to the extensiv;a peer experience of the day care group. A nursery
school érOup would provide a middle level of peer contact while main-
taining comparable parental contact to the home-reared group, both
having non-working mothers.

Day care subjects had been at}ending five day care centres in

the greater Montreal area for at least five months previous to test-

ing. Nursery school subjects were selected from five nursery schools

in the same éommunitiews as the day cares and similarly had been at-
tending the schools for at least five months previous to testing.
Home-reared subjects were drawn from waiting listé of four nursery
schools and day cares in the same commu'nities and did not attend -
any 1ong—£erm organized peer group. Each group was composed of nine
males and nine females. Groups were equated as closely as possible
on age, total number of sib\lings, numt;gar of older siblings,ﬁ and
socio-etonomic status as measured by the Hollingshead educational
and octupational scales (Bonjean, Hill & McLemore, 1967). Children
were ir;cludec? in the study only if there was more than eighteen

&

months difference in age between the subject and his sibling. This

\ /




was done in order to ensure the child did not have a "peer" within

&
. /\\ his family as this would inflate the measure of peer contact hours. .

In addition, parents were asked to estimate the number of hours per
wegk their child played with other children. Children in day care
were required to be attending for a minimum of 25 hqurs pef week.
Nursery school subjects were selected on the basis of 4-8 hours
school attendance and a maximum of 20 hours per wegk total peer con-
tact. Ho;e-fe;;ed subjects were screened fo£ maximum' 8 hours per
week peer contact, with no long;term organized peer group experience.
s In view of the cognitive requirements og/the taq}s, the
““*-CK{;e groups were equated as closely as possible on éeceptive lan-
guage ability (vis-a-vis Peabody Picture Vocabuléﬁx Test (PPVT))
and spatial ability (vis-3-vis Preschool Children's Embedded Figures
Test (PCEFT)). While it is a moot point whether matching on spatial
ability is at all importaﬁt, i.e., whether the very ability tapped
by‘the embedded figures is not the same '"decentration' aspect that
is requiredﬁin the ability to take another's viewpoint, nonetheless
it'waé decided to include a non-Piagetian task to assess whefher the

groups differeg,onxfhis measyre.

Experimental Measures

Q
~ ,
Spatial egocentrism. Spatial egocentrism was measured by-

‘a task developed by Borke (1975), fashioned after Piaget's three-
mountain experiment. This was used rather than Plaget's original
task as oytlined by Laurendeau and Pinard (1970) as.subjects were

found on earlier testing to have akgreat deal of difficulty responding

~
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and to lose interest early in the session. The apparatus consisted

of two identical plastic firetrucks, a Grover puppet (Sesamé'Street

character) in a mobile toy dune buggy, and two identical farm-like

arrays. The firetrucks had a ladder on the ieft side and ; hose

diagrammed on the right side. The arrays were approximately

1

43 cm. x 43 cm. cardboard on which was affixed a house, a sailboat o
on a lake, and a cow (see Figure 1). “X\

Four instruction trials were g}ven in which the child was -
presented with the firetrucks, one on awtablg directly in front of

him and one on a table to his right. Grover circled the former fire-

(o]

truck, stopping at positions OO, 270", 90° and 180° in fixed order.

! The task required the child to turn his firetruck (on his right) so

that he could see the same orientation as Grover. When the child ) i
. ! . »
f ' made an error in the instruction trials, he was asked to stand be-

hind Grover to "see what Grover sees", them returned to his seat and

tried again. If an error was committed on this sec try, the ex-

/el

- N
perimenter corrected the child's orientation with a be+6f wxplanation. !

IS Twenty~three of the subjects performed the instruction trialg without

-~y

error, while 22 subjects committed errors but were able to,correct
. ¢ .

them on the second try. Nine subjects made errors oﬂ the first try N

\

of the instruction trials and did not correct them on the second

a

v . attempt. However, these subjects were not eliminated from the test
trials as 507 correct was soughE on the second try for all subjects.
Following the four instruction trials, the farm arrays

were placed in the same positions as were the firetrucks. The test

.
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[Figure 1. Layout of array for spatial perspect-

ive~taking task ’
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;rials proceeded similarly as described above, except no feedback

0 (] 0 (o]

sets (Set 1. 0, 90°, 180°%, 270°; set °, o°

was given. The order of presentation Qiz randomly chosen ﬁrom‘four
2% 90°, 180°, 270°, 0°;

°, 0% 270% set 4. 270°, 90°, 180°, 0°) and coun-

Set 3. 180°, 90
terbalanced across groups. Egocéntrism in this task was operation-
ally defined ag the child's selecting his own view and attributing
it to Grover. Random errors were also recorded. -

’

Cognitive egocentrism. The method employed in measuring

egocentrism in speech involved recording, under the category system

LY

developed by Meichenbaum and Goodman (Noté 6) (Appendix A), the child's
spontaneous verbalizatiops during a puzzle task, The child was told ‘
that the eiperimentér had some work to do and would he play with the
puzzles fﬁr a few minutes. The experimenter was seated opposite the
child and acknowledged any communication initiated by the child but
did not initiate :ﬁy himself. This task continued for ten minutes.
There were two hardboard puzzles provided, tée segond one being prey -
&en;ed only if the first was completed before the required ten . |
(}m%éutes.
) Duriﬁg the task% the child's speech was recorded both on
a cassette tape and verbatim by the experimenter. The experimenter .

also recorded behavioral information necessary to later categorize

the utterances, i.e., eye contact, repetition relevant to social -

speech,\and whether the utterance preceded, accompanied or followed
\ h
the activity to which itfreferreé;

Y B ‘q . . * N
Determination of the egocentric level of sgpeech for each |

-




" weight to the scores of a talkative child, and also to percent con-

_ version (e.g., Kohlberg et al., 1968), which tends to give excess

33 .
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child followed the time-sampling ﬁethod of Schachter, Kigshner, Klips,
Friedricks and Saunders (1974). -Under this procedure, the chi¥d's r

speech protocol was divided into ten one-minuteTintervals. The

number of such intervals in which a speech category occurred was

2

' »
then summed and divided by the total number of such intervals, or 10.

This procedure was used to*look at differences in both the two larger °
categories (social vs. private speech) and the seven more defined cate-
gories of private speech. This "interval" score is an alternative to

¥ -

raw frequendy scores (e.g., Piaget, 1926), which tend to give excess

weight to the scores of a quiet child. While Schachter et al. de-

K

fined their interval as three minutes, this was for the convenience

of manual scoring and was deemed too long an interval for the pre-
@ -

> “

sent ten-minhute task. As the use o{/mechanical as well as mdnual

scoring allowed speedier recording, a one-minute interval was used

in the present research, <
Reliability was determined by a blind rater simultaneously 7
recording the utterances of randomly selected subjects.

Empathic egocentrism. This aspect of egocentrism was

measured by the method designed by Burns and Cavey (1957). Materials

included a set of pictures depicting children.in familiar situatioms.

-

Male subjects were shown a set of pictures in which the, stimulus

child was male, female subjects were shown a female set. This

paralleled Burns and Cavey's procedure;and followed from results

S
2 i

a . - N A
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indicating that similarity between the sex of theﬁgubject and the

% of the stimulus facilitates empathic vicarious behavior in chil-
dre{{. (Feshbach & Roe, 1968). Each set contained six pairs of test
items and fc.)ur filler pictures (Appendix B). Burns and Cavey's
original two pairs of test items were used as well as four other
sets designed by the present experimenter. For example, one pair
of test items consisted of a drawing of an empty chair and a doct;r
standing begicie it holding a needlé, and an 1identical drawing except
the addition of a boy (girl) sitting in the chair smiling. Upon pre-
sentation of the "empty" test picture, the subject was asked how he
would _feel if he were in the picture, whereas for the corresponding

»”~
"filled" picture the question asked how the person depicted felt. #

:X response was scored as egocentric when t;he child ;c'ailed to perceive
the incongruous expression of the face in the second picture, at-
tributiﬁg his own feelings in that situation to the child in the
drawing. Questions were asked for the fi’ller pictures in order to’
maintalin ‘continuity, but their ansvwers were not u*:iliz'e,d in the -cal-
culations. ‘

In a departure from Burns and Cavey, for those cases where
the child did not give the expected response for an empty pilecture
(e.g., he responds 'Happy'" rather than the expected "Sad" for the

picture of a broken bicycle), the corresponding filled picture was

not used in calculating the level of egocentrism. The scores were

"therefore prorated for the analysis.

The Burns and Cavey task was selected as a measure

e e ettt
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of empathic egocentrism because the study of Urberg and Docherty'
(1976) suggests thatéﬁt represents a moderate level of difficulty be-
tween Borke's and Chandler and Greenspan's taeks Burns and Cavey's
desigﬁ is similar to Qgrke's as it involves gequential decéntering,
but it is more difficuit as it includes the aspect of“conflicting
viewpoints. Furthermore,-it is not as complex as the eimu;Faneous
decentration required by Chandler and Greenspan's task, whigh would
be too difficult for children of the age used invthe present inves-

tigation.

Measure of interactive style, During the puzzle task de~

signed to measure cognitive ego€fntrism, several other measures were
2

taken simultaneously to assess the interactive style of the subjects.

These included recofding on a chetklist the number of times the child

L

LOOKED AT (no speech), SMILED AT (no speech), TALKED TO (no requesE/}

for help), or ASKED HELP FROM the experimenter. These were designed

“

to investigate any gross differences in interactive style or attention-

seeking behavior between the .three groups. It should be noted that

these measures were not mutual exclusive from the measure of cog-

\‘/

nitive egocentrigm as the latter two categories - TALKED TO and

ASKED HELP FROM - were also éategorized as social speech-relevant.

The reliability of observations was also assessed by a

blind rater assigned to randomly selected subjects.

Procedure

The two tasks measuring spatial and receptive-language

abilities and the three tasks measuring egocentrism were administered

omi

L
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individually in two sessions in a mobile laboratory or other un-
_familiar setting nearby the da}; care or nursery school such as &

church or community centre. The child's mother did not remain in

the iaboratory during testing unless the child showed obvious intense

distress at her leaving. This occurred in only two cases, one a day

care child and the other a home-reared subject.

The child was introduced to the tasks by presenting them

St

as games. In the first lab session, the PPVT, PCEFT and empathy

tasks were administered. !Each task lasted approximately five to ten

minutes. Tht.xs(,q the total time for the session was between 15 and 30

minutes. o

The second testing session was co;xducted in the same set-—
ting and at least one wéek apart from the first (X =9 days, range =
7-22 days). At this t&mé, the tasks measuring spatiaI"'ar‘xd cognitive
egocentrism ',:v\é:r;e administered. Total time for the session was approx-
imately 20 minutes. The cassette recorder used to record the iatter—l ¢

ances was positioned on the table but concealed so as not to influence

._.._ wiom,

p——

the child's conversation. This was used as a crosscheck and source
A

for filling in any missing utterances manually recorded, for example

in the case of a very talkative child.

. ' 1
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, 4 Results

Control and Independent Measures

Six of the matching variables (mother's education, father's
education, father's occupation, age of subject, PPVT scores and PCEFT
scores) were subject tc;éndividual two-way {group x sex) analyses of

variance to ensure tha he groups were equated on these measures.

Group means for these control measures are pres;nted in Table 1.
Criteria for educationgl and occupational levels followed the
Hollingshead (in Bonjean, Hill & McLemore, 196_9) scales, the educa-
tional scale modified slightly (Appendix C)™to épply to the local educa-
tione;l system. There were no significant differerﬁ:{gs between the

three groups on mother's and father's educational level, or father's

occupational level. Table 2 summarizes the analyses of variance.

A ~

A
A 'S

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

¢ 3
Although there were no significant main effects for age, as

summarized in Table 2, there was a significantl group by sex interac-~
tion, F (2, 48) = 3.52, p € .05, A post~hoc Scheffé analysis for
simple effects revealed that home~reared /nbales were significantly
younger than nursery school males, ¥ (5, 48) ='Q112.50, p < .10. The
detailed breakdown of age means by group and sex is presented in
;i‘able 3. No other age comparisons were significant. Tl;e analyses of

the dépen-dent measures were therefore interpreted with this in mind

ol s [
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Table 1

Means #nd Standard Deviations of -the

Control and Independeng Meésures

’

4

Age of Subject
Mother's Education
F%ther'é Education”
_sJather's 6ccupation‘
Peabody Vocabulary
Embedded figures

Peer Hours *

Day Care

"X (SD)

Nursery School

X (Sp)

Home-Reared

X (sD)

42.67 (2.38)
2.28 (1.36)
1.61 (0.85)

1.63 (1.09)

113.89 (11.87)

7.83 (1.79)

41.50 (6.84)

46,17 (3.49)
3.17 (1.62)
2.22 (1.31)
2.33%(1.61)

116.83 (9.14)
8.00 (1.57)

13,72 (3.36)

41,72 (3.80)
2.83 (1.34)
2.17 (1.42)
2.11 (1.08)

113.89 (11.35)
7.28 (2.11)

5.56 (1.69)

27
Yy

",
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Table 2
Analysis of Variance Summary F-Ratios for the _
B * /
) > Co)rcil and Ind717endent Measures!‘
Group (G) Sex (8) G x S Interaction
, 3
H df = 2,48 df = 1,48 df = 2,48
‘ p *
Age of Subject \ &»2.82 1.50 35\52
Mother's Education 1.72 .43 .98
G
Father's Education 1.32 .00 .32
> Father's ‘Occupation 1.29 .éS .08
- \ B '
Peabody Vocabulary 43 .31 .80
Embedded Figures .86 ' 1.58 '3.94%
Peer Hours ’ 310.49%*%* 1.04 .61
¥
”
*p < .05
**p <.01 0 )
®kky < 001 ’ g
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Insert Table 3 about here

Peabody Picture™Vocabulary Tes?L: scores and Preschool Chil-
X

<

dren's Embedded Figures‘Te‘st scores wgéa subject to separate two-way
ANOVA'sl. No significant main effects were found, as summarized in
Table 2. However, for the embedded figures scores, a significant
interaction effect was found, F (2, 48) = 3,94, p < -05. (‘h post-
hoc analyé{is for simple effects, the Scheffé found no significant

differences. Table 4 presents the means of the embedded figures

scores by group and sex.,

A

Insert Table 4 about here

The toqal number of siblings and the number of older sib-
lings were subject;ed to the non-parametfic median test, the mediang
ia‘eing 1.0 and O respectively. No significant differences were,
found for an§lyses by group (siblings: -x.2 = .33, N.S.; older sib-
lings: x2= 2.91, N.S.) or by sex (siblings;xz= .66, N.S.; older
siblings: X2 = .08, N.5.).

Finally, an ANOVA was pgrformed on the number aof )hours of
peer contact (see Table 1 for means). The three groups differed ‘
s‘ignificantly from each other on this measure, with day care children

having a significantly greater amount of peer contact Hours than hur-

sery school children who in turn had significantly greater hours than

', home-reared children, F (2, 48) = 310.49, p <.00L. (sée Sable 2 for

0
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5 Table 3
L ]
Breakdown of Age Means by Grou‘g and Sex
Day Care Nursery School Home-Reared . 7
: X (sD) X (sD) X (sD)
Males 43.78 (1.99) 45.67 (2.06) 40.67 (3.28)
Females 41.56 (2.30) 42.67 (4.06) 42,78 (3.28)
- c "
-
|
{ ' f
- ‘
}'/
>~ \ ,‘. ” Y
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(Vo —Table 4 A
" Breakdown of Embedded Figures Means by Group and Sex -
Day Care Nursery School Home~-Reared
. X (sD) X (sD) X (SD)
Males 8.78 (1.79) 8.56 (1.33) 6.67 (2.06)
Females 6.89 (1.27) \7.44 (1.67) 7.89 (2.09)
e
° h J
* -
S |
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Analysis of Variance summary). ' ' .

Dependent Measures

-~
@

As there is no consistent evidence for the unitary con-

struct of egocentrism, analyses of variance were performed on the ”

spatial and empathic scores separately. Furthermore, although the b
- ' " L ! ~

data indicated a ceiling effect, wit:'k; subjects in all groups ex-

\
, hibiting few errors, the analysis of/variance was considered appro-

/

/

priate over a non-parametrAc statistic as the data for all groups

AR}

were‘skewed in the{same direction (Bonneau, 1960).

For the spatial task, three scores were obtained - number \

g
2
i

-

of correct responses, number of egocentric responses, and number :)f
random errors for the three non—fib\:al sides. The frontal view \[
was not included so as to eliminate confusion of scoring a fronfal

response as egécentric or correct. Anélyses of variance were per-

formed on the first two, as the third score could be derived from -
the.others,’and are summarized in Tables 5 and 6 respectively. 3
Thg.re was no difference found for the groups on spatial perspective-~ \ﬂn‘

taking ability.

Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here
N

Only 22% of all responses were egocentric. This figure '
is lower than th@t reported by Piaget, a similar finding to research
in various modalities of egocentrism (Cox, 1975; Garner & Plant, 1972;

: N h

Garvey & Hogan, 1973). However, of the errors made, 597 were ego-
N ' i N
9
3
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Table 5 .
N
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Spatiai—Correct
he Sour}}e df Mean Square F-Ratio
Group (G) 2 C .24 15
Sex (S) 46 .28
“ Group -x Sex 1.13 .69
’ \ VErro_r” .- — 1.63

a

%
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Table 6 /
\ Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Spatial Egocentric
‘ Source ™. df  Mean Square F-Ratio - -
- Groupg (G) 2 T .57 .74
' Sex (S) 1 _ .30 .38
"G xS 2 .02 .02
) Error 48 .77 : -
) .f
¥ - ‘ /
S
P .
@ a
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centrﬂs, more than expe¢ted by chance, while 417 were J;ndom.

<

As mentioned earlier, although the empathic score was oqut
of a possible six, prorating was necessary as most of the subjects
did not give the expected response for one or morg®of the empty pic- _

tures. Seventy-five percent of the subjects made between onerand

7

As can be seen -

‘

three such errors, with meég error rate being 0.7.

from Table 7, analysis of variance revealed a significant main sex

A

\ .
effect, with males performing more egocentrically than females,
( ' (‘w 4
F (1, 48) = 9.72, p < .Oik/vMeans by group and sex are summarized

in Table 8. However, an’interaction effect for group by sex was

also foun&, F (2, 48) = 4.55, p ¢ .05. Subsequent Scheffé analysis
for simple effggts indicated that home-reared males performed morey
egocentrically than nursery school males and home-reared females, -
F (5, 48) = .35 and .61, respe;tively,‘g < .10, This findfﬁg may .
be partially due to the significant group by sex age effect discussed

-

earlier.

Insert Tables 7 and 8 about here hi
{
Q{bloser examination of the numerous inappropriate re-
(. ’ -
sponses to the empty pictures revealed that three of the items ac-
3 ‘\

h

count for 762\b§ inappropriate responses. The three items’(Bl, Cl
\
and D1 in Appendkx B) were those that involved the emotion 'SAD'.
,For the category system used to evaluate cognitive ego-
centrism, inter-rater reliability was obtained by hav}ng a blind

rater presént at testing and sco;ing 13 of the 54 subjects, approx-
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Eﬁpathic-Correct.

Source

Group (G)
" Sex (8)
G xS

Error

*p <.05

e

“ ‘ B <001

48

2
Table 7

Y

~

[N

_ ®
h 4
%
Mean Square F-Ratio
.06 1,75
*k
. 32 9.72
15 | 4.55
.03 ¥
r G
, o+
~ \
. 7
v .
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Table 8 g .
°Breakdown of Empathic Cc.;rrect Means by Group and Sex
6 Day Care ‘ Nl;rsery School Home~Reared
X (s . X (sp X (S
‘ » X (sD) X ( D) X (SD)
'  Males .84 (.26) 91 (.15) .63 (.27)
1}. Females .90 (.17) (. .35 (.10) 1.0 (0)
.
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imately an equal number of subjects in each group. Reliability was
determined by the number of category agreements by interval \and not
by each utterance. For example, the experimenter might have recorded
in a one-minute interval one PA, two PC, four PE and two S utterances,
but the interval score would deduce to one each of PA, PC, PE, and S.
Similarly, the blind rater might have recorded in that same minute
two PA, one PB, threé PE and three S utterances, and this would re-
duce to one each of PA, PB, PC, PE, and S. The agreement be(tweén

the two raters for this interval would therefore be four of the five

entries. This procedure was followed as it was the reduced record

and not the total utterances that were used #n the final analysis of

- cognitive egocentrism. Under this‘;procedure, the inter-rater re-

liability was 84.77%.

‘;Cognitive egocentrism was analyzed by reducing the main
scores (total private interval score and total social interval score)
to a ratio, v;'her:e PRIVATE RATIO = TOTAL PRIVATE INTERVAL/(I‘OTAL PRIVAIE
+2TOTAL SOCIAL INTERVAL SCORES). and similarly for the social 'scores.
Rather than looking at the absolute number of intervals% in which
the speech occurred, this conversion permitted the analysis of the
:'lumber <;f private in‘t:ervals relative to the number of social inter-
vals an vice versa. 'l‘his‘was done as a fur'ther measure t':o control
for the absolute talkativeness of the child. WNo significant dif-
ferences between groups were found, as summarized in Tables 9 and 10

° -

for private and social speech scores respectively.

)
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Insert Tables 9 and 10 about here

e P A TR R

Individual categories of private speech were subjected to

-

s a similar convérsion as described above. For example, PA ratio =
‘ < PA‘PA + PB 4+ PC lv PD & PE +‘PC) A Kruskal-Wallis non=-parametric
test was pefformed on each of the six category scores as some fre-
quencies were very low: and 18 summarized in Table 11.ﬁ This was done
¢ to examine whether'differences existed between the groups in'the type
of private speech emitted. ‘bnly one category - comments ta‘absent
others (PC) - approached significance, H = 4,70, p £ .10, Fnd this
was not felt to be indicative of a trend due to the number of ‘such’

3 ' e;
analyses performed. - .

o e . T RN e et S ©

»
< ¢

Insert Table 11 about here

4 *

1
T

Inter-rater reliapilit} for the interaction vagiables was

- , .
calculated for 13 of the 54 subjects.  The reliability was 91.9%,

84.9% and 90.7% respectively for 'LOOKS AT', 'TALKS TO', and 'ASKS

s

HELP'.

o

[OPSR 4

A mult%vafiate analysis of variance'was performed on tﬁe
interaction variables and is pfesented in Table 12. Due to the in-
(E:équency of the '"SMILES AT' variable, this category was combined
with 'LOOKS AT'.'SAlt&;ugh the unigariaée E_indicated a group‘x sex
ingéraction effgsg for the absolute frequency of 'TALKS TO', -

F (2, 48) = 3.44, p <€ .05, the multivariate F uei:xg the Wilks Laneda

criterion was not significant. It was therefore not determined by

’

»

L
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Table 9

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for

Cognitive Egocentric (Private) Speech

Source df Mean Square F-Ratio
\\
Group (G) 2 .08 . 1.38
Sex (S) 1 .02. .26
¢ xS 2 .14 2.50
Error 48 . .06
LN
\ - P

o
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Table 10
o
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Cognitive Social Speech
Source _c_l_f_ ) ~ Mean Square 4F-Ratio i
Group (6) = 2 a6 2.58 W@
Sex (S) 1 16 0, . 2.8
GxS 2 .16 2.97 : \

" Error 48 . .06 <

g g s s
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Table 11 -~
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for Cognitive Speech Categories by Group ‘ b
Day Care Nursery School Home-Reared H-corrected ’
\ for ties
Median (range- Median (range- Median (range~
raw raw raw
scores scores scores
Social-Relevant 1.0 (0-10) .7 (0-9) .9 (0-10) 2.19
(5-R) )
Social-Irrelevant 0 (0-5) .1 (0-8) 0 (0-4) 1.12
(S-I) * o
™
Word Play 0 (0-3) 0 (0-4) 0 (0-4) 1.42
(PA) )
Description -0 ((0-3) ¢ 0 (0-2) 0 (0-3) .40
(PB) *
‘ *
Commentsg 0 (0-6) .1 (0-5) 0 (0-4) 4.79
(PC) v
Questions . " 0 " (0-5) 1 (0-7) .2 (0-6) . .98
(pD) , o
Verbalizations .3  (0-8) .3 (0-8) .3 (0-7) 2.11
(PE) ' N
«*
Expletives 2 (0-7) .1 (0-6) .1 (0-4) * .46
(PF) ' \
*
p <.10
)
4
’ P
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post-hoc analysis where the difference was.
/

Insert Table 12 about here

All the dependent measures were gubjected to a Pearson
Product Moment Correlation. A total interattion variable was in-
cluded, obtained from the sum of the three interacfion variables.
In addition, three independent measures were included - age of §,
Peabody score, and Embe/dded figures score. Results are summarized

in Table 13.

‘ Insert Table 13 about here

General spatial ability (PCEFT) and receptive language
abllity (PPVT) weré not found to correlate significantly with any

of the dependent measures. Although the Peabody score is based on

age norms, the PCEFT scores are absolute and as such are expected to

correlate positively with age, as was the case in the present study,

-

L= +43, p < .001.

rAge was significantly correlated with two of the three
PR
egocentric measures. For: the spatial task, age was positively cor-

related with the number of correct responses, ‘_r_:_ = 36, p < ;01, and
negativgly correiated with the number of egocentric responses,

_i: -.28, p < .05. Thé correlation of age with empathic responses ‘
was positive, r = .33, p £ .05. As age was therefore found to cor-

o

relate with two of the egocentrism L’a':ks, and a significant inter-

s °
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Table 12
-
A
!
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Summary Table
B for the Interaction Categories
)
<
Hypothesis e
Source ‘df Eigenvalue Wilks Lambda F-Ratio
Group (G) 6 .09 .91 S .73
Sex (S) 3. .07 .94 1.05 ~
G xS 6 .17 © .80 1.79

%

it
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action effect had been found fg; age, the analysis of covariance
was considered to partial out any age effect that may be obscuring
the‘}esults for the twé egocentrism tasks. Although it hasdbeen
suggested that covarying out in thesé instances may not always be
the correct procedure (Lord, 1969; Werts & Linn, 19622, analysis of
covariance was perfofme& on the spatial and empathic measures to
explore the possibility of an age effect in these results. There °
were no changes in the significance of any of the results.

One finding that was striking was that noné of the three

measures of egocentrism correlated with each other. Furthermore,

!
< e

there was no relationship between the subjectb total interactions

| L '

and his level gf spatial or empathic egocentrism. There was a cor-
relation between total interactions and cognitive social fatio,

I = .31, p <.05. The child who therefore exhibited a greater -
— . / Ve

ratio of social speech also had a greater absmlute amount of inter-

action with the experimenter. However, the social ratio and total
interaction scores are not mutually exclusive categories, and as no

significant relationship was found for social ratio score and 'LOOKS

-

AT' score (the only mutually exclusive interaction category), this

finding was not considered meaningful. e

%
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Discussion

’ On none of the three egocentrism tasks were significant

E]

differences between the groups found. Although a group x sex inter-
e : :

action was found in empathic role-takiagh‘with home-reared males

performing more egocentrically than both nursery school males and

home~-reared females, this may be at least partially attributed to

s

the significantly lower age of the‘home—reaféd*males; the-,positive
- Y. !
correlation between age and empathic role-taking supports this con-

v

clusion. , ‘ iy

The only main effect of groupathii approached 3ignificance
u

i

.(p. €.10) was in the cognitive task, where the proportion of utter-
ances which were gocial in nature tended to be gteater for the day
care than for the nursery school and home-reared subjects. TFurther
te§ting would be necessary to determine whether day care children do

in pt their sﬁeech to the‘}reéence'of a listener moreso than do

= -

nursery school ané home-reared children. Some support for this comes
from Mashal (Note 11) who foun¥ that 4 year-olds in nursery school

for 1} years were better communicators in a referential task than
» I ‘
4 year-olds in nursery school for only % year. An interesting

question that follows frég‘such a conclusion is whether this same

adaptation exists when the listener 18 another child versus an adult,

and whether it is in the same direction for both listeners, i).ez\;\T

S

more social speech for children with greater peer experience. Pre-

liminary support for these hypotheses comes from the present study,

; !
where an adult served as listener, and the Mashal study, where
S A ‘ o
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————

another child served as listener.

~

On the other hand, if the result discussed above was not . -

'éeplicé‘ted, the conf:luaion would be drawn that day c;rs. nursery
school and hope-rea;ed children do not differ on egocentric speech’
as a result of their varied amounts of pegr contact. This conclusion -

*+ may in turn be interpreted in terms of Vygotsky's theory, which claims
that ¢fiildren with more peer experience should exhibit at least as
much egocentrism (private speech) as children with less peer ex-
perience. While the amount of peer contact was vastly different be-
tween groups (mean number of peer contact hours 40, 14 and 6 hours
per week for dgy c:axre, nursery school and home-reared subjects re-
spectively) a second possible interpretation of the results may refer
to the threshold hypothesis of Hollos and Cowan (1973). Even the

Asmall mean of six hours per week forﬂ home-reared subjects, perhaps
coupied with as yet undetermined contributing factors such’ as quality
of interactioﬁ or parental contact, may contl‘:ibute to the decline of
egocentfism sufficiently to erase any significant group differences.
For e):ample, absolute frequency of ggg interaction was not found to
correlate with four role-taking tasks (0'Connor, 1976). Thus, in
future researcllm, a more detailed analysis of the quality oé peer
interaction mayﬂi:e necessaiy, in order to learn’'to what extent it may‘ '
be.a contributing factor in the development of role-taking ability.
Possible factors include active participation‘ versus pass\ve sontact,
positive versus negative interactions, etc.

The present results confirm other recent findings that - .

NS
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children as young as three years old do not exclusively ;éspond ego-
centrically. Presented with tasks that are appropriate for their
age and that require simple responses within their repert;ire, 3
year-olds are often able to take another person's point of view.

0

With reference to spatial tasks, Liben (Note 12) reported
that on a modifdled threefmountain task, 3 year-olds' responges re:
sembled a random distribution. Borke (1975), however, using a ro-
tation perspective—taking task adapted in the present study, re-
ported that 3 year-olds accurately predicted Grovef's perspective
for all three Esgiiions over 80%-of the time, a finding well ,above
chance level. The present research supportswBorke's finding that 3
year-olds' performance ‘on the modified perspective-taking task is
above chance level, finding that 637 of thelr responses were correct.
.However, in the present study only 35% of the subjects responded correctly
to all three positions, i.e., 657 of subjects made at least one error.
This discrepancy from Borke's results is difficult to explain as the
subjects weré of similar ages. Of the total errors on the task,
Borke, pooling results across her thrée tasks (Plaget®s mountain
scene, three-toy sceme, eight-toy scene), found 317 egocentric and
697 random compared to 597 and 417 respectively for the present study.
In this research, then, a higher proportion of the subjects're;ponses
was egocentric‘than those of Borke, witH the percentggé of egocentric
errors well gbove the chance level for error-type. What seems to be

»

happening, then, is that,in the present Study, subjects found the .

task more difficult than Borke's subjects and, when unable to give

oy

s

F¥on, |
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o

the correct response, tended to respond egocentrically rather than
‘randomly. Others have similarly found that when confronted with
more difficult tasks, §6unger children seem to revert to raesponding
more egocentrically (Flavell, Botkin, Fry, ﬁright & Jarvis, 1968;
Huttenlocher & Presson, 1973; Urberg & Docherty, 1976). In other
words, younger children may be capable ofvrole—taking at some levels
of thisg ability, But ;t more complex levels they haQe been found to
display a greater degree'of’e36centrism. -

The empathic task, again, supported tpe vigw that children
as young as 3 years old are sometimes capable of résponding empathi-

cally. Eighty per cent of the responses for the target items - those

where a child had a facial expression incongfuous with the scene ~

1 »

: \
were correct (not including those items where inappropriate responses

were given for the corresponding empty picture). This is in contfast
to the finding of Burns and gavey (1957) tﬁat younger children respond
m;re egocentrically to this task. They reported only 297 correct re-
sponses for children under 5 years old. One e;planation for - this
disparity in results may be due to Burns & Cavey's use of two modes’
(visual and auditory) to present situation cues but only one mode
(visual) te p;esent expressive cues.' For example, Burns and Cavey
asked “"How does-tﬂe‘boy/giri\at the birthday party feel?'l, auditori;y
presenﬁing the situation, while presenting the target picture, illus-
trating visuqlly the situation and the incongruShs facial exbresg}gp
(e.g.,.'HAppy' in the above.example). The present investigation
controlled for this, presenting both cues vigyally only, by asking

) ' ”»

o
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-underlying egocentric manner as they were not éppa;ently sad during

-

‘the cﬁild simply "How does the boy/girl in the picture feel?", and
thus may have reduced the number of egocentric responses. .

It is interesting also to query why squects ,gﬁve inappro-

b

priate responses to ‘the empty pictures. A look at the responses for

the empty pictures shows 20X of the responses were inappropriate,

l} Wl

an:d this" was clearly m?re: so 'for the items requiring the child to re-
spond tl;atlhe’.would be sad, yielding 76% of the inapproprliate re-

sponseé, 'vi;.rsus that he would be happy, yielding 241 of the inapi)ro-
priate“f;aponSes. This 1s in line with Borke's (1971, 1973) findinés
( On the

o
one hand,tliese lnappropriate responses may reflect a problem with the

that children have the least'difficulty reacting to "HAPPY'.

" test. pictures, themselves, in 13;h:stt'the§,v may have been poorly drawm and

herice the subjects were unable to recognize the situation as sad. On
' ’

the other hand, it may be that these children were ragponding in an

»

=

‘the testing,b and therefore this COi:lld be interpreted as an inability

on the part of the subject .to take his '@; point of view in a'dif-

ferent situation from the present one. 'The former e lanation can-

4 4
.

not. totally iaccount for the results as most subjeets did respond

tion - for example, having, the child 'verbalg.y d;cribe the depicted

: 1 . ! . :
scene at the end ob> the test.session. This would aid the experiment'er

s s
i interpreting whether an inappropriate ‘reSponse was the result of

A

underétanding nhe pictué:e. In this mannet, one could determine

©




; In contrast to the above tasks, the cognitive task re-
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» whether" Ehere is a level of eg centriam that reflects an inability ‘

. to take one's own viewpoint en it differs from the present one.
+ - vealed nearly 60%Z of the children's speech was egocentric. \Iﬁ other

words, these children did not take into account the presence of
another person in their utterances. This is Just slightly below the .9

childgen s speech revealed some interesting patté'rns, in¢luding: . !

1. Relevant social speech (SR) was the most likely verbalization

=percentages reported by Good\in (Note 13). Gbodman's analysis of

to accompany-: success with orlentation and trial-and-error success;

2. Précess private speech (PE) was the most frequént verbalization

\

to accompany immediate success, failures on the board, and failures .

e

. returned to the table; and 3. Verbalizations tended to occur just

before or just after a puzzle solvingfdct, rather than accompanying g
the activity. Although this detailled observation of speechrbehavior,
E;Q -
) . relationships was not performed in the present investigation, a

, . similar finding to Goodman's was that four speech forms accognfed

5 ) for néarly 75% of .the vcrbalization%'mese were soclal relevant

(SR) at 32%Z, process (PE) at 20%, questions (PD) at 101 and exple-

. g Q‘. tive (PF) at 121. Goodman's four speecxx foms included the first
- three above, %ith descriptions (PB) as her fourth. ! P

® ’ This stcdy as a vhole found no evidence for the concept\

v ’

"\ ¢ of the unitary construct of egocentrism. There were no sigunificant
‘ - : «

goirejations between any of the role—;akiﬂ%;tasks,’ This supports v
/ ‘ ) . 3

the fix;dings of Kurdek and Rbdgon {1975), Shantz (Note 9) and Rubin
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(Note 10), and placks doubt on the convergent validity of these tasks
that purport to measure the sar;e concept of egocentrism, It scems

that findings of c‘ofrelations are idiosynecratic, perhaps related to-
the age of the subjects and the tasks used, but there does not :ppear

to be an explanation in terms of the concept of egocentrism.
. »

y

In addition to the relationship between the various role-

taking tasks, there have been some\r\t:cent investigations into the

)

rela;i:ibénship between role-taking ability. and social behavior.
0'Connor (1976) reported a negative correlation between —epatial role-—
taking and social behaviors (interaction, proximity, and interest)
towards an adult, while no such correlation was found for conceptual

egocentrism. Measuring dependency and autonomous behavior towards

adults, Wilson and Shantz (1977) found the former significantly re-

L] .
. lated to perceptual role-taking skill for 3 te 5 year-olds. The
14
contradictory results reportéd by these two studies may be attributed

to the J:echniques utilized in the measurement of adult-c;irected be-— -
) t S—— =
haviors. Whereag 0'Connor had teachers rate dependency in terms of

a rating scale, Wilson and Shantz used the actual number of observed
interactions. As with peer ;i:nteraction; there may not be a direct

\

relationship between absolute interactions and teacher's ratings for

adult-directed behaviors. No support "for the relationship between
, . , y
social behavior towards an adult and role-taking ability was found

@

with the present lgeasgréa of interaction and egocentrisu. Further-
more, the hypothesis that home-rear'edocln\ildren would exhibit more

depe?i‘ cy type behaviors during the puzzle task than day care chil-

dren was not Supported. This is in contrast "to the finding of

X}
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-

Prescott (Nbte 3) that a child's direction of attention towards an
adult differed by the type of child-care arrangement. One reason for

this discrepancy may be due to the response demiagnd characteris¥ics of
1

the situation in which the observations took place. Whereas Prescott
conducted the observations in-the child's care setting, the present

invezitigation employed a neutral situation. The effects of environ-

[
mentaf variables, then, may not general‘ize outside the care setting.

7 -

L\ Although no differences were found between groups on role-

taki?hg ability, it should be noted that the empathic and spatial
tasks resulted in a relatively low percentage of egocentric errors
by all groups l(ZOZ and 22% respectively). The conclgsiou that t;xay
be drawn is that ch}ldren as young as 3 years old are sqmetimes able

to take the point of view of .another person, especi&ily in simple
W 5
role-taking tasks. At this level, ‘the varied amounts of peer exw

perience do not appear to contribute to the level of role-taking
ability. However, this does not eliminate the possibility of peer
contact as a czntributor to the decline of egocentrism in higher-

level role-taking tasks. As discussed earlier, younger children have

£

been found to display-a greater degree of egocentrism at more .complex
levels of rolestaking. It may be that it is tRese higher levels of
role-taking ability to whose decline peer exp/érience‘contributes. An

essential fiixection of research, then, would be an investigation along:

S ' » o ' .
the lines of the present study - with groups differing on amount of

peer contact-— utilizing several 'role-t:'aking tasks of various com~ ﬁ“
4

" plexity levels. Furtherﬁore, it would seem neceasary to define the

e

peer contact in terms of vat*iables of quality of interaction.

’

I
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" Cognitive Speech :Categories and Their Descriptions -
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Appendix A .+ N\
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~ . ’/ “g . - 3 “ T v
1. . Social speech/- utterances ad:ilresszgd tq the E, distinguished by .

B

. ¢ "- A ) ’
eye contact, p'eference to the E or repetition of a statvent when

P

the E does tpt respond. ’ ) ‘ o '1

a. relevan) (éR)‘ - comments or questioP refét:ring to the ut‘ask.
itself ; . o i b L 4

b, " irrei ant (S¥) - comment/s or questions not referring to the

/ ‘task dtself. R B

) / .
L .

R ] . )
Private {‘spe;;\\'— utterances 'not addressed to ‘the E.
a. woxld play (PA) » singing, humming, repetit’?bn for its own sake.

b. ' déscription of activity (PB) - labelling and describix'lg gnggin‘g
- ’ s,

\

thnd/or immedi,atei)'past activity. The description must oécur

- »

_/\simultaneouslgr or following the actid:nf’ -

.

v P ~

) - no eye

comments adc'ftessefi to absent or ponhuman. other.s (PC
contact or dgmand fér response is vpresent. T Lo
questions askgg and.an'swe;'ed' b)f self (PD).

verbalizations of 6xfg’oing ;ognitive acti\‘ri‘.ty (PE) - speech
p/reéedes the activity and sosz like "thinking aioud".

expletive (PF) - expiessionfgf feel:ghg mMi

pressing satisfaction, dissatiefgction, etc.
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B9y'a' set:

S N =

Girls' set:

1.
2.
3.
4.

" The scene depicted

. y v
L Appendix B .
t .
. Themes of Df:awings for Measuring FEwpathic Egocentrism ‘
) } : :
Filler Pictures

N w N -
s ¢
! N . . AY
Bay catchiig a fish. .
A drawing beard and paints. . Vs

Boy building a snowman. ¢
Desk and chair in ‘classroom.

. ' S
Girl pushing a doll carriagw - ‘ P

A drawing board and paints. _ ) i 1

Girl skipping rope.’ ) . .
Desk and chair in clasgroom. . . 7 ]
M L 2N

- El
s
- % 1 - . °

o ; Test ‘Pictures a

»  Birthday par::y chne with cake and preaem:s. ’ ,, .

(girl) with a frown pn his face. g
A doctor with a long| needle in hig~
empty chair in his office. ,

Bl with the addition of a boy (girl)
‘a -smile on his face s tting in the chair. , ¢

A tricycle with a whedl broken off.. /

The scene depicted in {1 with the addition of.a’ boy (girﬁ fallen .
beside the tricycle with a.cut on his leg and a smile on his face. . & .
A kitchen scéne with a/broken glass of spilled. milk. on the\fibor '

and a mother scolding An empty chair. " oy ¥

The scen?e depicted in/D1 with the 'addition of a boy (girl) bit- ¢ .
ting in the chalr with a smile on his face. .
A beach scene with an empty . tovel beside a aand castle, pail and ’
shovel.

The birthday scene dppicted in Al vz: the addit:lon ‘%% a boy

d standing behind an

ting on the towel crying. < . )
A merry—go-ruund .
The scene depicted in-Fl with the addition of a boy (girl) sit-
ting on ope of the horses and crying,




