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A CASE STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ROLE~TAKING
SKTLLS AWD INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT
v : oy
Linda S. Green
June, 1972

A series of thirteen role-taking and cognitive development
tasks, taken from research done on Piaget's developmental theories,
were presented to ascertain the relationship between refined role-
taking skills and the level of intellectual development demonstrated
by a child in Piaget's pre-operational pﬁase (two to seven years).

The results indicated that a child inkthis-age range is not
able to remove himself from his egocentric position‘and utilize the
concepts of decentefing andrreversibility ih constructing a meaninge
ful message. This would indicate a lack of role-taking skill refine-
ment, | | |

It was concluded that the use of this type of task series
would aid a therapist in determining a beginning level of therapy

that was meaningful to the client.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

It has been postulated in recent research (Flavell, 1968)
that before a child can effectively communicate in a soelal environ-
ment he must be able to gﬁtiéipate, the role-attributes of his
listener, This ability is called "role-taking® and is contingent
on the individuall's level of intellectual development and commun=-
ication skills, The present study was aimed at creating specific
gituational tasks that would in their completion reflect the role-
taking abilities of a preschool child. The tasks were designed to
necessitate both the individual's assessment of his listenerts
informational needs and to use this understanding in constmcting
a meaningful communicative message, A case study observation was
chosen as the research design for this study in order to facilitate
the observation of any or all variables that would be operating
during the problem solving activities of the tasks,

A firm understanding or recognition of the level that a
child was functioning on would help a speech clinician in developing
a meaningful therapeutic program for that child, It often seems
that there is a lack of understanding or a communication breakdown
between adults and children., The adult is frustrated by the child's
lack of understanding and the child may be confused by the reasoning
of the adult and the mateérial being discussed, This problem may be

-1



due to the lack of sensitivity the clinician or adult has of the
child!s level of comprehension.

Prior to beginning speech therapy a clinician engages in
some form of case study in compiling pertinent information about
the case involved, This information ineludes who the individual is
and where any problems lie. Flaming the ensuing therapeutic pro-
gram would be greatly simplified if the clinician could also include
a brief acecount of the level of communication development and
intellectual reasoning that the subject was functioning on. Val-
uable therapy time would not be wasted on tasks and procedures that
were either below or above the client's level of understanding.

A knowledge of the client!s role~taking ability and its
relationship to his intellectual development and commmnication
skills in a social environment would give the speech clinician a
basis for determining the beginning level of the therapy progranm.
This knowledge could be derived from a presentation by the clinician
of some short, but pertinent tasks. These tasks would reflect the
functioning level of the individual being interviewed and aid the

clinician in his diagnostic procedures.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This study was an attempt to investigate the role-taking
ability of a pre-school child and observe how these abilities were
related to the individual's intellectual development and communication
skills, Before a child can successfully interact in a social environ-



rnent his commnication skills must be refined and he must be able

to use these skills in his assessment of his listener's role-
attributes and informational needs., The assessment of listener role-
attributes is termed role-taking and the ability to successfully
employ role-taking is dependent upon the child's level of intellec-
tual development (Flavell, 1963),

Piaget's research done on role-taking abilities support the
theory that in his communication the child below seven or eight
years of age is unable to take into consideration his listener's
needs or informational requirements (Flavell, 1963, p. 18). This
would indicate an immature intellectual development and a lack of
refinement of the role~taking ability.

In this study it was hypothesized that if the stimuli in
certain test tasks were presented at a level that was meaningful to
the child being observed, that a child of five to six years of age
could successfully engage in a form of refined role~taking. The
purpose of this study was to assess development of the various
intervening factors in the overt ecommnication of a child in this
age group, and ascertain the relationship that these factors had to
the child's role-taking abilities. To stimulate this commmnication
and the display of any variables the subject was presented with

various situational tasks.

THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

Role~taking is the ability to see another person's view-



point while successfully maintaining a self-perspective., Role-
taking cannot be observed or discussed as an isolated concept, for
role-taking skills are related to and influenced by other develop-
mental levels which the individual is functioning on. For this
reason the researcher exploring role~taking must look at such
developing stages as the intellectual level of the person being
observed and also his skill at communicating in a social situation.
Role~taking is a basic response to social interaction and the child
begins a refinement of this skill at an early age (Flavell, 1963).

To be successful in role-taking the child must attain
certain levels of development, both intellectually and communicatively.
According to Vygotsky (1962, pe. 76), role~taking requires that the
child learn to enter a social situation, abstract the different
interactions going on and see these elements as seperate from the
total situatione.

Role-taking abilities are refined through repeated exposure
to social interaction (Shibutani, 1961)., Before the child can
successfully use role-taking in his communicative efforts (in social
interaction) he must attain certain levels of cognitive development.
Piaget's theories of intellectual development stress the importance
of the concepts of Ydecentering" and "reversibility® in helping the
child to remove himself from his egocentric position and view a
situation from the standpoint of others (Boyle, 1968). The concepts
of decentering and reversibility can be observed by presenting the

child with tasks that require that he remove himself from the visual
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stimuli presented and assess the task from other than a egocentric
position. The realization that there are viewpoints other than his
own is the basic level for successful role-taking, and this in tum
aids the child in using the concept of reversibility to retum to
his own perspective,

Piaget elaborated on the concept of removing oneself from a
self-centered standpoint., He observed that successful role-taking
required that the child not only be able to see the views of others
but at the same time maintain his personal perspective., FPlaget
further hypothesized that the child must attain certain levels of
intellectual d&velopment before the role-taking abilities are
refined, Piaget!'s concepts of "decentering” and "reversibility*
are important aspects of a child's developing abilities in reasoning.
Decentering is a slow process that allows the child to recognize
that, for example, a change in the height of an object coordinates
with a change in width (Boyle, 1969, p. #7). He must be able to
decenter his thinking and think of more than one aspect of the
gituation at a time. Reversibility allows the child to mentally
perform the compensating changes of the object or situation and then
see how he can retum to his starting point. Plaget's theories
maintain that the child must be able to successfully maintain his
self-perspective while analyzing the incoming data, -

The removal of the child's perspective from his self-centered
Viewpoint is hampered by what Piaget temmed "egocentricism®, Church
(1963) defined egocentricism as an " . . . embeddedness in one's own



point of view, without any awareness that one has a point of view
rather than an instantaneous, unlimited, exhaustive, and infallible
grasp of reality as it actually is" (Church, 1963, p. 26).

Piaget concluded that the jbung child (zero to eight years
of age) is subject to egocentricism and is frequently not aware that
there are points of view or opinions other than his own. He observed
that children in this age group made no apparent attempt to assess
the role of another person or fill the other person's informational
needs. There seemed to be no commmicative aims, whether the speech
was uttered in solitude or in the presence of others (Flavell, 1963,
Pe 271)e The child may not purposefully ignore the presence of
others, he may feel he is fully understood and being attended to;
his speech is simply not aimed to this end (Vygotsky, 1962, Piaget!s
Comments, pe 8)e

Shibutani (1961, p. 489) observed that when functioning in
groups, many childrap engaged in paralled speech where they were
talking in collective monologues, In this situation no one seemed
to pay attention to what the other was saying, although they were
talking about the same thing, Shibutani further pointed out that
one of the problems in this instance seemed to be that the child
didn't bother to tell the listener all that he himself already knew,
This would imply a perspective that was entirely personal and void
of any use of role-taking abilities,

The yowng child must then learn self-perception. He must

develop his awareness of self-perception as well as his ability to
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perceive others. Church (1963, p. 27) wrote that through this dual
perspective the child may compensate for his own biased position
and thus see things from another person's point of view. When this
intellectual level has been attained the child will begin a success-
ful adaptation of role-taking. He will be intellectually mature
enough to begin using the role-taking ability in conjunction with
his communication skills (Vygotsky, 1962, p. 13).

Vygotsky's (1962, p. 12) theories state that as the child
pasges from an autistic, self-orientated position his communication
skills are affected and naturally expanded. The child is not merely
learning to understand words, but to communicate effectively in a
social.environmant. In conjunetion with this theory, Piaget has
further observed that the child's inadequate role~taking skills may
affect his proposed message in two ways. First, a role-téking defic-
iency hay prevent the child from assessing his listenert!s role-
attributes for the purpose of distinguishing the listener's informa-
tional needs; and second, Piaget hypoﬁhesized ihat role-taking
deficiencies influsnce the perceptual, cognitive, and linguistic
factors of the message (Flavell, 1963, p. 18). Shibuténi (1961,

p. 202) substantiated this reasoning by stating that, "Role-taking
remains at a rudimentry level unless one can construct categories
and refer'to then wiﬁh iingﬁiétic symbols, and those who are unable
to use a language have difficulties”. Piaget agreed with Shibutani's
theory and further reported that 1ahguage development is crucial for

it aids the child in analyzing what he is doing and also assists in
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his concept formation. The child may be able to perform or interact
in a situation long before he can give linguistic reasons for his
actions (Boyle, 1969, p. 49).

As the child grows older and his world expands he necessarily
is placed in situations where social interaction is desirable.
Both Shibutani (1961) and Vygotsky (1962) wrote that as the need
for communication with others becomes more pressing (and because of
the gratification that comes from communication, more desirable)
the child will refine his communication and become aware of any
deficiencies his communicative methods may have. These authors
theorized that as the need for understanding between individuals
becomes more important, egocentric speech (speech for oneself) seems
to diminish and social speech emerges (Shibutani, 1961, p. 489);
(Vygotsky, 1962, p. 137). According to Vygotsky the progressive
isolation of speech for oneself (Piaget's egocentric speech) makes
this inner speech more and more wunintelligible and becazuse of its
growing cognitive and structural peculiarities, less likel& to be
verbalized., For this reason Vygotsky's concept (1962, p. 135) of
egocentric speech diverges somewhat from the theories of Piaget.
Vygotsky wrote that egocentric speech does not disappear with
maturity, but instead turms inward and becomes inner speech. Although
Piaget agreed with Vygotsky's theory that egocentric speech was the
point of departure for inner speech and also the link between early
thought and lateé logic, he also maintained that * ., . « egocentric-

ism itself is the main obstacle to the coordination of Viewpoints



and to cooperation® (Vygotsky, 1962, Piaget's Comments, pe 7).
Piaget and Vygotsky agreed, however, that the egocentric viewpoint
a young child has must be expanded before successful role-taking
skills can assist him in assessing communicative needs in a social
interaction.

As the needs for . socialized speech become firmly established
the child develops an empathy or feeling for his listener's needs.
The message being uttered must be meaningful to the listener as well
as the speaker, and successful role-~taking would aid the speaker in
naking this assessment of the adequacy of his messages (Flavell,
1963, pp. 18, 44; Church, 1963, p. 71). Church reported (1963,

Pe 33) that the empathy-like process, the feeling for the listener's
position or informational needs, seems to wnderlie all communication.
The very young child, because of his egocentric orientation, has
difficulty assessing other people's positions, but as the child
matures he refines these sensitivities (Gates, 1923, p. 453;
Shibutani, 1961, p. 165; Flavell, 1963, p. 156).

Shibutani (1961) observed that social interaction necessi-
tates an agbility to take the role of another person and use the
acquired information in communication. The very young child develops
this sensitivity to the role of others only after repeated exposure
to interpersonal interactions. It is then that thought becomes
aware of itself, able to justify itself and in general to adhere to
logical social norms of non-contradiction (Flavell, 1963, pe 157).

Piaget concluded that ¥ . it is social interaction which gives
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the ultimate coup de grace to childish egocentricisn® (Flavell,
1963, pe 157). However, this is a developmental level the pre-
operational child (two to seven years) has not yet mastered. As
the child develops maturationally and socially he is able to differ-
entiate himself more clearly from others and develop an appreciation
of other people's perspectives (Shibutani, 1961, pp. 489, 505, 507).

The extent that people are able to coordinate thelr various
interests and needs to function in a social environment depends on
the degree of consensus that exists among them. Consensus in this
context means " , . . the sharing of perspectives among those coop-
erating in joint actions" (Shibutani, 1961, p. 141). When there is
true consensus the participants can play their own roles and are
able to assess the position of others in that situation. This
appreciation of other peoplets positions comes from the ability to
project oneself into the role of another person, seeing things from
another persont's standpoint and thus utilizing skills in role~taking
(Shibutani, 1961, p. 48). Consensus, then, allows a prediction of
other's responses or communicative needs.

Consensus also enables a person to form a self-image of
what he is like from the viewpoint of other people. The child devel-
ops this sensitivity through his role-taking skill and his ability
to look at his actions as they appear to others and then predict
what their response will be (Shibutani, 1961, pp. 91, 92, 199, 250).
This in tuwrn aids the child in more effective communication, for he

is not only assessing his own position, but also assessing his
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listener!s role-attributes or informational needs.,

To be successful in social interaction the child must develop
social percgptions. He must be able to perceive the needs and
responses of'fhe other people involved in the immediate situation.

The child needs to be able to identify with other people in some way
and find some criteria for assessing the situation, and looking at
the experiences of others in respect to his own personal experiences
(Caurch, 1963, pe 2)s Skill in these areas will allow social assess-
ment, and role-taking, to take place (Gates, 1923, p. 449; Shibutani,
1961, pe 142)s In this way the child becomes aware " . . . that
other people have feelings, sensitivities, passions énd vunerabilities
similar to his own, but may nevertheless have geographical, moral and
cognitive perspectives very much unlike his.” (Church, 1963, p. 27).

The theories cited have indicated that if the child cannot
successfully use role-~taking in his communicative efforts he will
consequently have difficulty wiih soclial interaction. These theories
amplify the importance of the child refining his role~taking skills
so that he can compile communicative messages that serve his needs
and are meaningful to both himself and his listeners. There is also
a dependence of role-taking skills upon developed cognitive abilities,
Processes of decentering, self-awareness and the ability ﬁo coordinate
perspectives as parts within a larger interactional unit or whole
arises through cognitive development and aid the child in refining

his role~taking skills,
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REVIEW OF RELEVANT RESEARCH

Research done in the field of intellectual development
indicates that there are various levels of development that a child
pagses through in formulating intellectual concepts. These develop=-
mental levels reflect the individuall's intellectual deﬁelopmant,
his communication skills, and his role-taking ability. Role~taking

is the gbility to see things from another personts point of view,
and Flavell (1968) reported observing direct relationships between
the developed level of role-taking ability and the level of intell~
ectual deveiopment that the individual was functioning on.

Flavell (1968) specifically investigated role-taking and
its relétionship to cognitive development and cormmunication skills.
Flavell presented the reader with a thorough background of the
developﬁental theories of liead, Piaget and Vygotsky and then made
reference to studies done directly on role-taking skills. Flavellls
investigation centered around the results obtained after presenting
subjects of different age groups with tasks that were designed to
reflect at first their basic role-taking skill and then the level
of refinement the& had attained in this skill. He hypothesized that
successful role-taking was necessarily bound together with the test
subject!s intellectual development and cormunication skills. The
results obtaihed by Flavell and his associates reflect a definite
inecrease in role-taking skills with age and Flavell concluded that

these results were parallel with Piaget's deVelopmental theories
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which place the attainment of the requisite intellectual abilities
necessary for elementary role-taking processes at above eight years
of age.

The theories of intellectual development presented by
Jean Piaget as early as 1926 have significantly influenced the
direction of the research done in this field, Piaget developed his
theories by observing children in their natural everyday life sit-
uations (Boyle, 1969, p. 17). He distinguishes four distinct phases
or stages that a child passes through in his intellectual development:
sensory-motor, pre-operational, concrete operational, and formal
operational. The sensory-motor phase includes zero to two years of
age, During this phage, the child!s actions are regulated by his
sansory-motdr development, are easily observed and are usually for
direct purposes like removing an obstacle from his path. As the
child passes into the pre-operational phase (two to seven years) he
refines his actions and seems to operate on a plane of representation.
At the same time the child‘é cognitive actions become more internal-
ized and schematic. The child below the age of six or seven years
has no idea of the peﬁmanence of continuous quantities, discontin-
uous groups, hor any equivalenoe‘between.th groups that correspond
plece by plece. This theory was exemplified by Piaget's observations
of children working on experiments on transformations of liquid vol-
ume and experiments dealing with visual transformations of the length
of rows of beads, The child in the pre-operational phase has not

formed any idea of cardinal or ordinal numbers, nor has he defined
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his ideas of classes of things in extension, which depends upon the
inelusion of parts into a permanent whole (Piaget, 1937, pp. 46=47).
In short, the pre-operational child lacks the principles of perm-
anence and decides that things have undergone a change in mass,
volume, weight, etc. whenever their appearance is transformed.

This phase can be divided into two sub-stages: the stage of pre-
conception when the child is not yet able to form concepts or handle
classes (two to four years), and the intuitive stage (four to seven
yvears) when the child displays the ability to solve simple problems
and also is able to enter into cooperative play. The child in this
phase of development is usually functioning between different intel-
lectual levels of reasoning. He may solve a problem correctly but
be unable to give reasons for his reasoning or actions, Even if he
is on the verge of fully comprehending and using a complex level of
reasoning, he may revert to a reasoning level that he has already
mastered and feels secure in (Boyle, 1969, p. 19). The concrete
operational phase (seven to eleven and a half years) is the level of
intellectual development where the child!s cognitive abilities are
organized and systematized. In this way two actions can be combined
to produce a third and there seems to be logical sequencing that
emerges from past experiences or thoughtful consideration. The
concrete operational child begins to conceptually manipulate his
surroundings in terms of rules applicable to events and ceases to be
a mere observer of what is going on about him, The formal operational

phase (eleven and a half onwards) coincides with the onset of adol~-
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escence, The child at this level of intellectual maturation is
more coherently structured in his thinking. He can deal mentally
with the conceivably possible rather than just with the actual,

Piaget further observed thaﬁ though these phases are
separate in that they have certain abilities that are developing
at that designated time, there is also an element of overlapping
or fluctuation between the stages. Each phase is highly influenced
by the phase preceding or following it. For this reason the child
often seems to be functioning on several different levels at one
time, In actuality he is at the threshold of absorbing the new
concepts into his intellectual capabilities (Flavell, 1963).

Because of the diversity of the developing capabilities,
Piaget's pre-operational phase (two to seven years) has been of
interest to recent researchers., The concept of decantering develops
during this phase and this was explored by Feffer (1959) and later
by Feffer and Gourevitch (1960), Their conclusions coincided with
Piaget!s theory that as the child grows older he is able to decenter
his thinking and is able to think about more than one aspect of a
situatién at a time.

The ability to decenter one's thinking is necesgsary before
a child can use role-taking in compiling his communicative messagze.
The child must be able to remove himself from his egocentric orien-
tation (decenter himself) and view a situation from the position of
the other people involved. This theory is closely aligned with the

concepts of Piaget of conservation and reversibility. If the four
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to seven year old child (in the pre-operational phase) is able to
conserve the idea of the total whole or permanance of a situation
he will then be able to decenter his egocentric viewpoint, view
the isolated aspects of the situation and return (reversibility) to
the coneept of the original whole. There is an aspect of perpetual
motion that requires the child to attain ideas or concepts allowing
processes of decentering, conservation and reversibility before he
can successfully use role~taking in his commmicative activities.
The effective use of one concept depends on the attainment of
another concept. Boyle (1969) concluded that as the child observes
a situ#tion he must be able to hold on to an aspect of it and be
able to return to the starting point of his intellectual reasoning
in order to draw meaningful conclusions.

A paper presented by Bruner (1964) reported that
Francolse Frank had done a series of experiments that investigated
conservation tasks originally done by Piaget and Inhelder (1962) with
children between the ages of fouwr and seven years, Piaget and
Inhelder had found that children in this age range were not " , .
able to conserve the idea of liquid volume across transformations
in its appearance" (Bruner, 1964, p. 6). Frank explored the import-
ance of visual stimuli in conjuction with Piagetts conservation
theories and found that children of this age group were highly
influenced by the visual cues presented in liquid volume tasks. For
this reason Frank presented her test subjects with pre-test tasks

where the test vessels were not screened and then the same vessels
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were used in the actual test session, but were screened., Frank
reported significant increases in correct responses when the vessels
were screened, These conservation tasks reflected the subject's
ability to decenter his thinking., Screening the test vessels would
aid the subject in successfully decentering his thinking by removing
the visual confusion presented when the subject saw the liquid being
transformed in its appearance. If the vessels were screened the
subject could more easily maintain his idea of the permanence of the
volume of liquid, which would be the principle of the permanence of
the wholey and conserve the original test stimuli. Upon sereening
the subject must not only try to maintain his idea of the whole,
but in some way take into.accéunt the change in its appearance. The
pre-operational child (two to seven years) cannot resolve the prob-
lem of coordinating the two dimensions. Although this study's
conclusions substantiated Piaget's theories of conservation, decenter-
ing and reversibility, it also presented the idea that the stimuli
presented to a child must be directed at a level that he wnderstands
and that is meaningful to him (Boyle, 1969, p. 48).

In 1961, Elkind explored Piaget's theories of conservation
of mass, weight, and volune. Piaget observed that children below
the age of five are not functioning at an intellectual level that
gives them a true understanding of conservation of properties
(Flavell, 1963, p. 300), He further stated that this intellectual
lack is important in the child's role-taking ability because diffi-

culties with conservation tasks reflect the egocentric viewpoint of
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the child and his inability to remove himself from visual influ-
ences and carry or retain changing properties in his intellectual
reasoning. This is once again connected with the problems of
decentering. Until the child can remove (decenter) himself from
his egocentric point of view he will not be able to conserve the
idea of the whole and maintain the concept of the whole's permanence
while visually assessing the changes in its appearance, Elkind's
study substantiated this theory and concluded that the young child
(five years of age) reflected a secure understanding of the initial
task objects, in this study clay balls, but became unsure of his
reasoning when presented with a visual transformation of that same
object,

Vygotsky (1962), Boyle (1969), and Salisbury (1970) invest-
igated language development in children at Piaget'!s pre~operational
level (two to seven years) and found that language development
during these years may be crucial in regards to other developing
abilities. Boyle reported that while the child in the four to
seven year age range is often able to perform or interact in sit-
uations long before he can give reasons for his actions, language
helps the child analyze what he is doing and assists in concept
formation (Boyle, 1969, pe. 48)s¢ Bruner (1964) further observed
that a child must have an internalized verbal formula to shield hinm
from the overwhelming effect of visual displays if he is to succeed
in conservation tasks.

There have been many studies done that do not directly
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investigate role-taking skills, but have found significance in
their research of developmental levels of children. Studies
conducted by Gates (1923), Walton (1936), and Gotts (1967) invest-
igated the social perception and development of empathy in children.
Their conclusions were in agreement with Piaget's theories that the
principle of empathy and social perception are contingent on matur-
ation and that older children have a higher rate of performance on
test tasks, relating to these abilities, than do younger children,

Borke (1967) did a study on empathy in children based upon
Piaget'!s theories of intellectual development. She presented a
series of pictures that were designed to evoke an empathetic response
from her test subjects. Her results while agreeing with the basic
theories of age of onset of abilities to decenter, coordinate parts
within a whole, etc,, hypothesized by Piaget, indicated that children
in the three to seven year age range were in fact able t§ take the
position of another person into consideration if the stimuli presented
in the test situation were presented at a level meaningful to the
test subject., Wnile Borka did not study role-taking explicitly, her
conclusions did coincide with Boyle's writings which stressed the
importance of the test stimuli and instructions being presented at
a level that was both understandable and meaningful to the test
subject (Boyle, 1969, p. 48).

Observations of role-taking and developmental skills have not
been limited to normal children or adults. Role-taking abilities have

also been theorized as reflecting important aspects of social
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deviations (Gough, 1948). The breakdown of role-taking skills in
schizophrenic patients was explored by GCameron (1939), Dymond (1950),
and Milgram (1961)., These researchers concluded that role-taking
skills were important in the diagnostic problems of schizophrenic
patients because these patients showed a definite loss of the
ability to take the role of another person and use it as a guide to
effective commmication with others.

The research cited indicates that there is a relationship
between role~taking abilities and the effective use of communication
skills, There are also indications by Plaget, Brumer, Elkind,
Flavell and Borke that these sensitivities to other people's view-
points are dependent on the child's age, level of intellectual
development and exposure to social interactions. The following
case study was designed to observe these varigbles while presenting
a five year old test subjeet with a series of situational tasks
whose manipulation would indicate at what level this child was
functioning on.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Case History
The subject of this case study was Andy, five and a half

years of age. Andy was presented with a series of pre-determined
tasks and his responses were observed in order to ascertain his

level of development in several areas. These tasks were designed

to reflect skills in role-taking and its relationship to the subject!s
intellectual development and communication sidlls.

Andy's personal background was related to the interviewer
by his mother and his kindergarten teacher in separate interviews.

It was felt that Andy's mother would be able to give pertinent
informéticn about Andy's development since infancy, and the teacher
could relate observation of Andy in his school environment.

There are six people in Andy's immediate family., His father,
age thirty-five years, is a truck driver and his mother, age thirty-
three years, is a housewife, working occasionally on weekend evenings.
Andy has three brothers age nine, thirteen, and sixteen years., His
mother reiated that Andy was premature at birth and seemed slow in
his physical development until asbout the age of four years. She did
not feeivthat this slow physical growth pattermn affected the onset
of other developmental stages, such as language., He began saying
his first words at two years and developed self-help skills at é nor-

mal age (self-feeding at twelve months).
21
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Andy has never been seen by a speech therapist or had other
difficulties related to speech or hearing. His mother reported
that he is healthy, having only occasional problems with mild
asthma. He has never had a severe injury or serious illness.

Both Andy's mother and teacher related that Andy is shy and
quiet until he becomes familiar with the setting and people involved.
Although Andy's mother said that he was sémetimes hard to get along
with at home ("whiney"), his teacher reported that he was very
cooperative and cansiderate of his peers., The teacher also related
that Andy is not at all aggressive or overbearing and seems acceptive
of rules and directions given in the classroom, She continued that
he is very genercus and anxious to share anything he has in his
possession, but this trait did not include the sharing of #ideas”,
Andy's teacher also observed that Andy relates best in smail groups
and tends to become quiet and more withdrawn when placed in larger
groups or with people he doesn't know,

Before the school year 1971-1972, Andy's mother reported
questioning his social readiness for a kindergarten situation. She
decided to send Andy to kindergarten since he was anxious to go to
school, and she thought his shyness would lessen when he gol used
to his teacher and the other children, His teacher related that he
has responded very well and that within the last few months he has
become much more out-going. She said that Andy quickly grasps
instructions and proceeds diligently in his work. She also observed

that if he makes an error he is somewhat embarassed but attempts to
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correct it promptly. He does not vary from instructions or rules
nor try new approaches or innovations.

During the first three months of the school years the
teacher reported seeing some change in Andy's speech pattern. She
had the public school speech therapist interview him, but no speech
difficulty was found., At this time Andy seemed reluctant to repeat
statements if he had been misunderstood the first time, If he did
repeat the words, he used a very small voice or mumbled, The teacher
reported, during the interview, that this hesitancy in speech seemed
to coincide with the presentation of more difficult school work and
the concept of "gelts", She felt that he would respond more confid-
ently as the new concepts became more familiar. She further reported
that although Andy was capable, his shyness sometimes stopped hin
from sharing ideas. He does excell in the areas of writing, being
already quite legible in writing his first and last names.

In the areas of creativity the teacher reported that Andy
tends to follow the ideas presented by the teacher in her explanation
of the assignment. He seems hesitant in trying new ideas of his own.

Both Andy's mother and his teacher concluded that Andy was a
pleasant child, and seemed to be at an average developmental stage

for a child of his age.

Obgervation Setting

Andy was chosen for this case study because of his age and

reported relatively normal physical and mental development. The age
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range of two to seven years amplifies those developing trends that
Piaget placed in the pre-operational phase., An attempt to observe
Andy's approach and solving of various test tasks reflected the
development of some of the capabilities and skills that Piaget post-
ulated in the pre-operational phase.

A therapy room in the speech department was chosen for the
test setting. It was felt that this would remove most of the dis=-
tracting surroundings found in other settings, and also allow others
to observe the tasks being presented. Andy approached the test
-sessions shyly, although he was familiar with the test area and the
interviewer before the initial test session. Spontaneous conversa-
tion was used to set up a relaxed and informal test situation.

A third person was involved in the task presentations, as
recorder, Because of the conversation and material manipulation in
each task, the interviewer could not adequately present and record
each taske The third person did both written recording and handled
the tape-recorder. Andy seemed a little nervous about this third
person (previously unkhown to Andy) but he relaxed and was oblivious
to the recorder after the test session was actually begun.

The interviewer (referred to as Ej in the dialogue: appendix)
sat at a small table across from Andy during the first ten tasks
presented, All of the méterials used in the tésks were placed on the
floor next to the interviewer and not obviously (or distractingly)
visible to Andy. The tape-recorder was on the floor somewhat behind

Andy. The third person (referred to as the "recorder®) also sat on
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the same side of the table as Andy, but somewhat behind him., This
gave the recorder a better view of what Andy was seeing in each
task, and hopefully aided her in accurately reporting what was
taking place,

Andy (referred to in the remainder of this paper as #3")
was introduced to the test setting and told that the interviewer
would like him to help her do some school work, but that they would
do this work by playing some games, Andy seemed shy but willing to
try and do what was asked,

Tasks were presented which had been designed by several
researchers to explore varying levels of intellectual development
and communication skills as they were reflected in role-taking.
These tasks wlll be discussed in the following order: CD-I through
CD=V, and RT-I through RI-VIIb, however any meaningful cross-refer-
ence to other tasks will be included to exemplify the developmental
level that S is functioning on.

Agzain, in the following discussion for convenience and clarity
Andy will be referred to as #S¥ (subject) and the interviewer or

examiner as WE*®,

Procedure

The role-taking ability, which is the ability to see another
person's point of view, is dependent on intellectual development and
cormunication skills. A series of thirteen tasks were presented to

the subject of this case study to try to ascertain how this child



was developing in the areas of these attributes and how these
attributes were related to each other. Five of the tasks presented
were termed cognitive development (CD), Tasks CD-I and CD-II were
taken from research dohe<by David Elkind on the development of
conservation concepts, a necessary step for refined role-taking
development. Tasks CD-III, GD-IV, and CD-V were adapted from
Bruner!s work exploring quantitative thinking in children. Seven
additional tasks were labeled RT (role-taking), Tasks RT-I through
RI-VIIa, b, were adapted from John Flavell's study of role-taking.
The first five tasks (RT-I through RT-V) were presented to explore
the very basic level required for successful role~taking, The next
two tasks (RT-VI and RI-VIIa, b) were presented to observe the level
of commmication skill developed by the subject. It was felt that
a reordering of the tasks for presentation would give more variety
and interest to the test session., For this reason the tasks were
presented in the following order: RT-I through RT-V, CD-I through
CD-V, and RT-VI through RC-VIIa, b,

The subject was interviewed in a small therapy room in the
speech pathology department. There was a small table, a small chair
on eilther side of the table,'and a chair for the recorder, The
subject was briefed on what he and the examiner would be doing.
Spontaneous conversation was used to familiarize the subject with
the test setting and people involved. After good rappoft seened
evident, the tasks were presented in numerical order. The recorder

remained seated near the subject during the entire test'session. The



recorder was to operate a small cassette tape recorder in an
inconspicious manner and also manually record the dialogue of the
test session. It was felt that the examiner and recorder could do
a nore accurate'presentation and observation of the test tasks if
they had some preliminary practice. For this reason a series of
test sessions were run at Hebler Elementary School, Ellensburg,
Washington. A kindergarten teacher assisted this researcher in
choosing eight children, who, she felt were varied on performance
range, to do the thirteen test tasks. No formal records were kept
of these results, although the tasks were presented under the
criteria plamned for the actual test session to be used later with
the subject of this study. These preliminary test sessions greatly
assisted the examiner ahd reéordér in familiarizing tﬁemselves with

the materials and procedures to be followed.

Task RT~I: (Flavell IIIa, p. 163),
HMaterials: Black and white picture of a standing human figure, drawn

in child-like fashion on a 9 x l2-inch piece of tggboard.
Procedure: E and S seated on opposite sides of table.

1. E takes picture to S's side of table, lays it flat and
says, "in this game I have just one card, It is a picture of a child,
He is gtanding up”.

2. ”Now,llet's turn the card around (upside down). How does
he look now?" (If S does not indicate that the child is upside down,

standing on ﬁis head, etc., E says, "He is standing on his head isn't



he?"),

3e . E then rights the card. "Now he is standing up again.
Can you make hin stand on his head?®

4, As S does so, B returné to opposite side of the table,
takes card and places it cross-wise (figure lying down) in front of
Se

5« BE: Plow you take the picture and show it to me so I
can see the child standing on his head, Be sure to show it to me

so I can see him standing on his head."

Tagk RT-II: (Flavell IIId
Materiasls: One 9 x 1l2-inch piece of tagboard with colored pictures
of a puppy on one side and a birthday cake on the other.

Procedure: S and E sit facing each other on opposite sidesg of the
table.

l. E says, "I have a card here that has two pictures on it.
On this side (demonsﬁrates) is a little dog, and on the other side
(twns it over) is a picture of a birthday cake".

2. E then holds card so that E sees the cake and S sees
the dog.

3. E says, "In this game I am loocking at a picture right
now. See if you can tell me what picture I am looking at¥. (Should
the S try to come around to see, E forbids it.)

Lk, 1If S does not give the correct response, E says, "Tell

me, what picture is on this (S's) side of the card? And what’is on
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this (E's) side?"
5. If é cannot answer the latter question, E shows hin,
and turns card back to its initial position. "How, tell me what

picture am I looking at?®

Task RI-ITI: (Flavell IIle),

laterials: (a) one piece of 11 x 1l4~inch tagboard, each side of

which contains the same three colored pictures in the same spatial
positions: an airplane at the top, a teddy bear in the middle,
and a clown at the bottom. (b) One large piece of cardboard
hinged in the middle and wider than the tagboard, and long enough
to cover the top two figures.

Procedure: E and S are seated facing one another across a table.

l. E says, "This time I have only one card., The pictures
are the same on both'sides. Here is an airplane, a teddy bear, and
a clown, and on the other side they are just the same: an airplane,
a teddy bear, and a clown (appropriate card turning and gestures
throughout )®,

2. E continues, "Here is a piece of cardboard I have folded
(the hinged cardboard). First I will put the cardboard over the top
of both sides of the picture.'

3. E holds the tagboard upright and drops the two halves of
the cardboard over it, such that the cardboard sections mask the
airplane and teddy bear, both for E and S, leaving only the clown
visible to both,
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4, E says, "Now can you tell me what picture I can see on
ny side of the card?”

5 E recordé S's response and corrects it if necessary,

6. B says, "This time I an only going to put the cardboard
on ny side of the card, and you see if you can tell me what pictures
I can see',

7; E masks the airplane leaving the teddy bear and clown
visible to E. This is done by lowering the cardboard on Efs side,
leaving the wider, protruding sides of the cardboard to give clear,
perceptual cues for infefring exactly what pictures are covered.

8. After the child responds, E says, "liow I am going to
move the cardboard”, (Drops it further so that both airplane and
teddy bear are now”covered, leaving only the clown visible,)

9. E: "Now can you tell me what I see on ry side 1"

Task RT-IV: (Flavell ITIe revised),
Materials: Two 6 x 6 x 6-inch cardboard cubes, both identically

outfitted with a different colored picture on each of their four
vertical faces: a teddy bear, a bird, a chair, and a train,
Procedure;s E and S seated on opposite sides of the table.

l. E shows one of the cubes to S and asks him to name the
four pictures, giving help where needed,

2, E presents second cube, carefully indicating that it is
identical iﬁ all respects to the first.

3 E says, "I am going to turn my block around (rotates it
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randomly). HNow you turn your block around so that you can see on
your block the same picture that I am looking at on my block. Be
sure to look at the same picture on your block that I am looking at
on my block,!

L, After the child has turmed his block, E asks, "What
picture are you looking at? What picture do you think I'm'looking
atm ;

Tas «V: (Flavell ITIf revised).
“aterials: A pencil-like stick with sharp point on one end, and
absorbent cotton attached to the other (blunt) end.
Procedure: E and S seated opposite each other at the small table,

l. E: #In this game we have a little stick, I will put
my hand out and you put your hand out." E's and S's hands now rest
on the table, palms up.

2. E places cotton end of stick on S's palm, "This feels
nice and soft, doesn't itt" |

3. E places the éotton end on her own palm., "It feels
nice and soft in my hand too."

4, E repeats above pfocedure, placing soft end first in 3's
palm, then in her owne.

5. E: "How, put your hand up like mine. We will put the
stick between our hands.” (Stick is suspended, cotton in S's palmn,
point in Eis hand),

6. E: "It feels soft in your hand, doesn't it? Does it
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feel soft in my hand tool?"

Task CD-I; (Elkind),
Materials: 24 sticks of equal length.
Procedure: E takes 6 sticks and puts them in a row at l-inch
intervals.

l. E: "Let's pretend your mother gave me this many sticks
(6)s You take the same number, take as many as I have." (Test of
intensive quantity).

2, After S takes his sticks E then shortens his row and
asks S to do the same. If there is a difference in the number of
sticks it will be épparent when B saysb"make them the same',

3. When the two rows are closed and the same length, E
asks: "Do we both have the same number of sﬁicks?" (Test of gross
quantiﬁy). :

L, E spreads his sticks apart, leaving S's sticks in a
cloged row. E's row is now much longer, but still has the same
nurber of sticks. E: "Do we both have the same number of sticks?®

(Test of extensive quantity).

Task CD-II: d
Materials: two balls of clay, equal in size and weight.
Procedure: E sits on opposite side of table from S. With two balls
of clay on table, E discusses with S if the two balls of clay are the
same, do they look the same. If S says they are in any way different,

the proper adjustments are madé until 8 and B are in agreement that
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the balls of clay are the same,
1. Test for conservation of 1MASS:

a. B asks, "Suppose I roll one of the balls into a
hot dog, will there be as much clay in the hot dog as in the
ball, will they both have the same amount of clay?® (Pre-
diction question). |

be E then rolls one ball into a hot dog form,
leaving the other ball as it is. E says, "Is there as much
clay in the ball as in the hot dog, do they both have the
same amount of clay?t®

ce Then E ééks. "Why is that?® (Bxplanation question).
2. Test for conservation of WEIGHT: )

a. The two balls of oclay are again made equal in
appearance and S is asked to make any changes he feels
necessary to make the two balls of equal size and shape.

b. Looking at the two balls, E asks, "Suppose I
roll one of the balls out into a hot dog, will they both
weigh the same, do they both have the same amount of weight?®
(Prediction question). |

¢. E then rolls one of the balls out into a hot dog
form, leaving the other ball as it is. E says, "Does the
hot dog weigh as much as the ball, do they both weigh the
same?" (Judgement question).

: de Leaving the hot dog form, E asks, "Why is thatt®

(Explanation question).
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3. Test for conservation of VOLUME:

a. The two balls of clay are again made equal in
appearance and S is asked to make any changes he feels
necessary to make the two balls of equal size and shape.

b. Looking at the two balls of c¢lay, E asks,
#Suppose I roll one of the balls into a hot dog, will both
the hot dog and the ball take up the same amount of space,
do they both take up as nuch room?" (Prediction question.
In this task the examiner may use/éppropriate gestures to
emphasize the idea of "space'),

’c. E rolls oné of the balls out into a hot dog
form, leaving the other ball of clay as it is. E says,
f"Does the hot dog take up as much room as the ball, do they
take up the same amowunt of space?” (Judgement question).

d. Leaving the hot dog form, E asks, "Wy is that?"

(Explanation question).

Task CD-III: (Bruner), Test for conservation of liquid vol=-

ume across transformations in its appearance.,
llaterials: Two identical beakers; third beaker thimner than original.
Procedure: E and S are seated on opposite sides of the table.
Beakers and water container on floor beside E.

l. E places the two identical beakers on the table and fills
these equally full (one~half full is sufficient) of water, which S

is asked to judge if he is in agreement that they are equally full.
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2, B then pours the contents of one of the two identical
beakers into the third, thinner beaker.

3. 8 is asked whether the amount of liquid is still the
sane, E asks,‘"ﬁo you think there is as much to drink in this glass
as in the othervglass? Do you think there is the same amount of
water in this glass aé in the other one?" (Appropriate gestures).

4, B pours the water from the fﬁinner beaker back into the

water container,

Task CD-IV: (Bruner), Test for conservation of liquid
volume aéross frénsformations in its appearance.
faterials:s Two identical beakers; several smaller beakers of equal
size. |
Procedure: E and S are seated on opposite sides of the table.
Beakers and water container are on the floor beside E.

1. E places the two identical beakers on the table and fills
these equally full (one-half full is sufficient) of water., S is
asked to judge if they are equally full and the necessary adjustments
are made,

2. E then pours the contents of one of the beakers into the
three small beakers, trying to get them at the same approximate level.

3e S is asked whether the amount of liquid is still the sane.
If there is the "same amount to drink in this beaker as there is in
these three smaller beakers?" (Appropriate gestures),

4, E pours the water from all the containers back into the
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water container,

Task CD-V: (Bruner), Test for conservation of liguid

volune across transformations in its appearance before and during
screening and upon unscreening displays. The effect of language
activation on conservation is also noted.
Materials: Two small, identical beakers; ohe taller beaker of same
diameter as original beakers; one wider beaker of same height as
originals;kone standing screen which can still show top of original
beakers.
Procedure: (F, Frank, in J, S. Bruner, Studies in Cognitive Growth).
1. Perform Tasks CD-III and CD-IV to determine whether S
exhibits conservation.
2. Perform the following four sub-tasks:

a., Using the two identical beakeré. one is half-
filled and displayed by E to 5. The screen is then placed
before the beakérs, shielding the beakers from S's view.

The tops of the identical beakers are visible, and the level
of the liquid in the one-half full beaker is marked on the
screen., E then picks up the one-half full beaker and pours
this liquid into the empty beaker. S can see the process of
pouring but is not allowed to look behind the screen. S is
then asked to make an estimation of the level of liquid now
in the second beaker, The screen is then removed and E asks

S to give some explanation for the level of the liquid,
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whether the estimation given by S previously was correct or
incorrect.

bs One of the original beakers, a taller beaker and
the water container are placed on the table. The original
beaker is one-half filled by E with S viewing. The taller
beaker is then placed near the original one-half filled
beaker and the screen is placed between these beakers and S.
E then marks the liquid level of the original beaker on the
screen, E pours the liquid from the original beaker into
the taller beaker. S is asked to estimate the liquid level
of the taller beaker and E marks this estimation on the
screen. The screen is then removed and E asks S to give
some axplénation for the level of the liquid, whether the
estimation given by S previously was correct or incorrect.

Ce Ohe of the original beakers, a wider beaker of
the same height, and the water container are placed on the
table. The original beaker is one-half filled by E with S
viewing. The wider beaker is then placed near the original
one~half filled beaker and the screen is placed between these
beakers and S, E then marks the liquid from the original
beaker on the screen., E pours the liquid from the original
beaker into the taller beaker. S is asked to estimate the
liquid level of the taller beaker and E marks this estimation
on the screen. The screen is then removed and’E asks S to

give some explanétion for the level of the liquid, whether
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the estimation given by S previously was correct or incorrect.
de One of the original beakers, a wider, taller,
beaker of the same height, and the water container are placed
on the table, The same procedure used in a, b, and ¢ is
used in asking S to estimate the liguid level of the taller,

wider beaker and to give some explanation.

Task RT-VI3 (Flavell),

“aterials: Seven pasteboard cards, three are 4 x 5-inches, and four
are 5 x 5-iﬁchéé. On each card was drawn in color abécene in which
a boy is the céﬁtral figﬁré. The pictures were the following:

Card 1: Tﬁe boy is walking along the sidewalk, whistling
and waving a stick,

Card 2: The boy looks frightened and drops his stick as he
sees a rather ugly looking dog rumning towards him.

Card 3: The boy runs, looking anxiously over his shoulder
at the dog, who is in hot pursuit.,

Card 4: The boy is shown running with arms outstretched
towards an apple tree laden with fruit. The dog is not shown in the
picture and the boy's face (showing fear in the two previous pictures)
is hidden by a branch of the tree.

Card 5: The boy scrambles up the tree, with the dog nipping
at his heels,

Card 6, The boy is shown standing up in the tree. The dog

can be seen across the street, trotting away (he looks smaller in
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this picture and with no visible evidence of ferocity). Although
the boy's head is partially turned in the dog's direction, it shows
no particular emotional expression.

Card 7: The boy is seated in the tree, munching an apple,
with the dog nowhere in evidence.

Procedure: Three people are involved, Ej, E;, and S,

1. E; has familiarized Ep with the procedure before the
test session. E2 is instructed to enter the test session at the
cued time and listen to the introduction to S and instructions with
a pleasant, naive appearance,

2, Ej returns to the test area and begins the task with the
following: "He (Ez, who was briefly introduced before the test
session)‘has”left the room and he won't be able to see what we are
going to do, will he? Here is a series of seven pictures which tell
a story Jjust like thé comics in the newspaper.”

3« The seven cards are then placed in proper sequence on the
table. E; says, *You tell me what's going on. Begin here at the
beginning and tell me the story you see happening on these cards',
If the child fails to indicate these things in his narration, he is
asked why the boy climbed the tree and what he is doing in the last
picture.

4, After S responds, Ey says, "That's fine. Now Mr.
hasn't seen any of these pictures. I'm’going to call him back into
the room and show him just these four pictures (cards 1, &4, 6, and 7).

I want you to pretend you are he and tell the story that you think he



would telle O.K., I'1l go and get !Mr. o

5. Ej and Ep enter the room and there is a brief introduction
and E2 is seated on the same side of the table as S. Ej then says,
(speaking to S) ®Now lMr. is here and he hasn't seen our
pictures before. You tell me what story ¥r. might tell
when he looks at these pictures. What story do you think he would
see?"

| 6. If S fails to clarify the pictures spontaneously in the
course of his story, he is asked by E; several questions about why
the boy might c¢limb the tree, or Ywhat about that dog across the

street??

Task RI-VIIa; (Flavell),
Materials: A piece of cardboard, 8 x 16-inches, with eight colored

bands or strips running transversely across it in the sequence red-
blue-white-red-blue-white-red-blue; the bands are divided by a black
line which runs down the middieyéf the board, simply to give each
player a "side" to move on in the éame. There is also a cubé, l-inch
square wiﬁh two red, two blue, and two black'faces. like colors on
opposing sides. There is‘éne plastic cup and two toy rubber pigs,
one brown and one blue, |
Procedure: S is brought into ﬁhe test room by E and made comfortable
and relaxed at the test table. Haterials are on the table, covered.,
1. E; begins by saying, "We are going to have fun today, we

are going to play a game and it ié 50 easy that we are going to play
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it without talking. You just watch me for a minute and then you
play the game too. We will play it two times to be sure we under=-
stand the rules 0.K.",

2. Ej then removes the cloth that has covered the materials
until this time. B then performs the following actions:

a, He holds the two pigs out, one in each hand,
and indicates by gesturing that S should take one.

b. He places the two pigs in starting position at
one end of the board.

¢ He points in turn to the two red, two blue, and
two black faces of the cube, and indicates that there are
also red and blue bands on the board.

- d, He shakes the cube in the cup, dumps it on the
table, and moves his pig to the first band which corresponds
to the color of the cube!s upturned face, carefully indicate
ing this correspondence to S.

e. He hands the cube and cup to the child, indicat-
ing that he should do the same thing.

f. The two continue to take tums in this fashion
until one of the players has moved his pig up to the other
end of the board and then back to the starting point, at
which point Ej says that that player "won® the game., (The
only time he speaks rather than gestufes); The game is then
played through a second time,

3. The first time someone turns up a black cube face, Ej
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indicates that the pig cannot be moved on that turn, since there are
no black bands on the board, If such an event appeared to be in
danger of not ococurring during the two trials E; then should try to
"oump® the cube or in some way have this event take place.
4. E; then covers the game materials again and says to S,

"{ow we know how to play this game, but do you remember lir. ’

who came and heard your story? Well, he doesn't know how to play
this game, but he wants to lea:rn so he can play it later., I'm going
to go and get him so you can tell him how to play this game., There
are two rules though, you can't touch any of the things while you
are telling him how to play, you can point, though, and he can't say
anything to you or ask questions., WNow I'll go get Imr. N
(Ey leaves for a moment).

5« Ej brings B, into the test room. There are brief re-
introductions and Ez is seated next to S at the test table.

6. Bj instructs E, that S will tell him how to play this
game so that he can play it alone later, but that there are two rules.
The rule about not touching any of the materials and not talking or
asking S any questions. E; then says to S, "04K., now you tell
re how to play this game, tell him everything you think
he needs to know so that he can play the game alone later,!

7« After S responds, Ez looks interested and attentive and
E] can give some verbal questions on anything that S has obviously
left out, such as "what about the cubel”, or "what about the cup?"

8« The ma'f;erials are then covefed agé.:'m, and Ep leaves.
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Task RT- ;. (Flave
Haterials: Same as used in Task VIIa.

Procedure: The procedure is identical as that used in Task VII3,
except that this time the third person entering the test session,
and being instructed by S on the game rules, will be blindfolded,

1. BEj says to S, "That was fun wasn't it, telling lr.
how to play this game? Well, now there is a little girl outside
that wants to leam tﬂis game too. I'm going to go and bring her
in and you can tell her how to play this game so that she can play
it alone later, We will have the same two rules about not touching
the things and her not talking or asking you questions. But this
time I am going to blindfold her so she can't see any of the game
things,"

'2. E1 goes and gets E3. After a brief introduction, Ej
orientates E3 to the situation and the two rules regulating 3's -
instructions for the playing of the game, Eq is then blindfolded and
S begins giving the game instructions.

3. After S responds, Ey can give some verbal questions on
anything that S has obviously left out, such as "what about the cube"
or "what about the cup?® |

b, Bj is then allowed to look at the materials and 3 and Ej

may play a game,



CHAPTER III
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

.In this case study the subject was presented with thirteen
tasks in order to determine any relationship his intellectual devel-
opnent and skill in communication had with role~taking abilities.

The ability to utilize effective role~taking in everyday conversation
and reasoning séems to be based on the refinement of other developing
abilities (Flavell, 1963). The child must apparently be able to
group things into wholes as well as maintain the ability to abstract
the parts of the whole and examine these while retaining the total
concept of the original whole., This concept of the whole thus allows
grouping, categorizing and coordinating the information being received.
It seems logical that if a child was not at an intellecutal level that
emcompassed these cognitive, coordinating processes then he would not
be able to successfully use role-taking in his reasoning and social
interaction. To be successful and adept at communication when role-
taldng is involved, he must be able to see the viewpoint of another
person while concurrently maintaining his own perspective, Then his
cormunication coordinates informational differences between these two
perspectives,

Because of the interdependence of the different developing
levels a child may be functioning on, cognitive development was

explored in this case study and is presented in the first part of this

Ly
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discussion section to give background information regarding the
intellectual level that S was functioning on. The five tasks which
were presented to observe S's intellectual development were termed
cognitive development tasks and are referred to in this paper as
¢p-I, II, III, IV, and V. These five tasks were taken from the work
of three researchers, Elkind (1961), Bruner (1964), and Frank (1964),
All of the materials used in the test tasks were made by the exam-
iner (referred to in the discussion as "E") and followed as closely
as posgsible the "materials" descriptioné ﬁresented in the work done
by the above cited researchers.

The first five cognitive development tasks dealt with Piaget's
concept of conservation. These tasks were presented to S in order to
determine his level of intellectual development and also to observe
any correlation intellectual development seemed to have with role-
taking skills. The research previously cited (Flavell, 1963; Bruner,
19643 Flavell, 1968; Frank, 1964; and Elkind, 1961) reported that
children in the four to seven year age group (Piaget's pre-operational
phase) were not able to effectively utilize the concept of conservation.

Piaget hypothesized that a child functions at the pre-opera-
tional phase from age two to seven years., This is a time of transi-
tion from self-orientated, egocentric actions to more socially
oriented action., It is also a time of refinement and the child!s
cognitive actions become more internalized and schematic., This phase
can be sub-divided into two sub-stages: the stage of preconception

when the child is not able to form concepts or handle classes (two



L6
to four years) and the intuitive stage (four to seven years) when
the child displays the ability to solve simple problems and also is
able to enter into cooperative play. The child at this level of
development is usually not able to explain why he lknows or does
things, He is working on a level on which he may fluctuate between
understanding and confusion, It is also a stage of development in
which the child may grasp certain aspects of a problem or situation
but return to a lower level of reasoning because he feels more secure
at a lével that hé has mastered (Boyle, 1969, p. 91).

Task CD-I was a presentation of a set of six sticks to be
manipulated and compared visually by S for intensive, gross and
extensive quantity. Task CD-II had three parts: (a) the transfor-
mation in appearance cof two clay balls to test conservation of mass;
(b) the same procedure as a test of the conservation of weight; and
(¢) the same procedure as a test of the conservation of volume.
Task CD-III was presented to S to observe his concept of conservation
of liquid volume, Task CD-IV explored basic conservation concepts
by presenting S with the visual transformation of liquid by pouring
it from an original container into three smaller jars. Task CD-V
had four parts: (a) using two identical beakers S was asked to
judge the level the water would be at when the water was poured from
one beaker into the other beaker; (b) using one of the original
beakers presented in part (a), and a beaker that was taller than the
original, S was once again asked to judge the level the water would

be at when it was poured from the original beaker into the taller
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beaker; (c¢) using one of the original beakers and a beaker that was
wider, but of the same height as the original, the same procedure
as part (b) and (c) was used; and (d) the above procedure was
repeated using one of the original beakers and a beaker that was both
wider and taller than the original beaker.

Tasks CD-I and CD-II were taken from a study done by Elkind
(1961) on quantitative thinking. Elkind's study was a further
exploration of theories presented by Piaget (1952). In Task CD-I
the subject was presented with test situations that required compar-
isons of intensive, gross, and extensive quantity when looking at
and manipulating a group of six sticks. E chose six sticks from a
group of twenty-four sticks of equal length and asked S to do the
same. Through various questions and manipulations S's performance
was supposed to reflect his ability to compare these sticks and their
placement on the table, S responded correctly to the question reflect-
ing comparison of intensive quantity, correct to the question of gross
quantity, but incorrect to the question of extensive quantity
(dialogues appendix). Elkind's discussion of Plaget's observations
disclosed that a child of five years of age normally succeeds in
comparisons of intensive and comparisons of gross quantities, but
is unsuccessful in reasoning involved in comparisons of extensive
quantity. S's responses confirmed Piaget'!s theory. 3 reflected the
ability to perceive the materials (in this task, sticks) as single
or two by two relations, but was unable to perceive the same materials

as a logical whole, regardless of the fact that they had simply been
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transformed in appearance by spreading them apart. S reflected the
reasoning that if the sticks were moved apart they in some way
"changed® their properties. Piaget reported that " ., , . the

child below six or seven years of age has no idea of the permanence
of continuous quantities, nor of discontinuous groups, nor of any
necessary equivalence between two groups which correspond piece by
piece « « o " (Piaget, 1937, p. 46). S's response on Task CD-I
would substaﬁtiate Piagel'!s observation.

Task CD-II also investigated the concept of conservation,
concentrating on the properties of mass, weight, and volume, The
purpose of this task was to see if S could tell that a substance
remained the same quantity (was conserved) when it changed in appear-
ance, Piaget's conclusions were that the conservation of mass was
discovered at ages seven to eight years and the conservation of
weight and volume at ages nine and ten and eleven and twelve respect-
ively. He also concluded that conservation of mass was the easiest
to discover, weight the next in difficulty and conservation of
volume the most difficult, In this task S was shown two balls of
clay equal in size and asked to answer the questions of prediction,
judgement, and explanation by assessing and discounting the visual
differences presented when these balls of clay were transformed in
their appearance by E. In part 1 of Task CD-II (involving conserva-
tion of mass) S predicted that the clay would be different in amount
(mass) if rolled into a hot dog form. This corresponds with Piaget's

theory of the first stage in.conservatién where children have the
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general impression that the hot dog is different than the clay ball.
3 then responded in his judgement question that the hot dog and ball
were in fact different and his only explanation was ®cause that one's
not into a hot dog and that one is® (dialogue: appendix). This
reflects a Jjudgement based upon perception being focused on a single
dimension, which also eonfims Piaget!s first stage predictions,

In part 2 of Task CD-II S predicted that the ball and hot
dog forms would weigh the same, However, on the judgement question
he changed his mind and said " , ., . that one's the heaviest and
that one's the heaviest (diaiégue: appendix). This response coincides
renarkably with Piaget's second stage of the conservation concept in
which the child seems unable to work on levels that require a two
by two judgement (camnot resolve the contradiction of the object
being more in length, but less in width) and judges the gquantity
once again by single dimensions.

S predicted in part 3 the ¢lay changed in volume when it
changed in shape., He couldn't give an explanation, but was persistent
in his response after visually assessing the two forms,

The next section of the procedure dealt with the conservation
of liquid volume across transformations in its appearance. S was
presented with Task CD-III to observe his basic level of response in
regard to conservation of liquid volume. The task was taken from
experiments done by Piaget and Inhelder (1962) in which they concluded
that children between four and seven years are not able to conserve

liquid volume in this instance, In this task E poured an equal
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amount of water into two identical jars. Leaving one jar as it was,
E poured the water from the second jar into a taller, thinner jar.

S was asked to judge if the original jar and the taller jar

econtained the same amount to drink. The response given by S in this
task coincided with Piaget's and Inhelder's findings., When S was
asked by E whether there was the same to drink in the two jars, S
seemed t0 be affected by the visual transformation of the liquid from
two identical jars to a set comprised of one original and one taller,
thinner jar. S responded that the taller jar had more to drink in
it, obviously not being able t¢© resolve the problem of coordinating
two dimensions (taller, but thimer) previously mentioned in Task
CD-II.

Task CD-IV was of a similar nature and was taken from the
experiments done by Piaget and Inhelder (1962) exploring basic
conservation concepts, In this task S was asked to judge the amount
to drink when the water from one of the original jars was poured into
three identical smaller jars. S's responses Once again coincided with
the above researchers'! conclusions. S was not able to retain the
concept of the whole amcunt of the 1iquid when it was transformed in
its appearance by pouring it into the three smaller jars. At this
point in the test session it was felt that S was funetioning on an
intellectual level, in regards to cognitive development, which coin-
cided with previous data gathered on children in his age range.

Research done by Frank (Bruner, 1964) hypothesized that visual

cues in the above tasks were a significant factor for confusion in
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younger children. Frank conducted experiments that screened the
test vessels and thus removed the visual cues., Task CD-V consisted
of four parts and followed the experiﬁent design developed by Frank,
In the present observation 3's resptnse pattern in Task CB-V did
not vary signifieantly when the tasks were presented screened rather
than permitting S to view the transformation of the liquid in its
appearance; These results did not coincide with those of Frank,
however, this writer feels that when taking a subject and testing
him as an isolated case and doing the experiment only once the
results may be significantly different than a tabulated conclusion
dravn from a larger sampling ©f subjects.

S's response to part (a) of Task CD-V was correct. When
presented with two jars of the same diameter but different in height,
he replied that the water level would stay the same when water was
poured from one jar to the other. This would indicate a concept of
eonservation of liquid volume aeross transformations in its appearance,
hOwever, due t© the inconsistent responses which followed in parts
(b), (e), and (d) of this task, the stability of this concept was
questionable, The examiner wondered if § was simply making randon
responses (guessing) or perhaps was functioning at a level that he
was just at a threshold of understanding, This fluctuation between
levels of reasoning and understanding is characteristic of a child
at the beginning of the second stage of Piagett!s pre-operational
phase., Here the child may begin to contemplate the problem and

resolve an answer, at one level of intellectual development, but
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drop back to a more familiar reasoning level when pressed to©
answer. This would explain why a child would seem to handle a
concept clearly one time and work in error at ancother time,

In part (b) S responded correctly but could not give an
explanation of his reas°ning. This again reflects a fluctuation
between levels Of reasening and total understanding. He was not
able to give reasons for his actions or opinions. In part (c)
(CD=V) S was shOwn the Original water jar and a jar that was both
wider and taller. When water from the second original jar was
poured into the new test vessel S continued to respond that there
was the same amount Of water in the sec®nd vessel as there had been
in the 9riginal vessel, but gave no explanation fOr his judgement.

Part (d) elicited a correct response, but S's verbal explan-
ati®n reflected that he based his cholce °f water levels °n his
nemory that the test jar being used was the same jar as was used
in a previous task. The observer was left with the distinct impres-
sion that S had no concrete intellectual concepts on which to draw
conclusions concerning conservation of substances. This would not
seem to be an unreascnable assumption for a subject of this age. S
is at an age level that falls about in the middle of Piaget's pre-
operational phase (four t© seven years) and seemed to be able to
grasp. some properties of each task, bul was not agble to give accurate
and clear explanations ©f his reas®ning.

A brief discussion of Piaget!s conclusions on the conservation

cOncept may be helpful in pfinting Sut the relatifnships the -
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previously presented tasks have with intellectual development and
the role-taking ability.

Piaget concluded that children in the four to seven year
level have not formed an idea of ordinal ©r cardinal numbers. They
also do not grasp the idea of classes of things in extensioﬁ, which
depends upon the inclusion of parts in a permanent whole (S's
respOnses reflect this theory in Tasks CD-I through CD-V.) Piaget
further concluded that the essential forms that these numbers or
logical classes give to the mind of the child are thus bound closely
to the process °f conservation. The child then proceeds to the ideas
of permanence of groups and quantities by the coordination of the
relationships involved. This is the process of coordination, at
once social and intellectual, by which the child is able to esgcape
from his egocentric point of view and find his place among other
pecple (Piaget, 1937, p. 48)

The next eight tasks were taken from Flavell's study of The
Development of Role-Taking and Communieation Skills in Children (1968).
These tasks deallt more directly with role-taking abilities and are
referred to as RI-(role-taking) I, RT-II, RT-III, RT-IV, RT-V, RI-VI,
RI-VIiIa, RT-VIIb, Tasks RT-I through RT-V were presented to S in
order to observe the very basic role-taking skills that he might
possess.

The correct assessment of S!'s role-taking skills used his
problem éOIVing or responses to each test task is questionable. There

was a probability that a respfnse was evoked that did not directly
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reflect the use of role-taking skills. This possibility seened
rather low in Tasks RI-IIT and RT-IV. In Task RI-III S was required
to choose from a large number of options, Because Of the large
number of resp®nse choices in Task RI-IV it also seemed to reflect
a fairly selective use of role-taking skills in making a response
selection, In Task RT-IV there were four possible answers S might
contemplate, .

In the remaining three tasks (Task RT-I, IT and V) S was
presented with only binary choices., Although these three latter
tasks may have represented a true utilization of role-taking skills,
because the chance of "guessing® it was difficult to make role-
taking assessments in the analyéis of the response given by S.

For the above reasons, it was felt that of the five tasks
exploring basic role-taking abilities, Tasks RI-IIT and RT-IV were
the most explicit in testing or presenting role-taking and any
related variables.

Flavell concluded that to do well on these five role~taking
test tasks the child must have learned how to do three closely
interrelated things (Flavell, 1968, p. 184), First, he has learned
to infer whether the presented stimulus is or is not visible to the
observer, Second, the child learns that when an object is placed
between himself and the observer that the observer will see not what
the child sees, but whatever view is presented on the opposite side
of the object. This does not suppose that the young child may be

able t© relate what the observer sees, but simply that the child is
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aware that the observer sees a view different than his own. Finally,
the child " , , . attains the recognition that, when he and O are
at opposite ends of X and are looking down at it, O will see it
upside down if he himself sees it right side up and vice-versa'
(Flavell, 1968, p. 183)., Role-taking thus requires coordination of
perspectives on parts within a whole, the intellectual abilities
tested for in the CD tasks, With these theories in mind we shall
discuss S's performance on the first five test tasks.

On the overall five test tagks S did quite well, In Task
RT-I S was asked to show E the tagboard picture of the boy standing
on his head, 8 responded incorrectly, but both the recorder and E
felt that this response was due to haste and over-enthusiasm on
the part of S to perform rapidly and fluently at the onset of the
test session. S's mother and teacher had both reported (see inter-
views with mother and teacher) that S was anxious to please who ever
was giving instructions and usually set about the requested task
immediately. This characteristic seemed to be reflected in S's
quick and rather hasty answer to the first task ©of the secticn.

Task RT-II required that 5, after examining both faces of a
picture card, interpret what E was seeing on the opposite side of
that same card when it was held up by E. This seemed to present
little difficulty for S and he appeared pleased with his performance,
In Task RI-I all views of the stimuli were visible to both S and E
and this required only the very basic beginning of role-taking skills

to be used by S. Task RT-II presented a new variable and required
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that S realize that E was seeing a view quite different from that
seen by S. 3 seemed t¢ readily observe that there was a perspective
visible to E other than S's own. This would indicate that S is
emerging from the egocentric stages theorized by Piagel and realizes
that others haye different views of objects than he himself has,

Tasks RI-III and RT-IV presented quite different response
choices to S, In Task RT-III S was shown a card that has the sanme
three pictures, arranged in the same gpatial order, on each card
face. S was then required to assess what was visible to E as E
moved a shield down E's side of the card.s S seemed to easily compute
what was visible to E through watching the movement of the visible
portion of the shield card, It is interesting to note that Frank
(Bruner, 1964) reported that by removing the visual cues, which she
did by veiling or shielding in liquid volume tasks, the young child
(four to seven years) gave a higher rate of correct responses. In
Task RT-III S did not appear to be particularly confused by the
visual cues being presented, but instead seemed to use these cues
in ascertaining the view of E. |

E felt that Task RT-IV was perhaps the most difficult of the
first five RI tasks to correctly assess what was taking place. In
this task S was given a cardboard cube which was identical to one
held by E. Both cubes were identically outfitted with a different
colored picture on each of their four vertical faces, After E pointed
out each picture and emphasized the cubes! identical properties, E

made a picture selection and requested S to turm to the same picture
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on his cube that E was looking at on E's cube, Although S made a
correct response choice with a minimum amount of hesitation, both
the examiner and recorder later concluded that the response could
have been derived by guessing rather than a method of analysis by
3. 3 turned his block several times and did come up with the correct
answer, but there was a feeling of doubt on the part of E if S did
in fact use a form of role~taking in arriving at his answer. If S
did use role~taking in this instance he would have had to choose
between four possible answers. In order to do this he would have had
to extraet the problem and deduce the answer from the possible choices.
Piaget placed this ability to solve simple problems in the intuitive
stage of the pre-operational phase (four to seven years). In light
of this age grouping S may have been using a role-taking ability in
his problem solving task, but he did not visibly do more than random-
1y turn the cubes in selecting an answer, He did not appear to even
eontemplate the picture positions that were visible t© him on Els
cube, After the test session waschmpleted this task (RT-IV) was
presented to S again. The second presentation was not tape recorded,
but a manual record was kept. At this time S made an incorrect
response and apparently had simply made a random selection of the
pictures on the cube. The conclusion seems warranted that, although
this task was indicated'by Flavell as more indicative of refined
role~taking skills than some of the earlier tasks (because of the
nurber of response selections possible), in this case it did not

provide an accurate assessment of what was actually taking place in



58
regards to how S made a response choice,

Task RI-V was perhaps the easiest task presented in the
entire test session, In this task E showed S a stick that was
pointed on one end and cotton-tipped on. the opposite end, After
the stick was suspended between E's and 3's hands, S was asked if
the stick was soft or sharp in E's hand, and secondly, upon tuming
the stick, if it was soft or sharp in S%s hand., S respended cor-
rectly to both questions, This is the only task in which S was
presented with obvious tactile cues to augment the visual and aud-
itory cues presented by E.

After completing the first five RT tasks it was concluded
that S's performance closely followed the theories on developmental
levels that were explored by Piaget and Flavell, S's fluctuating
response pattem reflected that he was in the period of transition
that Piaget called the pre-operational phase (four to seven years).
3 gave correct responses frequently and incorrect ones occasionally.
His reasoning seemed completely spontaneous and rapid., This ability
to take note of differences in perspectives was apparently well
developed; ability to reasen regarding these differences was not yet
developed.

S was able to function at the basic levels for successful
role~taking that were outlined at the beginning of this section and
presented in Tasks RI-I through RT-V. His failure to respond correctly
to Task RT-I (black and white figure of a boy on a card) seemed to

reflect Over-enthusiasm t© answer repidly. In Task RT-IV he again



59
gave an incorrect answer to what picture E was seeing on E's cube.
3 responded incorrectly both times Task RT-IV was presented., These
responses indicated that S was not using any role-taking skills in
trying to assess which pictures E was seeing from E's point of view,.
His failure to answer correctly on Task RI-IV did not surprise or
disturb 8, he seemed to simply accept the faect that he had "guessed"
wrong. The correct responses given by S on the other three tasks of
this section amplifies the period of fluctuation that S is working
on in his problem solvinge.

It should be pointed out that the examiner minimized any
failures on the tasks during the test session, although an incorrect
response was acknowledged, It was felt that repeated failures could
cause anxiety or boredom in S's attitude towards the test session.

The next three tasks were also taken from experiments pre-
sented by Flavell (1968) and were designed to assess the communi-
cation skills that S possessed. Again, all materials used were made
by the examiner in as accurate a duplication as pessible of those
described by Flavell. In each task (RT-VI, RT-VIIa, and RT-VIIb)
the materials used appeared to be of significant importance in
precisely presenting and assessing the variables to be observed.

In Task RT-VI S was presented with seven picture cards that
related an obvious story about a boy walking along whistling, a fer-
ocious dog coming up and chasing the boy, who climbs an apple tree
and then sits on a limb eating an apple as the dog wanders off into

the distance, The cards were designed so that after the removal of
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cards numbered 2, 3 and 4, the remaining four cards would give the
pictorial impression of a totally different story. Upon the removal
of these cards 3 was asked to relate this new story to a person (Ep)
who had Jjust entered the test area.

Flavell hypothesized that this task would reflect role-
taking abilities under the following interpretation. In the second
part of Task RI-VI S supposedly views the four picture sequence fron
a cognitive perspective quite different than that of Ep, in as much
as S has been previously exposed To the longer more detailed story
represented in the original seven cards. S must be able to remove
these new story cues from the cognitive whole he has previously
seen, Flavell stated that the child could scarcely see the new
story except through his previous story influence. The role-taking
task then requires S to suppress his oun perspective and reflect
solely on what is being seen by Ep.

It was difficult to determine whether S was using role-taking
skills or simply stating the story as the cards presented it in each
part of Task RT-VI, It appeared that S was giving a purely descrip-
tive analysis of the cards presented and not connecting them into a
flowing story or narrative, His posture and dialogue throughout the
task indicated an abrupt movement from one story card to the next.
Only after further questioning by B; did S seem to draw any conclus-
ions or connections between the story cards.

S responded clearly and directly on the first part of Task

RI-VI (seven picture story). In the first part he was asked to
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relate to E the story the seven cards seemed to make up and E was
allowed to make suggestions or ask leading questions if any important
part of the intended story was eliminated by E, This was not neces-
sary during the actual test session. S related a story consisting
of a picture by picture description for each picture involved, In
the second part of RI-VI S was supposed to tell E,, who had just
entered the room and not seen the original seven cards, the story
depicted by the four remaining cards. In the second part of the
task S related a brief deseriptive four picture story to B,, seem-
ingly uninfluenced by the previous seven picture card activities.
Flavell concluded that in responses such as those exhibited by S,
there is little direct evidence of the role-taking process taking
place. When the child operates at the descriptiﬁe level a whole is
never created which must be broken up in response to the demands of
role~taking.,

Upon first inspection this task seems very elementary and
requires only that the child observe the visual data available to
him and draw his story from them, Even a very young child could do
this. However the role-taking aspect of this task lies in the fact
that the child has just previously been exposed to additional related
visual data but in a different setting. If the seven picture exper-
ience has resulted in the production of seven picture whole, then
this whole must be broken up to create a new four picture.story.
Successful role~taking in this instance would require the child to

search for the perspective of the other person and at the same time
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keep his personal perspective from intruding during the search
(Flavell, 1968, p. 81). The task is not a test of role-taking
ability if the subject operates purely at the descriptive level,
Then a whole is never created,

At one point in part two S did regress somewhat to reason-
ing influenced by the first seven picture story. As he was pressed
by E; to give E» more detail and explanation of the four picture
story, S sald the boy went up the tree because the dog chased him,
but after Ey questioned whether E, would know this fact, S said that
he (Ep) would not. In this instance S may have momentarily lost
whatever role-taking set he had had before and was functioning on a
level of reasoning at which he was not yet comfortable or secure
(Flavell, 1968, p. 77).

Flavell was working under the influence of Piaget's theories
exemplifying the tendency for older children to link statements by
causal and logical connectives, such as "because", "so", and ¥and
then”, S's dialogue contains few of these connectives., This would
reflect a viewing of the cards from a purely descriptive standpoint
and not exhibit anything other than the ability to interpret the
visual data presented., Flavell felt that any eognitive phenomena
would be reflected in the child's reasoning and choice of wording in
regards to the seven and four picture story.

As reported by the subject's mother and teacher (interviews)
S is not a particularly aggressive child., He is anxious to please

and do what is required, but he is not one to over-exaggerate or
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expand on deseription or directions, These character traits may
partially explain S's passive and straight forward approach to
Task RI-VI. He followed directions explicitly and did not deviate
to any elaboration of what was being presented. It was hoped that
Task RI-VIIa and RI=VIIb would elicit more substantial data On which
to determine S's rble-taking abilities in conjunction with his
communication skills and level of intellectual development,

Task RI'-VII required that El show 8 a game and that 3§ becone
familiar with 'Ehe game rules and objective through playing the game
itself, The game involved the shaking of a dice in a cup and the
moving of a small plastic pig to the corresponding color band on a
game board that was also indicated by the uptumed face of the dice,
Ej gave no verbal explanation, but exaggerated any moves of the game
(through gestures) that seemed to be unabvious te S, The lack of
verbal communication at this paint increaséd the probability that S
would later give explanations of the game in his own words and vocab-
ulary. All possible dice combinations turned up and there was no
need of explanation to augment excluded game rules.

Task RI'=-VII had two parts, a and b, S was to relate the rules
of the preceding game to two people with different listener role-
attributes., This means that the two additional people involved in
the game task had different requirements in gaining information
related to the game. In part a of RT-VII the other person used in
the task was sighted and able to get‘ supplemental cues from seeing

the game materials (B,). In part b of RI-VII the person entering the
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test area (E3) was blindfolded before the game instructions began
and.had to rely solely on the verbal explanation offered by S. A
child about one year older than S was chogsen for the role of E3.
This researcher thought that having S address an audience that was
near his same age would in some way affect his choice of words for
the explanation of the game, However there was no significant differ-
ence recorded in the explanations offered by S in parts a and b of
RT-VII,

~ Flavell hypothesized that a child who was mature in his role-
taking ability weuld realize the different listener role attributes
of his two players (presented separatexy)‘and take this into consid-
eration when giving game riles and objectives. In introducing the
game procedures S was carefully instructed that E, could look at the
game materials and later that E5 was blindfolded and couldn't see
what was on the table, There were two stipulations that S was
required to follow in his relating the game rules to E; and Es.
First, no one could touch any of the mgterials; and second, E2 (and
then E3) couldn't ask any questions during the game explanation,

In their analysis (Flavell and associates) divided the task
results into three basic areas: different words used, game infor-
mation and inadequate information.

S used the minimal amount of words in relating the game to
E>. His response consisted almost solely of "you get that, you go
there® (dialogue: appendix). After this brief explanation S seemed

satisfied that he had finished explaining the game, When questioned
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by Ey as to the adequacy of the explanation, S responded negatively
to the suggestion that he say more. However, after some more leading
questions by Ej, S was more inclined to add some further explanation
of the game, However, even when giving further information S still
used the minimal amount of words possible., An example was when Ej
pPointed to the cup, all S said was "supposed to shake that® (dia-
logues: appendix).

In the section of analysis designated game-information
there was more concern with game materials, method of play and addi-
tional information offered. In S's first response or game explana-
tion he didn't mention any game materials., After E; inquired further
3 merely responded with more pointing and repeated such things as
fyou shake it" (meaning the cup used to shake the dice in).
' - The méthod—of-play response gsection was a more direct reflect-
ion of what S seemed to be concerned with., After further questioning
S related the facts that you must shake the dice in the cup and move
to the same color strip designdted by the upturned color of the dice.
3 failed to relate that the two players should take tums, nor at
which point the game is finished or who wins, nor did he explain the
playing board and significance of the colored bands, S did include
an explanation that if the player shakes the dice and it lands with
a black color up then there is no move, S did not give any additional
information such as that the white band, on the playing board, was

not used.

In the analysis section designated inadequate information
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Flavell was trying to find out the negative of game-information,
which is a measure of what the listener fails to grasp rather than
what he grasps suecessfully., This measurement (of inadequate infor-
mation) was hypothesized to reflect that an older child would give
more information to the blindfolded participant, after having
assessed his listener-needs, than would the younger child, In giv-
ing adequate information S would supposedly give information that
did not have adequate previous background, or left out critical
descriptive terms, In this observation S did give inadequate infor=
mation, such as "supposed to shake that" (meaning the cup, but not
previously mentioning this article) and'”get that and stay there”
(meaning dice color and corresponding game board band but not having
discussed the dice or game board previously.) Flavell felt responses
such as these reflected an immature assessment of listener needs.
This then would be a measure of role-taking skills,

At the conclusion of this portion of Task RT-VIL S was
functioning at an immature level of successful role-taking, 5 felt
secure in his brief game explanations, and obviously was not bothered
by the fact that Eo and/Ej were not completely informed about the
game., This lack of concem for role-taking requirements was prev-
iously exhibited in Task RI-IV when S failed to make any logical
deduction of which picture E was viewing on E's cube, If S is in
the transitional period Piaget calls the pre-operational phase, then
the immature role-taking abilities exhibited in the above tasks are

expected for a child his age.
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After analyzing the message S gave in Task RI-VIIb it is
apparent that if the same message that was inadequate for Ep
(sighted) was given to E5 it would be doubly confusing because Of
E3's blindfold., The responses recorded for RI-VIIb revealed that 3
seemed unaware that the blindfolding of Ej necessarily changed his
listener-needs in understanding the game presented., Flavell con-
cluded that a true assessment of the informational needs of the
listener, which is: a basic criteria in successful role-taking, would
be reflected in the difference between S's choice of words and length
of explanation in the two listener situations, 8 did not lengthen
his explanation, nor did he use more descriptive words when speaking
to blindfolded E3. Ej had thought that Task RI-VIIb would reflect
a more precise game instruction, if merely for the reason that S had
Just moments before been given clues for information that was needed
by E5 in Task RI-VIIa.

In his initial dialegue for part b of this task 3 repeated
just about what he had said to Es, except that this time he included
color reference, He did not make reference to the game materials and
only seemed to infer methods of play (ie, "if you get a red, you go
down here"), When it seemed clear that S had finished his explanation
E; asked Questions of S that elicited further mention of the role of
the dice, the cup, and the two pigs (these had not been mentioned to
E, in the previous part of this task.) During this further dialogue
there still seemed to be little continuity or order to the instruct-

ions given by S. He appeared to mention cbjects Or game moves as he



noticed each different game material that was spread out on the
table before him,

This was an interesting task, originally presented by
Flavell to older children (seven to sixteen years) but adaptable,
because of its simple nature, to children in S's age range. This
task was probably 3's favorite and he seemed confident in his role
of telling E, and E3 how to play the game, S did not apparently
feel confused or inadequate in his role as informant. Ej (the
other child used in these tasks) also exhibited no amoyance or
concern about the adequacy of the message related by S. This was
interesting to observe, since it seemed obvious to the adult part-
icipants that S was not giving adequate information., S and E3
played several games after the termination of Task RT-VII and had no
difficulty with rules or procedure in the game,

Flavell concluded that "™where role-taking activity plays no
part in the commmicative act, the message is little more than an
audible self-coding., The speaker says to his audience roughly the
same thing he might say to himself, for example, in silently review-
ing the message data for some purpose" (Flavell, 1968, p. 95). He
further hypothesized that where role-taking does play a part there
are several things taking place. First, S would have attended very
carefully to his listener, which he did not (in fact he never looked
at the listener) and secondly, the resulting assessment of the liste
ener-role-attributes would continuously affect the content of the

message, which they did not,
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Using Flavelll's above mentioned criteria for assessing S's
use ¢of role-taking abilities, we must conclude that in Tasks RT-VIIa
and b, S was egocentrically oriented and approached the problem of
transmitting the game information in little more than a self-coding
manner, What is significantly related in the two parts of this
task is whether S sees that there are different informational needs
for B, (sighted) and Eq (blindfolded), S, in this study, showed
literally no concern Or even knoOwledge that his listener's did in
fact have varying informational needs. Hence, in both this task,
RT-VII, and in the picture task, RI-VI, S appeared to lack a role-
taking orientation, " Rather than commnicating to inform in terms of
assegssed listener-needs, S produced self-encoded messages consisting
of descriptions, The first five tasks, RT-I, II, III, IV, and V
indicated an ability to take note of differences when confronted with
the task of commumnicabing and designing messages in terms of such
differences in informational perspectives, Instead, S reverted to
nperating and communicating at a deseriptive, egocentric level., S
would appear to be at a transitional stage for all of the tasks

presented,
CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this case study was to observe a subject
while he was presented with various tasks that had been hypothesized
in previous research (Flavell, 1968; Piaget, 1937; Bruner, 1964;

Frank, 1964; and Elking, 1961) as reflecting a child's level of
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intellectual development, role-taking ability, and commmication
skill. It was felt that by observing a single subject throughout
the various tasks that subtle variables in developmental levels
could be more easily observed.

After completing the thirteen tasks in this observation it
was concluded that S's performance closely followed the thenries
on developmental levels explored by the above cited researchers.

S was able to function at the basic levels for successful role-
taking which were presented in Task RT-I through RI-V. The two
tasks in which he was not successful (RT-I and RT-IV) seemed to
reflect over-enthusiasm, rather than inability, in Task RI-I, and
a simple lack ©f r¢le-assessment in Task RI-IV,

Although S was basically unsuccessful in his attempts at
solving the tasks introducing concepts Of conservation (Tasks CD-I
through V), it was coneluded that he was functioning at the levels
for his age group that had been outlined by Piaget and explored by
Elkind, Further investigations of cOncepts invelving conservation
of liquid volume across transformations in its appearance (Bruner,
1964) reflected that 5 was almost exclusively Oriented t© visual
cues (dimensions) in his problem sOlving methods,

S successfully related the stories that were presented in
Task RI-VI, but at a deseriptive level of functioning. This
researcher concluded that although S successfully told the story
reflected in the last four picture cards, this was not due to analysis

of the visual cues available to Ep, but simply a viewing of the visual
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cues from a strictly egocentric standpoint. S apparently had
divorced himself from the first seven picture stery cards and saw
the four picture story cards as a new sequence of events. It was
difficult to asecertain what was taking place here, fOor althCugh S
was successful in the solution of the story problem, his problem
solving methods did not seem to reflect role-taking.

Task RT-VIIa and RI-VIIb explored commnnication skills and
their relation to role~taking abilities. In these tasks S literally
seemed oblivious to his listener!s informational needs, Even after
questioning he gave very brief and inadequate directions for the game
presented, It was concluded that there was a total lack of any role-
taking skills used in compiling his communicated messages.,

A1l of the above conclusions place S's performance at about

the levels postulated for a child of his age. He was able to see
that in simple éituations involving objects another person sees a
view other than S's own, but he was not able to carry his view or
assessment of various properties (conservation of mass, weight, and
volume) across any transformations in their appearance, the coord-
ination of parts within a larger whole necessary t° role-taking,
This lack was again reflected in his communication inadequacy when he
was not able (nor concerned with) transmitting messages that reflected
an assessrent of his listener's role attributes, and different infor-
rnaticonal needs,

The awareness of a child!s level of functioning and compre-

hension ﬁould aid a therapist in both diagnostic interviewing and
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decisions on where to begin therapy. If the therapist could recog-
nize the levels of develCpment, intellectual and communicative,
that the child was functioning on, more meaningful and efficient
therapy sessitns might be planned, These two developmental areas
(intellectual and commmicative) are often reflected by rcle-taking
skills and this offers a therapist a means of determining function-
ing levels by presenting simple tasks to the child during the initial
diagnostic interview. o |

This researcher concludes that further research is needed to
create tasks that are tightly controlled and that the therapist or
interviewer gould feel eonfident were actually a reflection of what

is being questioned or sought.
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APPENDIX A, Dialogue

Task RT-I: Black and white drawing of childlike figure

Ej: I'm going to show you a picture first, 0.K.? See this picture,
the boy is laying down, and here he is stanciing upe What's he
doingv hei‘e?

S: He's standi:ng on his head.

E: That's right, Now, I'1l come back over here., This time we'll
iay the boy down, and you show me the boy standing on his head.
So I see the boy standing on his heads Can you turn it so I
see the boy? I want to see the boy standing on his head, 0.K.?

!

Task RT»l Tagboard with on one side, and birth cake on the

gk ther side
Ep: But this one has two pictures. One on this side, a dog; and

one on this side , + «

S: A birthday cake.

2

That's right, with four candles. 0.K., now I'm going to look
at a picture., Now I want you to 'beli me what picture I'm look-
ing. Which one am I looking at?

3:  Unm, ‘cake.

Ey: That's right! Which one are you looking at?

St Doge

E;j: Good,
75
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Task RT-III; Tagboard with airplane, teddy bear and clown
By: This one is a little different. This one hasg three pictures.

There'!s an airplane, a teddy bear and a clown. Look on this
side, it's the very same:  airplane, teddy bear and clown.
See, they're in the same spot. 0.K., now, if I covered these
up; watch, I'm going to cover these up, what do you see on your
side?

S: Clown,

E;: 4And what do I see on my side?

S: Clown.

Ey: That's right. I see the same one, don't I? Now, this time I'm
6n.'Lv going to cover it on my side. 0.K., now you tell me what
I see on ny side. What do I see on my side?

3: A clewn and the bear, |

El: Right, O0.K.. Now I'm going to cover it up again. Now what do
I see on my side? |

S:  Clown, |

Ey: Well, that's right. Andy, boy you're getting fast,

Task RT=-IV: cubes, each having four identic aced pictur

bird, bear, chair, and train

Ey: Now we have some big blocks. Here is one, let's look at the
pictures on it. What do you see here?

8: A bird, a train, a bear and a choo-chc;o e o« o train,

E;: Right, Now look, I've got another block just like this one.
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Look, they've got the same pictures on them. Now, you take
this bloeck, and I'll keep this one. They are just the same
aren’t they? Like twins, Now, I want you to hold your block
and watch me. I'm going %o turn my block all arownd and pick
a picture. What will I look at? 0.K., I'1l look at this
picture, - Now, I want YOu to 1oo'k at the same picture on your
, block that I'm 1ooking at on my blocks You decide what picture
you think I'm looking at and then you turn your block wntil you
see the same one I'm seeing. O0.K.?

S: The train. |

Ey: You say I'm looking at the train? 0.K., what picture are you
looking at?

S: The train, |

Bj: And what picture am I looking at?

S:  The train. |

Ey: Right! That one was fn, wam't it? We'll have to try this
game ﬁith Brandy.

Task RT-V tick that is ted at one end d ot -tipped at

the gther

Eyt Here we have a sticks Put your hand out here. It is sharp in
my hand, feel it in yours? Now it is soft, isn"t it? Well,
put your hand up like mine‘. That!s right, Now I'll pﬁt the
stick between our hands, Will it stay up? Yep. Now, is it
soft in my hand?
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3¢ Nopes

Ey: Then is it soft in your hand?

S:  Yes. |

E;: Let's turn it around. Now is it soft in my hand?

S: Yes, and it is sharp in my hand! |

Ey: Right! That was an easy one, wasn't 1t?

Task CD-I; Twenty-four sticks of e ength

E;: Shall we do that sticks one again? Remember the green sticks,
and we counted them out? We count:ed those out. 0.K., here we
go. I'11 take this many, and you take the same as I do. Right.
Now let's puﬁ them together and be real sure that there Just
the same a.mount. Put them up close and you ca.n tell. Are they
the same now? O.K. » NOW Yyou leave yours there. Now do you
think I've got the same number of sticks as you've got? Do we
have the same number? You don't think sot What happaned?

S:  Your's is spreaded out. and mine isntt,

Eyj: So, we don't have the same number anymore? Do I have more or
less than you do? Do you think I have mo:ie c;r less than you
dot o

3: Les:s.

Ey: You think I have less than you do? Well o o o that's too bad!

Because we' started out the same, didn't we? Good, well now, ﬁe
are done with that one,
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Task CD-II: balls of cl size and weight

B

Now, we'lre going to do the clay a little bit again, because we
didn't get to write down all the things we thought about, 0.K.?
Oh, those hotdogs, roll that one in a ball again. I better

move the water before I knock it over,

Oh » yeah.

We're getting better at this, ‘they're not so squishy.

Well, I like to roll them out.

0.K.. There we go. Well, that's probably good enough, let's
look at'them. Bring one over here and let's see if they're,
think they're almost the same size again? Hum? The same size,
this one's the same as this one, 0.K., n'ow. Yv"a'll talk about
it again, What do you think, if I rolled this one into a hot-
dog, do you think there'd be the same amount of clay here as
there is over heret The same amount? TYou don't think so?
0.Key letls look, 'Now. therets the k;otdog. Do you 'bhink‘
there!s the same amount of c¢lay in the hotdog'as there is in
the ball? Is it the same amount? What do you th:.nk?

That one"s the same, and that one's just about the same.

So what do you think, are they the same or are they d:.fferent?
lei‘erent.

There's a different amount? Oh. Which one do you think is
different? Different amouni? That one? What d'da think
about it? |
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S: That's 'cause that one's not into a hot dog and that one is.
Ey: Hum, that one's not in a hot dog, and this one is. 0.K.,
wetll just leave this one right here in a ball.

Task CD-II: Part two

S: I can finish that one.

Ej: You try to get that one, O.K.. They don't have to be perfect,
buf we want them close to perfect! These look pretty good.
Yep,/'they're the same size ag_ain.' Do you think they are?
0.K., now, if I roll it into a hotdog this tine, this one, do
you think they'd weigh the same? If you picked this ball up,
and this hotdog up, do you think they'd weigh the same?

3: I think so. |

Ey: You think they would, huh? Let's look at what we think after
we get it in a hotdog. O.,K.. now it's in a hot dogs Now look
at it, Do you think if we picked up this one, and this one,
they!d weigh the same? What do you think? Think they would,
huh? Why do you think they'd weigh the sa:me?

S: Unmm;, that one's the heaviest, and that one's' the heaviest,

E;: Think they're both heaviest? Think they're both the heaviest?
Humm, O.K.. | |

S: How about this?

E,: Yeah, you want 'me to put this one into a ball? Now this is the
last one with the clay. |
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sk CD= *t ee

Ey: This one we have to talk about a little bit more. Here they
are the same again. Two globby ballss O.K., now if I roll
this one into a hotdog, do you think it'd take up the same
anmount of space? Huh? You don't think so? Well, let's look.
The same amount ’of spach. take up the same ’amount of room, in
‘Ehe air. Now, do you think it takes up the same amownt of
space as this one? The hotdog. Why don't you think that?

3: I don't, This one'. fhey don't have the same amount of roc;m.

Ej: The round 6ne's not the same as the hotdog? So you don't
think they take the same amomit of room? Huh? Well, you know,
you could be right, I hadn't made up my mind 'on it yet, and 1
wondered what you thought. Well, we're finished,

Task CD-III : Consefvatign gfg._i_.g uid vc;;ﬁme‘ aci'ggs tranm: gx_gticns
in its original appearance, Two identical beakers, third beaker
thinner than original | o

Ey: These two jars are the same size. Let's pour some water in
here, poui‘ this :much. Now, I'm going to pour the same amount
over here, Andy, A;ac'aut the véa.me. | |

3:  Same,

Ey: Is it? Goods Now this time I'm going to get a tall one. Now,
these ,two are the same, aren't they? 0.K., now I'm going to
pour this one into the tall one, Nc;w. do you think there is
the same amownt to drink in these two jars, is there as much to
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drink in here as there is in here? Are they the same?
S: That one!s the much,. | |
Eys Much what?
S: Water, |
Eq: More water? Do you think there is more to drink in here?
S: Um hmm, 'I"hat one's little, and that one’s big. |
Ey: They're no£ the same, to drink, huh? Not as much to drink.
'O.VK.. we'll pour it back in here, |

Task CD~-IVs Conservation of liquid volume aeross transformations
in its 'ap pearance, Two identical beakers; geveral smaller beakers
of equal size

Ey: This time we will use three little jars, Now, there's the same
amount of water in these two, aren't there? There's as much
water in this one as there is in this one, | 0.K.» now I'll
pour it in here, Now, do you think there's the same to drink
in all of these jars as there is in this onet All of these
Jjars. '

S: That one's the much,

Ey: Which one? You think there's more to drink in here than in all
of these? |

S: That one',s got much water, and these got too.

Ej: A1l of these together, huh? 0.K..

Task CP-V: Conservation of liguid volume across transformations in

its appearance before and during sereening, and upon unscreening
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displays. Two small, identical beakers; one taller beaker of same

diameter as original beakers; one wider beaker of same height as
originals; one standing screen which can still show top of original

beakers

Ey: You know, you might be right, Umm, I'1ll pour these back and
we'll take + o »

S: What about that?

E,: Right. Now this; time, pay attention. O0.K., this time I've
got two little jars Just the same, aren't they?

S: Uh huh, that one's standing low and that one's .up.

Ey: That's right, but they're the same size. 0.K., now I'm going
to mark on here with the pencil, right here. That's how much
water!s in that one. 0.K., see that little mark? 0.K,, that's
how much water's in this one. Now, I'm going to 'take this
water and pour it in the jar like this, Now, you tell me on
this paper, you look, you tell me where you think the water is
on this jar. Where do you think it is?

3:  Here. J ‘ |

El‘ Do you think they are the ﬂsame? Why do you ﬁhink theiy are the
same? "

S:  That ,one‘s up there, and that one'ék up there,

Ey: And Il Just pourgd one from the oﬁhef? Huh, you were right! You

lknew, didn't ya? 0.K., 1et's try it with another size jar.



Task CD-V: Part two

El:

S:

El k:

S:

This time I'm going to use another size jar. Wahoo.

That one's little and that!s the big one!

That's right, a little one and a big one. 0.K., now I'm going
to mark here again, where the water is, is that the same? Is
there a mark on this paper where the water is? 0.K., now; this
tine I'm going to pour this into the taller one. Now, where do
you think the water's going to be this time. Think they're
going to be the same? Why do you think they ai'e going to be
the same? |

I don't l;now.

You just think they are, huh? You don't want to guess? O.K.,
you were right! Théy're stiil the same. Now we'll pu'!; the
water back in é.gain. |

Task CD-V: Part three

Elz

And this time I'm going to get a Jjar, this is taller'n this one.
But they're different., Think they're different? 0.XK., well,
let's mark it again, 0.K., that's where it is on that little
jar. Right? Now let's pour it in this other jar. That's
right, this is how you folded it yesterday. O.K., let me,
there, now you can see the top of this one, OuKee 0.K., now
you watch on the paper, and we have to decide. I'm going to
pour it in this one, pour the water, now, where do you think
the water is this time? Ybu gtill think it's the same? What
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happened? It went down, didn't it? Yeah, well, Let's try
it with the last jar.

Task CD=V: Part four

Eqs Now this jar is taller.

S: And this tiny one.

Ej: And it's littler. O0.K., here we go again. Watching? Same
place, here's the water, in that littie one. O.K., i'm going
fo pour the water into this bigger one. Now, where db you
think it is? Down here?! Why do you think it's way down
there? |

S: Becauée « « » that!s where the others are.

Ey: Tﬁe same as the others are? What, oh,’the same as the Jjar we
ﬁsed over here? Oh, they ﬁere the same size? wbh, weil. I
didn't eveﬁ noéice thaﬁ. See you ware‘¥ight; itt's down ét
the bottom. You did a pretty good Jjob on that one, didnt't ya.

S: Uh huh,

Task RT-VI: Presentation of seven story cards to S on initial task;
removai of three picture cards with the reguirement that S give a

brief story representation to E; from the remaining four card

series,

Ej: Now I want you to tell me a story., What do you think is going
on here? It starts right here.

S: He's walking along using a switch, and the dog is chasing him
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up the hill, and then up the tree, and that's why he's up
there, and then he balances up there, and then he climbs down
from the tree and into the house,

That's right. Look over now.

The dog's.

Umm. So, he was walking along and there was that dog there.
Oh, he dropped his stick, and what goes on here?

Chased hin, |

And he goes up that tree. Oh! Look there! 0.K., thatls a
good story. I think you did a good job. Well, I guess thatls
what happens. Now, here you go. Now we are going to ask

Mr. Hawkins to come back. 0.K.? And, then you can tell him.
Andy, I'm going to take pictures; away. I'm going to take

these pictures, and he won't gsee 'em., Let!s put 'em over here,
Now, I'm going to get Mr. Hawkins. I think he's right out
here. Hi, he's right outside the door! He can sit right over
there by Andy. He's got something to ’cell you. (uKe, Andye.
We did this before, didn't we, Now, I'm going to put these
pictures oute Now, Andy, you tell me . . you tell me the story
you think lMr. Hawkins sees about these pictures, He'd probably
tell us a story about these pictures, so you tell‘ me what you'd
think he'd say. You take a look at these pictures and tell me
what you think he!d say.

I don't know.
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E;: Well look, what do you think he'd say about these pictures.
Let's just start, Read these the same way., We'll just go
right across here. We'll start on this one. Whatts this boy
doing?

S: He's ﬁalking down the sidewalk, and then he rms up into the
tree, and the dog, he goes home.

E;: Well, that's right! I wonder why he ran up this tree? Why do
you suppose he ran.up the tree? |

S: I don't know. |

E;: Maybe he just wanted to get up in the tree, huh?

S: Huh uh, the dog chased him, |

Ey: Do you think Mr, Hawkins thinks the dog chased him? You don't
think he thinks that. Just you and me, hun? Ohs O.K., over
here though. Oh, he does see the dog over éhere. What was
that dog doing?

St Just . & |

Ej: How about the boy, what's he doing in the tree?

S: Eating an apple. |

Ey: Oh, he's just sitting there eating an apple! Mmmm. Oh, I
think you did a good job! Did you like that story, r. Hawkins?

Ex: Yes, that was a good one. |

Ey: I wish we all had apple trees in our yard, huh, Andy?

Ez: He's probably got some salt in his pocket to shake oﬁ the

apple.
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Ey: Ummm, Is it a green one? Is that what you'd put it on? Well,

we can put these away then., I think you did a really good Job!

Task RT-VIIa: S was required to explain the rules of a game to Eo

in as accurate a manner as possible, S and E, could not handle the
gane materials during the instruction period and E, could not ask S

any guestions
E;: Now, this time wefre going to play a game.

S: I think this is going to be fun.

By: Yes, this is really a fun game. You'll recognize all kinds of
things to do. And, it's such an easy game, Andy, that we're
not going to use any words. I'm just going to show you how to
play it by handing you things and showing. How's that?

3:  0.K.. |

E;: We're not even going to use words, O.Ke? Oh, who won that
game? ‘

S:  You éid.

Ey: Shall we play it again? I bet you win this time! 7You start.
0.K., thatts fun isn't it? Umnm,

S:  Oink-oink!

Ej: Wow! Comé on, Andy! Hurry up. Your big chance. Uh,'you get
ano%her chance, thoﬁgh. You keep doing it until you get to
the end. We're done with the game, but you keep doing it to
the end. There you go. When we get home, you play it with
Brandy.
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Task RT-VIIb: S was required to explain the rules of a game to Ej

in as accurate a manner as possible, B; was blindfolded, S and E,

could not handle the game materials during the instruction period,
and E3 could not ask S any guestions

El:

Now, Andy, let's cover these up because we have someone else
coming in here. You remember Mr. Hawkins . . that told the
story to?

Yes. |

Well, I told him we had this game, and he doesn't know how to
play it, and he wants to be able to show his girls. So, Jjust
a minute and I'1ll go get him, and I'11l ., . you leave the cloth
there, 0.K.? Oh, here he is,

Hi. |

Hi there.

Hum, what!s under there? Now, Andy, Mr. Hawkins wants to learn
how to play this game, éo I want you to tell him how, But we
have two little rules. You can't touch anything « « you can't
pick 'em up. You can point at them if you want to when you're
telling him, but you can't pick them up. And another rule: he
can't say anything. He can't ask any questions. So, if he
starts asking questions, you stop him, 0.K.? You tell him as
much as you can about this game, so that whén he gets home, he
can show his girls how to play it, all right?

O.Kee |
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Here, I'1l take these things out. We'!ll lay 'em all out so
that you can point at the things you want to tell him about.
0.K,, now we can’t touch them. 0.K., now you start telling
hime, No « « you can’t touch them. You start telling him how
to play it, O.K.? How would he play it if he were going to
tell his girls? |

Get that, go tﬁere. You get that and go there. If you get
that you stay there. If you get that you stay there; get that
and stay there; you can't move.

Is that all you have to tell him, do you think? Do you think
we should tell him something more? What about(this. What do
you think about this? | |
Was over the . « ovef there.

Oh, he wasn't, Oh, what about this?

Supposed to shake that, |

Oh.

That does it.

Uh, He Jjust shakes the cup? What about this?

Oh. Put that in there and shake . . and . « if you get a red

one you jumpe

Oh. If you get a red you gos 0.K., then if you get . . what
about the other colors?
I don't know about them very much.

You just shake it in the cup, huh? Well, do you think he could
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go and tell his girls how to play it, if you told me what

to s oo

Oh, one thing: get a black, you stay.

Oh, that!s right. Now do you think he'd know enough to tell
his girls? Think you could tell him all the things you said
and they éould play it, huh? 0.K., well, do you want to take
it home after we're done anci show your girls?

We could make one! |

Oh, it would be easy to make one, wouldn't it? It's a fun
game, huh Andy? Did you enjoy it? Good., It ’was fun, more
than we thou.ght; it was going to be’. Well, we'lll put things
back in the cup . . and, we'll help you make one someday, and
you can show your girls,

That would be fine.

Thank you for coming,

See you again! Goodbyel

Now I'm going to go out and get one of the girls, 0.K.?

OuKew |

You stay there . « I'1ll be back in a minute! We have a game to
play. Andy learned this game a few minutes.ago. didn't you?
And, then, he told your dad about it, too. And now, he's |
going to tell you about it, huh; we're going to tell her so
she!'ll know how to play. But guess what welre going to do.

We're going to cover her eyes up. So this time she won't be
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able to see. So you won'!t be able to point at anything. You'll
just have to tell her about it. We!ll have to tell her about
all the things so she learns how to play the game, 0.K.?

OeKeo |

You turn this way so you don!t see anything, and I'1l put the
blindfold on her, Jjust like she says pin the tail on the don-
key with the blindfold on, too. Now, you tell me, Jenny, if
you can see, Can you see?

Noe |

Oh, good. We don't want you to see. Andy's going to tell you
a story, 0.K.? Can't see, huh? Good. But we!ll turn you back
around so thaf youlre going thé right way to talk to you. O.K.
here we goe. Just a second while I get the things out for Andy.
Now, Andy, the rules are the same., You can't touch these.
We'll just talk about them, 0.K.? And, you can't ask questions
Jenny. O.K.? |

Uh huh, |

You just listen, and Andy is going to tell you all about this
game so that you will know how to play it when we take the
thing off your eyes. 0.K., Andy. You tell her everything she
has to know in order to know how to play this game.

If you get a red, you go down here, and then this player stay

there, and that player will go and stay there, and that player
wins,
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Now do you think you told her everything?

Oh. And there is a cube, and if you get ‘a black you stay
there.

Oh. What do you do with the cube?

Put it in the cup and shake it. |

Thatts right,

Then there are some pigs.

How many, do you think? How many pigs do you think we should
tell her about? |

Twoe I

Two pigse. You think you told her everything, so that if we
took the blindfold off she would play the game with us?

Yeah. |

Do you want to try that?

O0sKeo |

O.K., now, Jenny, he told you the rules, so I'm going to take
this off. There. And you guys can play a game. You want to?
0.X., Andy, you start, 0.,K., Jenny. He!ll start, and you ld.ds
can play this game. Good, Jenny won that one, I bet I know
someone you can beat, Andy. Brandy. I bet you can, can't you?
Shall we play it when we get home? |
Ho=kayyye |

Was that a fun game?



APPENDIX B. Intervieus

Description of Subject by liother

Andy is the youngest of four boys. He seems more attached
to his mother than his father, but the mother feels this is because
he is the youngest child in the family. Andy's thirteen year old
brother is his favorite and seems to help Andy more with dressing,
etec. Although Andy was a premature baby, his physical development
was normal. He remained smaller than average for his age group
until about four years of age. iHe developed his speech and mental
interests at an average rate for a child his age. Andy was left-
handed as an infant, but shows a primary use of his right hand at
the present time., He has had few childhood problems, no diseases,
and mild asthma that occurs instead of a cold in the winter months.
Andy is cooperative at home, easy to get along with, although he is
sometimes whiney. After some consideration of his shyness his par-
ents decided to have him begin kindergarten in September of 1971.
Hde apparently enjoys school and has become more outgoing with other
children., Andy is not a strong leader in groups interaction, but
enjoys sharing and being with others. He is also content to play by

himself at home, His mother feels he is a pleasant average child.

Description of Subject by Teacher

Andy is very coopefative and pleasant in school. He is
gradually growing out of an initial shyness, but still is very quiet

in large groups. He is hesitant to share ideas, although he is

ok
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capable. Andy is conscious of school rules and wants to confornm
without being reminded.

Andy!'s understanding of his school work seems to be good.
H¥is speech is good, although there was a change when conscnants
were used more often, He seemed reluctant to repeat statements if
they were misunderstood, and if he did repeat them he did so with
a very small voice and with his hand up to his mouth or in front of
his face. The school speech therapist was consulted, but he found
no speech difficulties. The change in speech coincided with the
introduction of the more difficult schoolwork that included the
concept of ¥setsf,

Andy does not push to be first in lines, etec. at school.

He will follow instructions, and will go zhead on his own if he
understands the task presented. There are nol many errors in his
work, and if he does make an error he quickly recognizes it and
feels embarrassed for making a mistake.

Andy is thorough and diligent in his school work. He is
neat and clean, Although Andy has the usual problens in making
letters he has mastered the writing of his first and last names.

Regarding creativity, Andy tends to follow the ideas presented
by the teacher during the task instructions rather than create new
ideas on his own.

Andy is polite and courteous to his classmates, He inter-
relates best in small groups. When put in larger groups he is quiet

and shy. He seens to enjoy sharing things, often bringing a game or



toy from home to show his classmates,
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